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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
In 1982, President Ronald Reagan established, by executive order, the President’s
Task Force on Victims of Crime. The creation of the Task Force was motivated by the
growing perception that there was a serious imbalance between the rights of alleged
offenders and the rights of crime victims. In the months that followed President Reagan’s
executive order, Task Force members reviewed the literature on criminal victimization,
interviewed victim service professionals, and spoke with crime victims from around the
country.
The creation of the Task Force was also compelled by two decades of significant
increases in the number of violent and property offenses reported to the police (Figure 1).
From 1960 to 1981, the United States experienced a nearly four-fold increase in the
number of index offenses1 reported to police, from 3,384,200 in 1960 to 13,423,800 in
1981 (Federal Bureau of Investigations, Uniform Crime Reports). Importantly, in the year
before the Task Force began its work, the four-fold increase in the number of criminal
offenses from 1960 to 1981, created a corresponding four-fold increase in the number of
individuals that experienced criminal victimization. It is in this historical context of
dramatic increases in crime and victimization that Lois Haight Harrison, Task Force

1

Index offenses include murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny/theft, and motor
vehicle theft.

1
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Chair, made the following remarks in her statement that prefaced the final report to the
President (President’s Task Force, 1982).
Something insidious has happened in America: Crime has made victims of
us all. Awareness of its danger affects the way we think, where we live,
where we go, what we buy, how we raise our children, and the quality of
our lives as we age. The specter of violent crime and the knowledge that,
without warning, any person can be attacked or crippled, robbed or killed,
lurks at the fringes of consciousness. Every citizen is more impoverished,
less free, more fearful, and less safe, because of the ever present threat of
the criminal. Rather than alter a system that has proven itself incapable of
dealing with crime, society has altered itself. Every 23 minutes, someone
is murdered. Every six minutes a woman is raped. While you read this
statement, two people will be robbed in this country and two more will be
shot, stabbed, or seriously beaten. (p. vi)

Even though the number of violent and property index offenses reported to the
police has decreased since 1991, in 2009 10,639,369 violent and property index offenses
were reported to the police departments across the country—representing a still
staggering number of individuals who experienced the trauma of criminal victimization.
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In the years that followed the Task Force’s work, considerable resources and political
action have been invested into remedying the imbalance in how victims and
offenders are treated by our criminal justice system. For example, since the completion of
the Task Force’s work, the federal government has appropriated and administered a
considerable sum of money to federal, state, and local governmental agencies and nonprofit organizations to improve services to crime victims. In 1984 the Crime Victims
Fund (the Fund) was established by the Victims of Crime Act. The Fund is supported by
fines, penalty assessments, and bond forfeitures collected from offenders convicted in
federal court. The United States Department of Justice’s Office for Victims of Crime
(OVC) administers two major grant programs supported by the Fund, which from 1986
through 2003 provided more than $4.2 billion in victim compensation and victim
assistance grants spread among all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and United States
Territories (Office for Victims of Crime e-pub, 2004). More recently, from 2004 to 2009,
OVC has administered more than $5 billion in additional funding to states for their victim
assistance and victim compensation programs (http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/ovc/
fund/vocareps.htm). Although the process can vary from state to state, these funds are
allocated to state and local agencies that provide assistance and compensation services to
crime victims. Owing, in large part, to the federal funding described above, victim
service programs – particularly those operating within police agencies, prosecutors
offices, correctional departments, and United States Attorney’s Offices – have become a
common feature of the criminal justice system. The result is a victim service system that
is operated by criminal justice system agencies.
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In addition to the significant commitment the federal government has made –
allocating funds to states so they can provide financial compensation and services for
crime victims – there has also been a concurrent enhancement of the legal rights and
protections afforded crime victims by the criminal justice system. By the early 1990’s
every state had enacted in statute rights for crime victims, and more than half had
amended their constitutions to include crime victims’ rights (Kilpatrick et al. 1998).
Although there is slight variation from state to state in the substance and wording of
crime victims’ rights, they commonly include the right to be treated with fairness and
respect for their dignity and privacy throughout the criminal justice process, the right to
notification of court proceedings and to be present at those court proceedings, the right to
information about the conviction, sentence, imprisonment and release of the accused, the
right to be protected from the accused throughout the process, the right to the timely
disposition of the case following an arrest, and the right to make a statement to the court
at sentencing.
On the heels of the expansion of legal rights and protections afforded crime
victims, an innovative justice philosophy used increasingly in the western criminal justice
system, restorative justice (Zehr 1995), continued to explore and expand the role of the
crime victim. Departing from the offender-centered model of the traditional criminal
justice system, restorative justice defines crime as harm that was committed against
people and relationships rather than a violation of rules or regulations (ibid.). Arguably,
this places the needs of the crime victim at the center of the criminal justice system
response. As interest in the restorative justice framework increased, so too did the
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number and type of principle-based restorative practices and formal restorative justice
programs centered on meeting victims’ needs through voluntary and facilitated
interaction with their offenders, both pre- and post-trial.2
Despite the significant amount of funding the federal government provides to
support system-based and non-profit victim service programs, the number of states that
have legal protections for the rights of crime victims, and an increase in the number and
type of opportunities for victims to participate in the criminal justice process, relatively
little is known about how these change have impacted victims’ satisfaction with the
criminal justice system. To date, research on victims’ satisfaction with the criminal
justice system has primarily been focused on specific types of crime victims (e.g., female
victims of domestic violence), specific components of the criminal justice system (e.g.,
treatment of victims by the police), or the impact of specific policies (e.g., victim impact
statements and restitution) and programs (e.g., restorative justice programming).
This study contributes to a deeper understanding of the needs of crime victims
and the criminal justice system’s role in meeting those needs, from victims’ interactions
with the police through the sentencing of convicted offenders, by utilizing the words and
experiences of a sample of felony crime victims who reported their victimization to the
police and whose cases were accepted for prosecution and resolved through the criminal
justice system process. The qualitative and quantitative data obtained from the sample of

2

Over time, restorative justice principles and the programs they inform have evolved and been extended to
include a perspective that balances the needs of victims, offenders, and communities (e.g., Balanced and
Restorative Justice). Even though new restorative perspectives have emerged, a pure restorative justice
model retains a focus on meeting the needs of crime victims.
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felony crime victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution are used to better
understand the relationship between victim characteristics, victimization contexts,
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system, and victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of the criminal justice process. This study also explores procedural justice
concepts as they apply to crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system in
an attempt to better understand what justice means to crime victims.
Informing this research is the recognition that what crime victims seek from the
criminal justice system process is quite diverse; an idea that is consistent with the
increase in opportunities for victim involvement in the justice process and what the
research to date on crime victims’ satisfaction and procedural justice reviewed and
reported later in this manuscript has revealed. Recognizing the potential for victims to
have a diverse set of needs is in stark contrast to the perspective of the prosecuting
attorney quoted in the epigraph who was certain that arrest, prosecution, and conviction
was all that victims need—a perspective that is likely shared by many who work within
the criminal justice system. This disconnect between what is known about victims and the
perspective of those who are in a position to serve crime victims illustrates the need for
studies that both add to an understanding of crime victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system and the quality of service provided to them.
The findings from the study reported here significantly enhance our understanding
of what victims whose cases are accepted for prosecution seek from the criminal justice
system and, arguably more important, has the potential to improve how the criminal
justice system works with, and for, crime victims. The strengths of this study include
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collecting data from victims of a wider variety of victims of serious crime (i.e., felonies)
than previous research in this area. Additionally, because both qualitative and
quantitative data on victims’ satisfaction were obtained, these data allowed for a deeper
investigation of the factors predictive of victims’ satisfaction by using the qualitative data
to inform the building of statistical models, while at the same time, providing a rich
contextual description of the reasons behind crime victims’ feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction. This methodological triangulation conducted via the complementary
analyses of the qualitative and quantitative data is infrequently utilized and provided for a
deeper understanding of the real world contexts that impact crime victims’ experiences
with the criminal justice system that is responsible for the resolution of their criminal
victimization.
In addition to the social scientific merit of this study, there are significant public
policy and practical justifications for investigating victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system. Although some might argue that the primary goal of the criminal justice
system is to meet society’s need for offender retribution, rehabilitation, and/or crime
control, crime victims are part and parcel of the criminal justice process as victims and
often witnesses to the crime and their full range of experiences and needs should not be
ignored. Additionally, as demonstrated above, by virtue of the financial support provided
to criminal justice agencies, the criminal justice system is also serving as the victim
service system.
It is also in the interests of the criminal justice system agencies to better meet the
needs of crime victims. Previous research has revealed that perceptions of the
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effectiveness of the police in response to prior victimizations affect the likelihood of
crime victims reporting subsequent victimizations to the police (Xie et al., 2006), and
when victimizations have been reported, victims’ dissatisfaction with the criminal justice
system leads to an unwillingness to participate in the criminal justice system process in
the future (e.g., Tontodonato and Kratcoski 1995).
Crime victims often experience lasting physical and psychological harms at the
hands of their offenders that must be addressed. By being inattentive to the range of
crime victims’ needs, the criminal justice system and its component public agencies run
the risk of undermining their attempts at effective crime control and failing many who
have experienced first hand the often devastating harm of victimization. This study
addresses the potential for inattention by better specifying the experiences of crime
victims whose alleged offender was arrested and their case accepted for prosecution by
the criminal justice system and the reasons behind their feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with their criminal justice system experience.

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
The study of crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and their
relationship to victims’ feelings about the outcomes of the criminal justice system’s
processing of their cases is primarily informed by the theoretical and empirical literature
on procedural justice and restorative justice, and the empirical literature on victims’
satisfaction with the criminal justice system and its component agencies. These lines of
inquiry provide a foundational understanding of victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system upon which this study builds.
The theoretical literature on procedural justice provides a framework for
understanding how the process of resolving a dispute affects participants’ feelings of
satisfaction with the outcome. At its fundamental core, the criminal court process
attempts to resolve a dispute between prosecuting attorneys and defense attorneys and
their respective versions of the offense and who is responsible. In addition, viewing the
criminal justice system process court as a dispute resolution process is also clearly
illustrated in the citations of criminal cases that follow the format The People of the State
of Illinois v. Defendant. Additionally, the implication of the citation style and it’s
illustration of whose interests are primary in criminal cases should not escape notice.
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Consistent with the procedural justice argument that being involved in the dispute
resolution process matters to participants’ perception of fairness of the outcome, the
theoretical and empirical literature on restorative justice (e.g., Braithwaite 1989,
Bazemore and Walgrave, 1999, Bazemore and Schiff, 2004) tests the premise that active
and meaningful participation in the justice process enhances outcomes for crime victims
and offenders alike. Growing from the cultural traditions of Native American, First
Nation Canadian, and Aboriginal Australians, restorative justice principles and practices
emphasize meaningfully involving the parties in a process that resolves the harm caused
by crime. More familiar to some, American academics, justice practitioners, and
policymakers have also developed a variant of restorative justice, balanced and
restorative justice (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 1997) that is
being implemented in juvenile justice systems around the country.
The last half of the 20th century also saw the emergence of empirical
investigations into criminal victimization and crime victims’ experiences with the
criminal justice system. In the 1960’s, the University of Chicago’s National Opinion
Research Center conducted the first victimization survey that allowed for national
estimates of reported and unreported crime and stimulated new research on victims’
attitudes about the police during a time when the police’s role in society and the rights of
the accused where undergoing significant change (Block 1969). In the 1970’s, criminal
justice system practitioners and policymakers intensified their focus on the imbalance
between the rights of offenders and crime victims in favor of criminal defendants (United
States Congress, Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 1972). Prior to legislation being
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passed in the 1980’s and 1990’s that established crime victims’ rights at the state and
federal level, crime victims did not have the right to be informed of court proceedings,
did not have the right to be present during the trial or other court proceedings, and did not
have the right to make a statement to the court at sentencing (The National Center for
Victims of Crime, 1999). The creation of laws, policies, and programs that attempted to
balance the scales of justice between victims and alleged and convicted offenders also
stimulated research and evaluation of the impact of the changes to the criminal justice
system process. Similarly, researchers also began to investigate victims’ experiences with
the criminal justice system in specific jurisdictions to inform improvements in local law
enforcement and criminal justice processes and their treatment of crime victims (e.g.,
Biderman, 1967; Kalish 1974, and Maricopa Association of Governments, 1969).
Significantly, policy and research focusing on crime victims and their experiences with
the justice system during the latter half of the 20th century was occurring during a time of
significant increases in official reports of serious property and violent victimization.
More recently, the reemergence of community policing strategies (e.g., Skogan,
2006) that sought to involve residents in solving neighborhood crime problems and their
antecedents recognizes residents and crime victims as a valuable part of the criminal
justice system and reintroduced the concept of residents and crime victims as customers
of the criminal justice system and its processes. A viable and active victims’ movement
and the implementation and expansion of community policing strategies have been
drivers for research on victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and its
component agencies.
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Each of these lines of research informs the investigation of the characteristics and
contexts of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. What follows is a review
of the pertinent research within each of these literatures that informs the investigation of
felony crime victims’ experiences with a large urban area’s criminal justice system.
Procedural Justice
Erez and Biendowska (1993) argue that justice for crime victims can be achieved
through satisfaction with both the process and the outcome of a case. The view that the
process matters to feelings of victims’ satisfaction is articulated in the theory of
procedural justice (Thibaut and Walker, 1975; Leventhal, 1980), which argues that
participants’ perceptions of a process through which a dispute is resolved has an
influence on their satisfaction with the outcome. What follows is a brief review of the
theoretical and empirical literature on procedural justice, with a focus on procedural
justice research in the context of the criminal justice system.
More than 30 years ago, Thibaut and Walker (1975) published their seminal
manuscript on procedural justice, suggesting that individuals participating in a dispute
resolution process would be more likely to be satisfied with the outcome of the process if
they perceived the process as fair. More specifically, Thibaut and Walker hypothesized
that parties to a dispute have two potential sources of control that lead to positive
assessments of the fairness of the outcome, process control and outcome control.
Shortly after Thibaut and Walker published their theoretical work on procedural
justice, Leventhal (1980) operationalized procedural justice through the use of six
criteria: 1) consistency; 2) the ability to suppress bias; 3) decision quality or accuracy; 4)
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correctability; 5) representation; and 6) ethicality. For Leventhal, consistency referred to
similarity in the treatment of people and outcomes across people and time, the ability to
suppress bias is the absence of favoritism in the process or the outcome, decision quality
and accuracy refers to the procedure’s or process’ ability to arrive at solution of high
objective quality, correctability addresses the ability to correct unfair or inaccurate
decisions, representation refers to the ability of involved parties to have a say in the
decision-making process, and ethicality refers to the degree to which the process is
consistent with standards of fairness and morality.
Since Thibaut and Walker’s and Leventhal’s foundational work on procedural
justice, many researchers have investigated their claims. Tyler (1988) reviewed the
research literature on procedural justice, which focused on offender perceptions of justice
as a result of the criminal justice process, finding strong support for the theory. More
recent research on drug treatment courts (Gottfredson et al., 2007) continues to find
support for the impact of procedural justice concerns on offenders’ perceptions of fairness
and their subsequent compliance with the negotiated agreement. Similarly, research on
procedural justice in non-criminal justice settings, such as employment decisions (Folger
and Konovsky, 1989), employee attitudes toward drug testing (Konovsky and
Cropanzano, 1991), and organizational change (Korsgaard et al., 2002) have all found
support for the central tenet of the procedural justice hypothesis—that the treatment of
individuals during the process of resolving disputes, and perceptions of the fairness of the
process itself has an independent effect on satisfaction with the outcome.
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In addition to the consistently strong support found in research testing the
arguments of procedural justice, another consistency in the research on procedural justice
in the criminal justice setting is its focus on offenders. In trying to assess justice from the
perspective of those who are directly affected by the outcome of the process, research on
procedural justice has almost exclusively focused on those to whom the decisions directly
affect (e.g., offenders who are sanctioned, employees who are affected by change in
hiring practices, change in policies, change in organizational structure, etc.). Two
exceptions to the focus on offenders are found in research conducted in Poland that tested
the effect of victim participation in court proceedings (Erez and Bienkowska 1993) and a
study of a specialized domestic violence court in South Carolina (Gover et al., 2007). In
both cases, support was found for the procedural justice argument suggesting that by
meaningfully involving victims in the criminal justice process, victims’ perceptions of the
process and their judgments of the outcome will be more positive.
With only a few exceptions, the historical focus on offenders and others directly
impacted by the dispute resolution process has resulted in the neglect of others who are
invested in the outcomes of the process (i.e., crime victims). Even though significant
strides have been made to balance the scales of justice as it pertains to the rights of crime
victims and alleged offenders, relatively little is known about how the criminal justice
process affects crime victims feelings about the outcome of their cases. As the criminal
justice system, particularly prosecutors, emphasize their role in fighting for crime victims
by focusing on offender sanctions, the important role the process can play in victims’
experiences remains under-studied.
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Restorative Justice
Since the first victim-offender mediation program was established in the United
States in Elkhart, Indiana in 1978, the philosophy of restorative justice and its
programmatic applications have grown dramatically (Umbreit and Greenwood, 2000).
Originally a practical solution to the problem of a criminal justice system that focuses on
the offender and offered victims little in the way of resolving the harm of criminal
victimization, more recently, John Braithwaite has provided a theoretical framework for
the practice of restorative justice. Although the restorative justice framework focuses on
the reparation of victims’ harms, the theory of reintegrative shaming (Braithwaite, 1999)
is an explanation for the continuation of delinquent or criminal behavior by focusing on
the role played by the criminal justice system process and pays little to no attention to
better explaining the experiences of crime victims.
Reintegrative Shaming
In his text, Crime, shame, and reintegration John Braithwaite (1999) argues that
the traditional criminal justice process is a shaming process that stigmatizes individuals
brought into the system, furthering their participation in criminal subcultures and
ultimately crime and delinquency. Harkening back to the labeling theories of Frank
Tannenbaum (1938), Edwin Lemert (1951), and Howard Becker (1963), Braithwaite uses
the concepts of reintegrative shaming and stigmatization (i.e., disintegrative shaming) to
describe the impact the criminal justice process can have on reconnecting (or not)
offenders with their communities.
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Although the practice of restorative justice was developed prior to the theory of
reintegrative shaming, the practical application of Braithwaite’s work is found in
restorative justice programming around the world. Restorative justice programs (e.g.,
family group conferencing, victim-offender conferencing, circle sentencing, etc.) are
those that give crime victims a greater voice and role in the justice process than
traditional court processes. These programs use facilitated dialogue between offenders
and their victims in an attempt to address the harm that was caused and to sanction the
criminal act, but without stigmatizing offenders by allowing their deviance to become
their master status.
Braithwaite’s theory of reintegrative shaming and the programmatic applications
of this theory have been well tested in Australia and New Zealand. Rather than discuss
the research on reintegrative shaming separate from the research on the restorative justice
movement in the United States and Canada, because of the similarities in the
programmatic applications of reintegrative shaming and restorative justice, a review of
the empirical literature on restorative justice and the programmatic applications of
Braithwaite’s theory appear together below.
Restorative Justice Programming
An increase in the popularity and prevalence of restorative justice programming
by the juvenile justice systems processes in the United States, Australia, and New
Zealand, and subsequent questions regarding their effectiveness, has led to a number of
program evaluations that speak to the issue of victims’ satisfaction with the criminal
justice process and its outcomes.
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The most popular and frequently evaluated restorative justice program in the
United States is victim-offender mediation. Victim-offender mediation brings together
the crime victim, her/his offender, and a trained facilitator in an attempt to arrive at a
resolution that repairs the harm caused by the offense and gives the victim an opportunity
to address the offender face-to-face (Umbreit and Greenwood, 2000). In one of the
earliest evaluations of victim-offender mediation, researchers found that victims of
misdemeanor and felony juvenile crime who participated in mediation were more likely
to be satisfied with the justice process than those who went through traditional justice
processes (Umbreit 1994). Similarly, in an evaluation of a victim-offender reconciliation
program3 in Oakland, California researchers found that victims of misdemeanor and
felony juvenile crime who participated in the program were more likely to report
satisfaction with the process than a comparison group of victims who did not participate
in the program (Umbreit 1995).
In one of the few evaluations of victim-offender mediation programs involving
victims of crimes committed by either juvenile or adult offenders, Umbreit and Bradshaw
(1997) conducted a cross-national evaluation of victim-offender mediation programs in
Canada and the United States. Victims in both sites reported high levels of satisfaction
with mediation, with victims of juvenile offenders reporting statistically significant
higher levels of satisfaction than victims of adult offenders.

3

One of the by-products of the diffusion of restorative justice programming throughout the country is that
programs guided by the philosophy, rather than a program model, often have different names. Victimoffender mediation, victim-offender reconciliation, and more recently, victim-offender conferencing are
programs that are similar in structure, principle, and practice, albeit different in name.
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In an evaluation of victim-offender mediation across four sites in the United
States, Bradshaw and Umbreit (1998) attempted to better understand the reasons behind
the consistent finding of high levels of victims’ satisfaction with victim-offender
programming that was emerging from previous evaluations. The researchers found that
satisfaction with the mediator, perceived fairness of the restitution agreement, and
meeting the juvenile offender were predictive of victims’ satisfaction with mediation.
Although restorative justice programming has enjoyed an increase in popularity in
the United States, restorative justice programming is also frequently implemented in
other countries. Lattimer et al. (2001) conducted a meta-analysis of restorative justice
practices in Canada and found that programs based on the principles of restorative justice
have enhanced victims’ satisfaction beyond that which has been achieved through the
traditional Canadian criminal justice system process. Other restorative justice researchers
working internationally found that in a study utilizing computer simulations of crime and
subsequent victim-offender negotiations, victims’ satisfaction with the mediated
agreement was most unlikely for victims who suffered psychological injury (Carriere et
al., 1998). Interestingly, victims whose simulated material damage was high were more
satisfied with the restorative agreement than those who experienced little material
damage. Finally, in a multi-year evaluation of the New Zealand restorative justice pilot
project, researchers found that although victims’ satisfaction with mediated agreements
was high, their satisfaction declined over time (Victoria University of Wellington, 2005).
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Victims’ Satisfaction with the Criminal Justice System
The empirical and program evaluation literature related to victims’ satisfaction
with the criminal justice system has been mostly focused on the experiences of victims of
domestic violence and the effectiveness of victim-centered policies (e.g., victim impact
statements, restitution to victims) and programs (e.g., victim assistance and victim
compensation programs). Additionally, the continued evolution of law enforcement
agencies implementing a service oriented policing strategy (i.e., community policing) has
placed renewed focus on victims’ satisfaction with the police. Thus, what follows is a
review of the relevant literature organized into the following three areas: (1) research on
domestic violence victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice system; (2) research on
victim-centered policies and programs; and (3) research on victims’ satisfaction with the
police.
Domestic Violence Victims
Research on domestic violence victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice
system has largely been motivated by relatively recent changes in how criminal justice
agencies respond to domestic violence incidents. Over the last 20 years, changes in law
enforcement agency policy, such as mandatory arrest policies, have changed how law
enforcement personnel respond to domestic violence incidents. Additionally, many
prosecutors’ offices have implemented mandatory prosecution policies for domestic
violence cases, even though evidence suggests that a significant percentage of domestic
violence victims do not cooperate with the prosecution of their case. For example, a study
of domestic violence victims in Los Angeles County revealed that in more than 50% of
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the cases, victims recanted their statements (Wills 1997). Similarly, research conducted in
a pro-prosecution jurisdiction in Canada revealed that nearly 60% of all decisions not to
move forward with the prosecution of domestic violence cases were due to victim noncooperation (Dawson and Dinovitzer, 2001).
A variety of studies have investigated the relationship between police activities
and conduct, and domestic violence victims’ satisfaction with the police. Put together, the
research has revealed that treating victims respectfully, carefully listening to the victims’
experience, not blaming victims for their victimization, explaining police procedures,
providing information about resources for victims, making referrals to other services,
taking victims’ wishes into account, and providing victims with transportation have all
been shown to be related to satisfaction with police responses (Bennett, Goodman, and
Dutton, 1999; Brown, 1984; Buzawa and Austin, 1993; Coulter and Chez, 1997;
Hamilton and Coates, 1993; Muraoka, 1996; and Stephens and Sinden, 2000).
A recent study conducted by Hotaling and Buzawa (2003) on female domestic
violence victims’ satisfaction with criminal justice processing in a model court setting
revealed three distinct patterns of satisfaction: (1) those “generally satisfied” with all
components of the criminal justice system; (2) those “generally dissatisfied” with all
components of the justice system; and (3) those where feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction were inconsistent across justice system components. Overall, a slight
majority of domestic violence victims (56 percent) fell into the “generally satisfied”
category and slightly less than one-fifth (17 percent) fell into the “generally dissatisfied”
category. These researchers also found that victims were generally more satisfied with
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the police response than the response of victim advocates, and were least satisfied with
their experiences with the prosecutor’s office. Victims who were dissatisfied with the
criminal justice system in general were more likely to have been involved in the most
serious incidents heard in the model court (measured by weapon use and injury), been
assaulted by men with extensive criminal histories, had their arrest and prosecution
preferences ignored, and have an extensive victimization history of sexual and physical
abuse during their childhood.
Victim-Centered Policies and Programs
In an offender-focused justice system, the victim is often little more than a
witness for the prosecution. Even though the criminal justice system in the United States
continues to emphasize offender-focused outcomes of the criminal justice system process
(e.g., rates of arrest, successful prosecutions, incarceration, and recidivism), policies and
programs that are intended to meet the needs of crime victims have led criminal justice
systems across the country to increase victim participation in the justice process. One
example of increased victim participation in the criminal justice process seen in courts all
across the country is allowing crime victims to address the court and their offenders on
how they have been impacted by their victimization (i.e., written and oral victim impact
statements).
The effect of victim impact statements on victims’ satisfaction has been a
relatively frequently studied area and continues to yield conflicting findings. Three
studies, Davis (1985), Davis et al. (1990), and Davis and Smith (1994b) all found no
effect of the filing of a victim impact statement on victims’ level of satisfaction with the
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criminal justice system. Davis et al. (1990) also found that the victim impact statement
process did not result in harsher sentences for defendants, did not slow case processing,
and did not result in sentences that better reflect the harm done to victims. One study that
contradicted an emerging consensus of no effect of victim impact statements on victims’
satisfaction with the criminal justice system, Erez and Tontodonato (1990) found that
filing a victim impact statement usually results in increased satisfaction with the criminal
justice system. But, in a study published four years later by the same lead author, the
reverse was found (Erez et al. 1994). In this study, the researchers found that filing victim
impact statements creates the expectation that victims can influence the outcome of the
case, and when that fails to happen, victims’ level of satisfaction is reduced.
The debate on the effectiveness of victim impact statements extends to the United
Kingdom. Research in England and Wales evaluated the impact of “victim statement
schemes” on victims’ satisfaction where the authors concluded, “Victim Impact
Statements: don’t work, can’t work” (Sanders et al, 2001). This was followed by a more
recent evaluation of a victim statement scheme in Scotland that suggested that these
statements can work for those that make them (Chalmers et al. 2007).
Another sign of increased sensitivity to the needs of crime victims in the
aftermath of their victimization has been the advent of victim compensation programs.
These programs recognize the financial impact of victimization and provide an
opportunity for victims to apply for financial assistance that assists them with the costs of
victimization (e.g., medical bills, counseling fees, funeral expenses, etc.).
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In research conducted on New York and New Jersey’s victim compensation
programs, it was found that less than one percent of all violent crime victims applied for
compensation (Elias 1983). Among those who did apply, less than half received an
award. Of those that received an award, 80 percent were not satisfied with their award.
These and other findings led Elias to conclude that the limitations of New York and New
Jersey’s compensation programs and the subsequent dissatisfaction most victims felt
about their compensation awards increased victims’ alienation from the criminal justice
system. It is important to note that for those crime victims who applied and received
compensation awards they perceived as adequate, Davis (1984) found that their attitude
toward the criminal justice system was improved and their likelihood of future
cooperation was enhanced.
Victim compensation programs serve as complements to traditional restitution
programs that attempt to hold offenders directly accountable for the financial harm they
have caused their victims. In a study conducted by Davis et al. (1992) on probation-run
restitution programs in four cities in the United States, researchers found that crime
victims had little involvement in determining the amount of restitution ordered, received
little information on how the money would be collected and forwarded to them, and were
overall largely dissatisfied with their experiences. In sum, Smith and Hillenbrand (1997)
argue that compensation and restitution programs hold promise for “making victims
whole,” but only a small percentage of victims benefit from such programs. Some of the
reasons given include a lack of awareness of the program, the inability or unwillingness
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of offenders to pay restitution, the insufficiency of state funds to compensate victims, and
the limits placed on eligibility for compensation.4
In addition to research on programs and policies that attempt to address the
financial needs of crime victims and their relationship to victim satisfaction, research has
also been conducted on the impact of programs designed to meet a broader range of
victims’ needs. Elias (1990), consistent with previous work done by Davis (1983) and
Elias (1986), argued that victim/witness programs, particularly those based in
prosecutors’ offices, can promote dissatisfaction with the criminal justice system by
treating victims as prosecution witnesses and building false hopes regarding their impact
on the outcome of the case. Focusing on victims as witnesses for the prosecution can also
result in delaying victims’ recovery from their victimization by making their needs
secondary to the needs of the prosecution. An evaluation of the work of a victim
assistance agency in Ohio found evidence of the impact that victims’ positive experiences
with the criminal justice system can have on the goals of the system, further validating
the importance of better understanding what leads to victims’ satisfaction with the
criminal justice process. Evaluators of the Ohio victim assistance program found that
there was a significant positive correlation between victims’ satisfaction and the
likelihood of future cooperation with the criminal justice system. Victims who evaluated
components of the criminal justice system (i.e., police, prosecution and courts) more

4

For example, the victims compensation program in the state from which the crime victim sample is drawn
restricts eligible applicants to only victims of violent crimes who, have filed the appropriate application and
supporting documents within one year of the crime, notified the appropriate law enforcement officials of
the crime within 72 hours of its occurrence, have cooperated fully with law enforcement officials, is not the
offender or an accomplice of the offender and whose injuries were not substantially attributable to his/her
own wrongful act, and was not substantially provoked by the victim.
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positively were more likely to state that they would probably cooperate with the system
in the future (Tontodonato and Kratcoski 1995).
Finally, in a study of 184 victim assistance programs throughout the United States
Roberts (1987) found that victim assistance programs do little to meet the needs of most
crime victims. For example, only 13 percent of programs surveyed offered security
assistance and 24 percent offered financial assistance, which are the types of support
needed by crime victims in the immediate aftermath of victimization and are the types of
services that prosecutor-based victim assistance programs are typically unable to provide
(Roberts 1987). An evaluation of North Carolina’s prosecutor-based victim/witness
programs (Jerin et al.1995) echoed those findings concluding that prosecutor-based
victim/witness programs do little to meet the needs of most crime victims.
As is evident from the review above, there have been several studies that have
investigated the relationship between victim-focused programs and victims’ satisfaction,
but researchers have rarely looked at the effect of services on victims’ psychological and
material adjustment and the impact that might have on victims’ satisfaction. This line of
research is relevant to the proposed study because it is plausible to expect that crime
victims who receive services that lead to their psychological and material recovery,
particularly those services obtained through a justice system-based victim service
organization, will report greater satisfaction with the criminal justice system.
Unfortunately, previous research on the impact of services on victims’ psychological
recovery consistently reveals no effect of services on the psychological recovery of crime
victims. Davis (1987) investigated the effect of victim services on both the psychological
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and material adjustment of crime victims. Although he found that substantial
psychological recovery had occurred for all victims in the first three months post crime,
he found no evidence that recovery was greater for victims who received services than for
those who did not receive services, which is consistent with results from an earlier study
done by Harrell et al. (1985). Davis concluded that most crime victims do not suffer from
such serious psychosocial disruptions that they cannot cope by themselves, and
eventually they readjust over a period of days or weeks. More recent research on the
relationship between services and victims’ psychological recovery also found no effect of
services (Sims et al., 2006). These researchers concluded that the limited services that are
available to crime victims, the mismatch between when services are needed and when
they are made available to victims, and poorly trained victim service providers, among
other factors, might contribute to the ineffectiveness of victim services. Even though
previous research suggests that services do not contribute to victims’ psychological
recovery, Davis (1987) argues that most victims do in fact recover. The question that
remains unanswered is when victims’ recover materially and psychologically, are they
more likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case?
The Police
Research on crime victims’ satisfaction with the police has typically focused on
the relationship between satisfaction and the demographic characteristics of victims, the
investigative activities undertaken by the police, and police officer conduct (i.e., level of
professionalism). Taking advantage of the earliest version of what is now known as the
National Crime Victimization survey, Block investigated the effect of race, class, region
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of the United States, and urbanization on victims’ support for the police. In this seminal
study of citizen attitudes about the police, Block found that race, region, and urbanization
were indeed related to victims’ evaluations of the police (1969). In the years that
followed, research on victims’ age and victims’ satisfaction with the police yielded
conflicting results. Although one of the first investigations of the relationships between
victims’ age and satisfaction with the police found no relationship (Poister and McDavid,
1978), subsequent studies have found that older victims are more likely to report
satisfaction with the police (Percy, 1980; Brandl and Horvath, 1991). Investigating the
interaction between race and gender, Percy (1980) found that Caucasians and men were
more likely to report satisfaction with the police, supporting and expanding early research
on race and victims’ evaluation of the police.
Research on the relationship between victims’ satisfaction and police behavior
(i.e., activities and conduct) yields intuitive results. Brandl and Horvath (1991) found that
when property crime victims perceived a greater degree of investigative effort, they were
more likely to be satisfied with the police. Percy (1980) also found that making an arrest,
providing comfort to the victim, and giving the victim information on how not to be revictimized all resulted in reports of satisfaction with the police. Brandl and Horvath
(1991) found that the professionalism of the officer (i.e., courteousness, understanding,
concern for victim, and competency) had the greatest impact on victims’ satisfaction.
Finally, Shapland (1983) found that police behavior, specifically the attitude of the
officer, promoted feelings of crime victims’ satisfaction.
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Finally, Chandek and Porter (1998) argue that because of the dramatic rise in
police agencies implementing community policing initiatives that incorporate service
oriented functions, viewing the public and crime victims as customers and assessing the
performance of the police in terms of “customer satisfaction” is warranted. In their study,
Chandek and Porter used the framework of Expectancy Disconfirmation theory
(Churchill and Surprenant, 1982) to assess victims’ satisfaction with the police. The
theory argues that satisfaction is a function of the expectations of the customer and the
degree to which those expectations are met. The researchers tested the theory on a sample
of robbery and burglary victims and found strong support for the theoretical model—
more specifically, that victims whose expectations were not met were more likely to be
dissatisfied with the police, but if the expectations were met or exceeded, they were likely
to be satisfied with police performance.
Conclusion
The knowledge gained to date has begun to uncover the needs of crime victims,
the expectations they have of the criminal justice system process, and the relationship to
victims’ satisfaction. But, there is much left to learn about the circumstances that
contribute to victims’ feelings of satisfaction when their cases have been accepted for
prosecution. Although research has contributed to a better understanding about the
experiences of specific types of crime victims and the programs designed to assist in their
recovery, we know little about crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice
system and how it affects victims’ satisfaction.
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Still, the literature on victims’ satisfaction and procedural justice provides some
valuable insights that inform a deeper exploration into victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of their cases when their cases have been accepted for prosecution, and
potentially, whether the American criminal justice system is achieving justice for those
crime victims. What previous research on victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice
system and procedural justice reveals is that many of the standard practices of the
criminal justice system that attempts to meet the needs of crime victims do not lead to
their being satisfied with the criminal justice system and its components. What is also
clear from previous research is that it might not have to be that way—that crime victims
might perceive that justice was served if their needs are met, if they are meaningfully
involved, and if their opinions and wishes are seriously considered during the course of
the criminal justice process.
Getting in the way of a clearer understanding of what criminal justice systems
around the country can and should do for crime victims is a lack of research on victims’
experiences with the entirety of the criminal justice system process. As this review has
revealed, much of the research on victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system
has been narrowly focused on certain types of victims (e.g., domestic violence victims),
specific components of the criminal justice system (e.g., the police, and to a lesser degree
prosecutors), victim-focused policies (e.g., victim impact statements and victim
compensation) and programs, and non-traditional justice programming (e.g., restorative
justice programs). Similarly, previous research on procedural justice in the context of the
criminal justice system processing of alleged offenders has neglected crime victims by
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almost exclusively focusing on the experiences of offenders. This study begins to fill
some of the gaps in the understanding of what the criminal justice system can do to
satisfy crime victims whose cases are accepted for prosecution by utilizing the thoughts,
opinions, and words of those who feel the literal brunt of offenders’ behaviors—not the
philosophical State as victim, but the individuals who have had their property stolen, their
bodies battered, and their loved ones killed.

CHAPTER THREE
SAMPLE AND METHODS
The data for this study were collected to conduct a process and impact evaluation
of a prosecutor-based victim/witness assistance program. The original study used a multimethods approach to answer six research questions: (1) To what degree does the program
processes adhere to nationally recognized standards for service to crime victims; (2) Does
the program reach all those in need?; (3) Does the program provide the services needed
by crime victims?; (4) Is the program effective in helping victims recover both
psychologically and materially?; (5) What are the advantages and disadvantages of a
prosecutor’s office providing victim services?; and, (6) Is the program effective in
encouraging further participation by the victim in the criminal justice system?
The number and breadth of research questions guiding the original study required
many different types of data collection strategies including case file review, interviews
with program staff, and observational data on program staff at work. In addition to these
data collection strategies, the centerpiece of the evaluation design was a telephone survey
of adult felony crime victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution by the county
attorney’s office and disposed of prior to the administration of the survey. Although the
original study focused on measuring the processes and impact of a prosecutor-based
victim assistance program, the breadth of data obtained through the administration the
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victim survey provides a unique opportunity to expand and deepen our understanding of
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system.
The Survey
The interview instrument used for the original study was designed by three
experts in the field of victim research, Dr. Arthur Lurigio, Dr. Fran Norris, and Mr. Rob
Davis. The survey had several substantive components. The first section of the survey
contained questions that were designed to obtain details of the crime and the respondents’
reaction to it at the time of its occurrence and at the time of the interview. The next
section of the survey contained a series of questions about the criminal justice process.
This section included questions about the case outcome, case information shared with the
victim, and how much contact they had with the prosecuting attorney working on their
case. This section also contains the dependent variable for this study; a five item Likert
scale measuring the crime victims’ level of satisfaction with the case outcome, with very
satisfied and very dissatisfied at the poles and an unknown category in the middle, and
the source of victims’ satisfaction in the follow-up probing question, “Why do you feel
that way?”
In the middle of the survey were questions about 22 services that have been
identified in the victim services literature as those that crime victims might need. This set
of questions asked if respondents had the need for the service, if they received help with
the need from victim/witness assistance program staff, the police, other agencies, family
and friends, or if they dealt with it on their own, and if the need was ultimately satisfied.
The next section of the survey asked respondents about their general opinions of the
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prosecutor-based victim/witness assistance program and whether they were notified of
the statutorily defined rights of violent crime victims and witnesses. The final two
sections of the survey contained items designed to measure post-traumatic stress
syndrome and respondent demographic information. A copy of the telephone survey can
be found in Appendix A.
A survey of this length and broad ranging substantive content has both strengths
and weaknesses. Driving the development of the survey was the recognition of the unique
opportunity presented by hearing from victims whose cases were accepted for
prosecution about their experiences with the criminal justice system. For this reason, the
survey design included a broad range of questions related to crime victims’ experiences
with the criminal justice system and the material and psychological recovery of felony
crime victims. This comprehensive approach to developing the survey instrument led to
the collection of a wide range of substantive information about crime victims’
experiences and created an opportunity to better understand the relationship between
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and their level of satisfaction with
the outcome of their cases.
The source of the survey’s strength (i.e., its comprehensiveness) is also its
weakness. The length of the survey, which provided the opportunity to cover a great deal
of topics related to victims’ experiences with crime and the criminal justice system, can
induce a “fatigue effect” where questions asked later in the interview will be answered in
a more concise fashion (Bradburn 1983). Additionally, longer surveys also pose the
problem of missing data—as the interview wears on some respondents ended the
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interview before answering all the survey questions. Indeed, crime victim interviews
ranged widely in the time to completion, from very brief to more than 90 minutes. On
average the length of the interviews in this study was 32 minutes. Later in this chapter,
how these issues affected the current study’s research questions will be discussed.
The Sample
Survey respondents were randomly selected from the prosecutor’s office case
tracking database. The sample of cases from which respondents were drawn included
cases that were accepted for prosecution and received one of the following case
dispositions: cases that concluded with a guilty verdict or plea, cases that returned a not
guilty verdict, mixed offender outcomes in cases with multiple offenders, and cases
dismissed or later dropped by the prosecutor’s office.
A final stratified random sample of 5,109 adult felony crime victims in nine crime
categories was selected for participation in the study. The nine crime categories were
sexual assault, stalking, battery, robbery, residential burglary, homicide, fraud, vehicle
felonies, and arson. For the homicide cases, the next of kin or other family member
identified in the prosecutor’s database was selected for inclusion in the sample.
Except for victims of sex crimes, stalking, and homicide,5 the universe of cases
from which respondents were selected was initiated on or after January 1, 1996, and was
disposed of at any time during 1996 or 1997. This time frame was chosen because it
ensured that respondents’ experience with the criminal justice system was recent and

5

Even though surviving next of kin or family members of homicide victims are not the literal victim, in
order to be concise and consistent in the language used, they are referred to as victims throughout this
dissertation.

35
because it provided an adequate number of potential respondents to select a sufficient
sample. Respondents in the battery, robbery, burglary, fraud, and vehicle felony subsamples were selected at random from all cases that met these selection criteria in each of
these crime categories.
To obtain an adequate number of respondents in the sex crime and stalking
categories, the selection criteria was expanded to also include cases initiated on or after
January 1, 1995 but only if those cases were disposed of in 1997; again, to take advantage
of the shorter time frame post case disposition and the effect it can have on respondent
recall. For the homicide sub-sample, the selection criteria needed to be expanded even
further to obtain a sufficient number of respondents and included cases initiated in 1995
and disposed of at any time after January 1, 1996. For sex crimes, stalking, homicide, and
arson respondent pools, all cases that met the selection criteria were included in the
sample. Table 1 summarizes the final sampling pool of potential respondents.
Table 1. Victim Survey Sample Pool by Type of Crime (N=5109)*
Type of crime
Number
Percent of Total
Sex crimes/attempted sex crimes
502
9.8
Stalking
125
2.4
Assault/Battery
810
15.9
Robbery/Attempted Robbery
550
10.8
Residential burglary
550
10.8
Homicide
1243
24.3
Fraud
550
10.8
Vehicle Felonies
620
12.1
Arson
159
3.1
* Total N reflects all of the cases that were retrieved from the county’s management information
system. Duplicate cases and cases where the victim might have been a juvenile were dropped
from the sample. As a result, the actual size of the respondent pool was considerably smaller
than 5,109.
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Survey Administration
To administer the survey, respondents were first sent an introductory letter from
the prosecutor’s office that was handling their case. This letter served two purposes. In it
was a statement of support of the research from the prosecutor’s office. The intention was
for the statement of support to establish the legitimacy of the project in the eyes of crime
victims and encourage their participation by giving them an opportunity to share their
experiences with independent researchers about the crime and the criminal justice
system’s handling of their case. Additionally, the letter contained two phone numbers for
victims to call if they wanted to proactively decline participation in the survey, one for
the project coordinator overseeing the interviews, the other for the prosecutor’s office
victim/witness program. If potential respondents did not notify the survey research
laboratory project coordinator or the prosecutor’s office of their decision to decline
participation in the survey within two weeks of the date the letter was mailed, their names
were kept in the respondent pool. Due to the large number of victims in the respondent
pool relative to the capacity of the survey research laboratory, survey administration was
divided into three waves of respondents. Phone calls to respondents in the first wave were
completed before the second wave of notification letters was sent and potential
respondents contacted.
During the later stages of the second wave of telephone interviews, significant
procedural mistakes in the initial notification of victims were discovered. The return
address that was printed on the notification letters contained typographical errors that
resulted in letters sent to invalid addresses being returned to a law office rather than the
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survey research lab. Even though this mistake was remedied by confirming correct return
addresses of all pending notification letters, a decision was made to temporarily suspend
telephone calls to victims. The mistakes were ultimately corrected, but this breach in
survey administration protocol caused a breakdown in the cooperation between the
participating organizations. In a compromise that allowed the survey to move forward for
a short period of time, it was agreed that the survey research laboratory could call the
victims for whom they sent letters that were not returned, but that survey staff would not
call any potential respondents for which they did not have a valid address, even if they
believed they had a valid phone number. As a result of the survey administration errors
and the compromise that followed, phone calls to all of the potential respondents in the
second wave were not completed, and the third wave of potential respondents was never
contacted.
These events and other factors that made it more difficult to contact crime
victims, severely compromised the response rate and greatly reduced the number of
completed surveys. In addition to the procedural errors that ended the survey process
earlier than intended, the research team was also limited in the information on the
respondents that they could obtain, which also negatively affected the response rate. The
team requested but was denied the social security numbers of victims in the respondent
pool. Through the use of social security numbers, the survey research laboratory could
have used several different databases to identify and retrieve the most recent addresses of
potential respondents. Without the social security numbers, those tools for increasing the
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likelihood of reaching respondents could not be utilized. Table 2 summarizes the final
sample of crime victims who responded to the survey.
Table 2. Number of Completed Interviews and Response Rates by Crime (N=493)*
Number of completed
Type of crime
Response rate
interviews
Sex crimes/attempted sex crimes
27
16.6%
Stalking
22
32.8%
Battery/physical violence
48
13.9%
Robbery/attempted robbery
62
22.9%
Residential burglary
97
30.0%
Homicide
65
27.0%
Fraud
67
29.7%
Vehicle Felonies
92
26.4%
Arson
13
16.6%
All Crimes
493
23.9%
* Survey response rates were calculated according to the standard definitions set forth by the
American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR). AAPOR’s Standard Definitions
(1998), provides six variations in the way response rates can be calculated. UIC-SRL used the
following formula to calculate response rates for this study: RR+I/{(I + P) + (R + NC + O) +e(UH +
UO)}. Where, I=completed interview; P=partial interview; R=refusal and break off; NC=noncontact; O=other; UH=unknown if household/occupied household; UO=unknown, other;
e=estimated eligibility rate.

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Sample
Although the survey response rates fall below generally accepted standards for
generalizability to other like jurisdictions, there are several reasons why these data and
the analyses of these data have the potential for better understanding, and ultimately,
improving crime victims’ experiences with the arrest and prosecution of their offenders.
Addressing the issue of representativeness and generalizability of the sample, it is
highly unlikely that a sample of prosecuted cases and their crime victims in one
jurisdiction is representative of any other jurisdiction’s prosecuted cases and crime
victims because of inherent selection bias in the case filing process and variation in
resources, training, and staff experience across prosecutorial agencies. Cases that are
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selected for prosecution are those where it is believed that there is evidence that proves,
beyond a reasonable doubt, that the offender is guilty of the charge. While it is true that
standards of evidence are relatively consistent across legal jurisdictions, crime scenes and
investigatory agency processes can differ significantly across jurisdictions due to
resource allocation, training, and investigator’s experience (e.g., Coughlin 2009). In fact,
because of the selection bias inherent in the case filing process and the variability in
crime scenes, a sample of victims selected from cases being prosecuted in a jurisdiction
might not even be representative of victims in the same jurisdiction at a later date,
especially during times of turnover in office leadership and staff—an inherent and
regularly recurring process in the offices of elected officials—and associated changes in
prosecutorial policies. This challenge to the generalizability of research that is limited to
a single jurisdiction and focused on the practical implications of the findings is a critical
practical concern of criminal justice system research. The potential for variation in arrest,
prosecutorial, courts, and sentencing practices from jurisdiction to jurisdiction makes it
difficult to reasonably generalize from one jurisdiction to another when studying victims’
experiences with the criminal justice system.
Second, because the study’s sample consists of victims of nine types of felony
offenses—a wider variety and more serious offenses than all but a few studies on victim
satisfaction—an exploration into the characteristics of felony crime victims’ experiences
with the prosecution of their cases and the criminal justice system process has the
potential to deepen our understanding of what victims of serious crime seek from the
criminal justice system. Procedural justice research has also suffered from similarly
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narrow, but different, focus. As discussed earlier, research on procedural justice has
typically looked at the impact of participation and input in the justice process from only
the offender’s perspective or, in the case of one of the few studies that looked at the
victim’s perspective, investigated the arguments of procedural justice theory as it applied
to domestic violence victims only (i.e., Gover et al., 2007).
Third, the data used in this study contains a broad array of quantitative measures
that allow for sophisticated statistical analyses, and, qualitative data that informs the
building of the statistical models and deepens the explanation by adding richness, depth,
and context to the findings from the statistical analyses. Used in this manner, the words
of crime victims, many of whom have suffered significant emotional and physical pain,
contain both statistical power and a nuanced understanding of victims’ experiences rarely
obtained in the research literature.
Fourth, this study and the issues that emerged during the administration of the
victim survey speak to the difficulty of doing practical and policy relevant research in the
“real world.” From privacy concerns over the sharing of specific pieces of personally
identifiable information about crime victims to the errors that occurred during survey
administration, the original study faced many challenges that impacts future uses of the
data. A description of those challenges and the impact they had on the original evaluation
are illustrative of the need to increase efforts to merge research with practice in a manner
respectful of the interests of all parties involved. These types of experiences often
discourage policy and practically relevant research by academicians and practitioners
alike. But it is hoped that by sharing the lessons learned and the opportunities missed as a
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result, this study might encourage collaborative research between the theoretical and
applied worlds that better addresses the concerns of researchers and policymakers and has
direct relevance to policy and practice.
The discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the sample also informs the
question of whether it is necessary to weight the data. The discussions above identify two
compelling reasons why the data used in this study should not be weighted: 1) given the
dynamic nature of crime and criminal justice system’s response, the population to which
the data should be weighted is unknown, and 2) even if the population was known, given
the differences in crime and victimization across jurisdictions, even if weighted, it would
still be inappropriate for these findings to be considered representative of any other
jurisdiction’s crime victims. Thus, the data used in this study are not weighted and the
findings should not be interpreted as applicable to crime victims’ experiences with the
criminal justice system more broadly.
Importantly, the inability to appropriately generalize this study’s findings to other
jurisdictions placed limits on the study’s value, but still makes a contribution to
understanding of crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system. There is
great scientific and practical value in the exploration of new concepts and putting them to
the statistical test. The uniqueness of the population being studied and the importance the
criminal justice system following through on the promise of justice for crime victims
gives purpose to this study—to better understand what victims of serious crimes seek
from the criminal justice system and enhancing the criminal justice system’s to serious
victimization.
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Description of the Final Sample
For most studies that use a population sample, one of the first steps in assessing
the quality of the sample is to compare the demographic characteristics of the respondents
to the demographic characteristics of the population from which the sample was drawn.
Unfortunately, this is not possible because the demographic characteristics of the
population of victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution were not obtained for
the original study. In addition, alternative comparisons to the population of crime victims
more generally and the population of the county are inappropriate.
In the first instance, annual results from the National Crime Victimization Survey
illustrate that not all crime victims report their victimization to the police. For example,
according to research conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statistics, less than half of all
violent and property crimes (49 and 40 percent, respectively) were reported to the police
(Truman and Rand, 2010). Early victimization research revealed the reasons behind nonreporting including, victims believing the crime was not serious enough to warrant police
involvement, that nothing could be done about the victimization, or that the crime was a
private matter (Gottfredson 1986). The population of victims from which the study
sample was drawn is a subset of all crime victims; those whose victimization was
reported to the police, whose offender was arrested, and whose case was prosecuted.
In the second instance, comparing the sample population to the general population
of the county is also unhelpful to an assessment of the representativeness of the sample
because crime and delinquency is not randomly distributed within an agency’s
jurisdiction. There exists a compelling line of research on the spatial distribution of crime
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and victimization that illustrates the non-random nature of crime. Whether it is research
on “hot spots” for crime (e.g., Eck et al., 2005), repeat victimization (e.g., Block and
Block, 1995; Farrell and Pease, 2001), or research on patterns of reentering ex-prisoners
in cities across the nation (e.g., Lavigne et al., 2003; Watson et al., 2004, Visher et al.,
2006), research has clearly established the absence of randomness of criminal activity and
victimization. It follows that if crime and criminals are not randomly distributed across a
jurisdiction, then we cannot expect crime victims to be randomly distributed among the
jurisdiction’s population either. As a result, the demographic characteristics of the sample
are simply described in Table 3.
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Table 3. Sample Demographics
Mean Age (N=458)
Sex (N=456)
Female
Male
Household Income (N=434)
< 10K
10K – 20K
20K – 30K
30K – 50K
50K – 70K
> 70K
Education (N=477)
< HS
High School/GED
Some College
College Grad or more
Race/Ethnicity (N=450)
Minority
Non-minority
Marital Status (N=493)
Single
Married / Co-Habiting
Employment (N=476)
Full time
Part time
Unemployed

41.8 years
56.6%
43.4%
6.2%
12.2%
15.2%
26.5%
17.7%
22.1%
16.1%
29.6%
26.0%
28.3%
59.6%
40.4%
54.9%
45.1%
66.0%
12.0%
22.1%

Demographics and Victim Satisfaction
To begin the investigation into the correlates and predictors of victims’
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, Table 4 contains cross-tabs between
available measures of the demographic characteristics of the sample and level of victims’
satisfaction.
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Table 4. Sample Demographics and Victim Satisfaction
Very
Somewhat
Somewhat
Unknown
Satisfied
Satisfied
Dissatisfied
Victim Satisfaction
31.9%
24.4%
1.9%
15.1%
(n=483)
Age (n=458)
18 – 29
30.4%
22.5%
1.0%
18.6%
30 – 39
26.0%
28.8%
1.0%
15.4%
40 – 49
34.2%
23.7%
4.4%
14.0%
50 – 59
39.7%
19.1%
1.5%
13.2%
60 +
41.7%
23.3%
1.7%
11.7%
X2=12.971
df=16
Sex (n=456)
Female
31.3%
23.0%
1.2%
16.4%
Male
31.4%
27.2%
2.6%
15.2%
X2=3.022
df=4
Income (n=434)
< 10,000
19.2%
34.6%
0.0%
15.4%
10,000 – 19,999
33.3%
23.5%
0.0%
15.7%
20,000 – 29,999
28.6%
20.6%
0.0%
17.5%
30,000K – 49,999
35.4%
20.4%
0.9%
16.8%
50,000K – 69,999
36.4%
27.3%
2.6%
14.3%
> 70,000
34.7%
28.4%
3.2%
11.6%
X2=15.211
df=20
Education (n=477)
< HS
30.3%
27.6%
0.0%
18.4%
High
31.4%
19.7%
1.5%
18.2%
School/GED
Some college
32.2%
22.3%
1.7%
13.2%
College grad or
36.1%
28.6%
3.0%
11.3%
more
2
X =11.988
df=12
Race/Ethnicity (n=450)
Non-white
31.3%
23.2%
0.8%
17.0%
White
36.5%
25.4%
3.3%
12.7%
X2=7.513
df=4
Marital Status (n=479)
Single
30.9%
25.9%
0.8%
13.5%
Married / Co34.8%
21.9%
2.9%
16.7%
Habiting
2
X =6.171
df=4
Employment (n=476)
Full time
33.4%
23.6%
2.0%
14.1%
Part time
35.7%
16.1%
1.8%
19.6%
Unemployed
29.5%
28.6%
1.0%
15.2%
X2=4.423
df=8

Very
Satisfied

Total

26.7%

100.0%

27.5%
100.0%
28.8%
100.0%
23.7%
100.0%
26.5%
100.0%
21.7%
100.0%
p=.675
28.1%
100.0%
23.6%
100.0%
p=.554
30.8%
100.0%
27.5%
100.0%
33.3%
100.0%
26.5%
100.0%
19.5 %
100.0%
22.1%
100.0%
p=.764
23.7%
29.2%
30.6%
21.1%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

p=.447
27.8%
100.0%
22.1%
100.0%
p=.111
29.0%

100.0%

23.8%

100.0%

p=.187
26.9%
100.0%
26.8%
100.0%
25.7%
100.0%
p=.817

The statistic used to test for a relationship between demographic characteristic and
victim satisfaction is Pearson’s chi-square. There are four assumptions of Pearson’s chi-

46
square: (1) the data come from a random sample; (2) sufficient sample size; (3) a
minimum cell count; and (4) independence of the variables. The sample meets all these
assumptions, with the exception of the minimum cell count. To preserve as much
variation as possible in these data, the decision was made to use the full five-item victim
satisfaction variable with very satisfied and very dissatisfied at its poles and an
“unknown” category in the middle. This will be beneficial to the regression analyses to
come, but due to the relative rarity of the response “unknown,” the minimum cell count
assumption is violated. Although care is taken with the amount of weight to give the
results of the chi-square tests, it is a valuable step in the analyses to learn that there is no
superficial gender, racial, or other bias in the full criminal justice process, as it pertains to
victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of the case.
Offense Type and Victim Satisfaction
Looking a little deeper into foundational bivariate comparisons, Table 5 contains
the descriptive analysis that investigates victims’ satisfaction by victimization type. A
slightly larger percentage of victims reported being very or somewhat satisfied with the
outcome of their cases than reported being somewhat or very dissatisfied. There are also
some important differences in satisfaction by type of victimization. Robbery and burglary
victims were more likely to report being satisfied with the outcome of their cases, while
battery victims were more likely to be dissatisfied. In all other offense types, there was
not a statistically significant relationship between type of victimization and victims’
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.

47
Table 5. Number and Percentage of Crime Victims’ Level of Satisfaction by Type of
Offense
Very
Somewhat
Somewhat
Very
Unknown
Satisfied Satisfied
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Sex crimes/attempted sex
44.4%
11.1%
3.7%
7.4%
33.3%
crimes (n=27)
X2=5.605
df=4
p=.231
Stalking (n=20)
25.0%
20.0%
0.0%
15.0%
40.0%
X2=2.247
df=4
p=.690
Battery (n=46)*
15.2%
26.1%
0.0%
17.4%
41.3%
2
X =9.664
df=4
p=..046
Robbery/attempted*
33.9%
39.0%
1.7%
13.6%
11.9%
robbery (n=59)
X2=11.574
df=4
p=.021
Residential burglary*
44.3%
20.6%
0.0%
13.4%
21.6%
(n=97)
X2=10.279
df=4
p=.036
Homicide (n=64)
21.9%
29.7%
0.0%
14.1%
34.4%
X2=6.205
df=4
p=.184
Fraud (n=67)
25.4%
28.4%
3.0%
13.4%
29.9%
2
X =2.484
df=4
p=.648
Vehicle Felony (n=91)*
37.4%
17.6%
5.5%
17.6%
22.0%
2
X =12.533
df=4
p=.014
Arson (n=12)
16.7%
16.7%
0.0%
41.7%
25.0%
2
X =7.181
df=4
p=.127
Total (n=483)
31.9%
24.4%
1.9%
15.1%
26.7%
* Pearson Chi-Square < .05

Independent and Control Variables
Using the qualitative and quantitative data obtained from a sample of felony crime
victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution, this study investigates the
characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
There are many variables of interest suggested by the review of the literature on
victims’ satisfaction and procedural justice. Additionally, there are a large number of
survey items that allow for a broader exploration of possible correlates and predictors of
victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. The independent variables used to
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investigate the characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction are framed into three
general categories, (1) those suggested by previous research on victims’ satisfaction; (2)
those that are consistent with procedural justice concepts as they pertain to crime victims
and the criminal justice system process; and (3) those that allow for an exploration of
other previously unknown factors that might contribute to victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of their case. Together, these three categories of independent variables will be
used to frame the analysis and the building of predictive models that enhance our
understanding of what victims whose cases have been accepted for prosecution seek from
the criminal justice system and how they are related to their satisfaction with the outcome
of their cases.
Table 6 contains examples of potential predictors of victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of the case that is informed by previous literature. These variables and others
like them capture data about the characteristics of the offense, victims’ experience with a
prosecutor-based assistance program, victims’ rights, and measures of victims’
experiences with the police and prosecutors’ office from a customer service perspective.
Of particular note are the insights that can be gained from investigating the sample sizes
and variable means. For example, less than 20 percent of the felony crime victims whose
cases were selected for prosecution were injured during the offense. Additionally, less
than half the sample had contact with the victim assistance program, and probably not
unrelated, a relatively low percentage of victims applied for victim compensation, as is
illustrated by their sample sizes and means. Finally, it is worth nothing the high
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percentage of victims that felt that the prosecutors in their cases were available to them
and provided them with information about the court hearings.
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Table 6. Independent Variables From Previous Research on Victims’ Satisfaction
Std.
n
Mean
Dev.
Characteristics of the Offense
Did you experience financial problems because of your
340 .4941 .50070
property being stolen or damaged in the crime incident?
(1=yes; 0=no)
How would you describe the seriousness of your physical
85 1.9647 1.07401
injuries? (1=very serious; 4=Not at all serious)
Overall, how serious was this crime in your opinion?
402 1.5796 .76708
(1=very serious; 4= Not at all serious)
Did any of the offenders have a weapon? (1=yes; 2=no)
183 .4918 .50130
Victim Service Programs and Policies
Did you apply for victim compensation? (1=yes; 0=no)
219 .2877 .45371
Level of contact with victim assistance program. (1=A lot
486 3.2407 .94905
of contact; 4=No contact at all)
Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the
241 2.1743 3.15393
victim assistance program? (1=very satisfied; 4=very
dissatisfied)
Total number of needs (out of 21 asked about in the
493 3.2110 1.09413
survey) that were met by the victim assistance program.
The victim assistance program staff understood my
244 2.4426 1.33672
problems (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff were sensitive to my
243 2.5432 1.40586
needs (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff were available when
236 2.5763 1.46102
needed (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff helped me get through
241 2.9295 1.49972
this case (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
Without the program it would have been difficult to cope
241 3.1992 1.49783
with this case (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff listened to my feelings 239 2.8368 1.54299
and concerns (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff explained things to me 243 2.5761 1.57897
clearly (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
The victim assistance program staff cared about me and my 242 2.7438 1.54075
family (1=strongly agree; 5=strongly disagree)
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Table 6. (continued)

Victims’ Rights and Responsibilities
Did the victim assistance program staff offer to explain your
rights as a crime victim? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the victim assistance program staff let you know that
you have a responsibility to assist in the prosecution of your
case? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the victim assistance program staff let you know that
you have a right to be at all court proceedings?
(1=yes; 0=no)
Did the victim assistance program staff offer to explain court
proceedings to you? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the victim assistance program staff offer to notify you of
any hearings in your case? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the victim assistance program staff offer to accompany
you to court (1=yes; 0=no)
Was the victim offered to be informed of the right to
restitution (1=yes; 0=no)
Customer Satisfaction with the Police
Because of the crime incident, did you need help getting
information from the police? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did you get any help from the police for obtaining
information about how your court case was going? (1=yes;
0=no)
The total number of needs (out of 21 asked about in the
survey) that were met by the police (0-5)
Customer Satisfaction with the Prosecutor
Did the prosecutor make himself or herself available to you
to discuss your case? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the prosecutor notify you about the time, place, and date
of court proceedings in your case? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the prosecutor explain the legal stages and outcomes of
the legal process to you? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the prosecutor notify you of your right to prepare a
victim impact statement? (1=yes; 0=no)
Did the prosecutor help you prepare a victim impact
statement? (1=yes; 0=no)

n

Mean

Std.
Dev.

241

.4025

.49142

245

.4000

.49090

253

.3241

.46897

253

.3992

.49071

247

.3320

.47188

242

.6364

.48204

240

.6917

.46277

490

.7776

.41632

147

.2857

.45330

493

.4320

.85418

458

.6572

.47516

472

.7585

.42846

467

.6424

.47981

447

.3873

.48762

469

.1770

.38205
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A list of potential predictors informed by procedural justice theory and research
appears in Table 7. Although the data captured by the victim survey do not allow for a
comprehensive test of Leventhal’s (1980) conceptualization of procedural justice, the
data are sufficient for exploring the effect of representation (i.e., having a say in the
decision making process) and decision quality (i.e., case outcome) on victims’
satisfaction with the outcome of the case. Additionally, available survey items allow for
important distinctions to be made between varying measures of victims’ participation in
the case. These distinctions range from victims being provided with information about
the case to their being consulted about important decisions affecting the case outcome.
A deeper investigation into the concept of representation is both of theoretical and
practical relevance as it will help better understand how procedural justice concepts work
in a criminal justice setting and whether passive (e.g., being informed about the case) and
active (e.g., attending court hearings, presenting a victim impact statement) participation
is predictive of victims’ satisfaction with case outcomes, especially in light of a criminal
justice system that is unlikely to give crime victims much control over the decisionmaking process in serious criminal cases. The case verdict is used as a proxy measure of
decision quality because it is reasonable to assume that victims recognize that their case
would not have moved forward in the criminal justice process unless the prosecutor’s
office believed that the alleged offender was guilty. Thus, a guilty plea or a guilty verdict
verifies what the victim already believes to be true—that the alleged offender was guilty
of the crime (i.e., a decision of high objective quality), which was true for more than 80
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percent of victims in the sample. A much lower percentage of victims were informed
about any plea or plea agreement process.
Table 7. Independent Variables, From Previous Research on Procedural Justice
Std.
n
Mean
Dev.
Representation and Participation in the Prosecution
of the Case
Were you informed before a plea was accepted?
131
.5344 .50073
(1=yes; 0=no)
Did anyone consult with you, or ask your opinion
137
.2993 .45962
about, the possibility of a guilty plea before a plea
was accepted? (1=yes; 0=no)
Were you told that a guilty plea had been accepted?
135
.8370 .37071
(1=yes; 0=no)
Decision Process and Quality
Was the offender found guilty by a judge or jury or
181
.5138 .50120
did he or she plead guilty to a charge? (1=found
guilty; 0=plead guilty)
Were the offenders found guilty by a judge or jury
120
1.8583 .93751
or did he or she plead guilty to a charge? (1=found
guilty; 2=mixed outcomes; 3=plead guilty)
What was the outcome of your case? In other words
416
.8582 .34929
was the verdict guilty or not guilty? (1=guilty;
0=not guilty)
Finally, in addition to the variables above and others that emerge from the
qualitative data, offense type, sex, race, age, education, and income will be included as
statistical controls.
Research Questions
Previous research on victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice system and its
components suggest several research questions that can be answered with the available
data. Answers will be sought to the following research questions related to better
understanding the characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction with case
outcomes.
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Research Question 1: How are victims’ demographic characteristics
related to satisfaction with the outcome of their cases?
Research Question 2: How are characteristics of the offense related to
victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases?
Research Question 3: Is victim involvement in victim service programs
and victim sensitive policies (i.e., victim assistance programs, victim
compensation, and victim rights) positively related to satisfaction with the
outcome of their cases?
Research Question 4: Do victims’ experiences with the police and/or
prosecutors contribute to their satisfaction with the outcome of their
cases?
Research Question 5: Are victims who have their needs met more likely to
be satisfied with the outcome of their cases than victims whose needs are
not met?
Although this study is not intended to be a comprehensive test of the theory of
procedural justice, the literature on procedural justice provides some direction in the
exploration of victims’ satisfaction, and arguably their perception that justice in the case
was achieved. Answers will be sought for the following research questions related to the
concepts of representation and decision quality and accuracy.
Research Question 6: Does receiving information about their case lead to
victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases?
Research Question 7: Does being involved in the prosecution of their
offender lead to victim satisfaction with the outcome of their cases?
Research Question 8: How does the outcome of a case affect crime
victims’ feelings of satisfaction?
Conclusion
The survey of felony crime victims that captured their experiences with the
criminal justice system provides several opportunities for furthering the understanding of
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factors predictive of victims’ satisfaction with their cases outcomes. The analytical
strategy for this study is designed to take advantage of the opportunities presented by
having both qualitative and quantitative data from the same sample and reflects the
explicit intent to both explore new concepts and extend previous research related to
victims’ satisfaction.
Because a goal of this study is to explore for new concepts related to victims’
satisfaction, the analysis of the qualitative data focuses on identifying the range of themes
and concepts used by crime victims to explain their feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. Previous research on crime victims’
satisfaction has been narrowly focused on victims’ experiences with the police,
prosecutors, and victim-focused programs and the qualitative data provides an
opportunity to expand the investigation into crime victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system and it processes. Chapter 4 reviews and explains the strategy for
systematically analyzing the qualitative data, which by identifying broad themes and
specific concepts deepens our understanding of victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system.
In chapter 5, the wide variety of data on the characteristics of the crime and
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system obtained from the survey of felony
crime victims will be used to systematically explore for correlates and predictors of
victims’ satisfaction with outcome of their cases. In a systematic analytical process from
the identification of relevant concepts, through an analysis of bivariate correlations, to
building models that will isolate significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction with the
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outcome of their cases, the most important factors related to victims’ satisfaction among
this sample is revealed. Chapter 5 reviews the analytical strategy in more depth and
reports on the results of the statistical analysis.

CHAPTER FOUR
THE VICTIMS’ VOICE
The combination of qualitative data that captures victims’ explanations for their
feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the outcome of their case and a broad
range of quantitative data about the crime and victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system process allows for a deep exploration into the system’s ability to satisfy
crime victims whose cases are accepted for prosecution. Making good use of both types
of data, the qualitative and the quantitative data interact—the qualitative data is used to
identify relevant concepts that inform statistical analyses, and illustrate and enrich the
findings from the statistical analysis.
Of critical importance to this analytical strategy is the explicit connection between
the dependent variable—victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases—and the
qualitative data that contains the explanations of why they feel that way. As described
earlier, the qualitative data were generated from the single follow-up probe, “Why do you
feel this way?” to the question, “How satisfied were you with the outcome of your case?”
Of the 493 felony crime victims in the sample, 428 (86.8%) provided explanations for
their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their case.
Having both survey data and more in-depth qualitative responses to the probe
takes advantage of the strengths of the two types of data—the ability to isolate effects of
specific factors through statistical analyses and creating a deep understanding of the
57
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complex experiences of crime victims, from victimization to prosecution of their alleged
offender, and how they relate to their feelings of satisfaction with the system.
Analyses of the qualitative data were conducted using NVIVO8, the most recent
version of the qualitative data analysis software package formerly known as NUD*IST
(Non-numerical Unstructured Data – Indexing Searching and Theorizing). This software
was instrumental in organizing and identifying themes and concepts that emerged from
victims’ explanations of the reasons behind their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with the outcome of their case.
Investigating Victims’ Satisfaction
The variation in victims’ level of satisfaction with their case outcomes and the
concepts that emerged from victims’ explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction frames the analyses of the qualitative data. The text data that captures
victims’ feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction included a number that is unique to
each respondent, which connects the explanations to victims’ response to the survey
question asking for their level of satisfaction. Five files were created that contained the
text responses by level of satisfaction. These included each response category of the fiveitem Likert scale with very satisfied and very dissatisfied at its poles and an unknown
category in the middle.
Illustrating the characteristic richness of qualitative data, any one victim’s
response to the satisfaction probe often contained multiple concepts.6 The freedom
victims were given to explain why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome of
their cases allows for nuances lost in survey forced-response categories to be captured
6

The average number of concepts per explanation is 1.6.
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leading to a deeper understanding of what victims’ seek from the criminal justice system
and it’s arrest, prosecution, and court processes. This also means that, on occasion, the
same quote will be used more than once in this study to illustrate multiple concepts that
affected a victim’s satisfaction with the outcome of their case.
The analytical approach to the qualitative data was to extract the concepts
captured in the victims’ responses to the satisfaction probe (Becker 1998). Following
Becker’s lead, the goal of the initial coding process was to identify “generalized
statements of or about whole classes of phenomena rather than specific statements of
fact…” (p. 109). This process can be illustrated by this quote from a victim of a motor
vehicle felony, “Because they got the people that did it. But it has put me in a financial
rut.” In this instance, the victim’s response to the satisfaction probe contained two
significant concepts that are used to explain his feelings of satisfaction with the case
outcome, “getting” the offenders and the financial impact of the crime.
This next example from a robbery victim illustrates both the multi-dimensional
nature of many of the responses and victims’ mixed feelings about their experience with
the criminal justice process.
Because I called to ask questions that were answered and knew (about) the
prosecution of offenders. However, (I) was not notified of the legal
process and would have liked to attend the trial.
In this case, the victim’s explanation for why he felt satisfaction with case, because of
being kept informed early in the case process, was balanced with the unfilled hope that
he/she would continue to be informed and involved throughout the case process.
In both the simplest of cases where responses were straightforward and singularly
focused and in the more complex and nuanced explanations for victims’ feelings of
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satisfaction, these two brief examples illustrate the added value of qualitative data.
The most well known application of qualitative research methods in scholarly
work include many of the sociological and criminological classics (e.g., Whyte, 1943;
Becker, 1963, Liebow, 1967; Goffman, 1961; Klockars, 1974; Anderson, 1978; Rossi,
1991, Hochschild, 1983) and emerging classics (e.g., Adler, 1993; Wright and Decker,
1997; Venkatesh 2002, Venkatesh 2006) where the researcher/author embedded
themselves with the subject of their study (e.g., the street corner, the asylum, the street
gang, etc.) and provide the field with a deeper understanding of their subject than ever
before. Yet, as illustrated above, even a relatively brief comment in response to a
question asked over the telephone yields invaluable depth to both the exploration of
victims’ experiences and the explanation of those experiences.
As concepts were being identified, they began to cluster into broader themes.
After completing the coding of the qualitative data by level of satisfaction, it became
clear that felony crime victims’ level of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the outcome
of their cases could be captured in 11 broad categories (Table 8). Some of these
categories are consistent with previous literature on victims’ satisfaction (e.g., police
performance, prosecutor performance) while others are new additions to the literature but
not necessarily surprising (e.g., the system, the sentence). Somewhat more of a surprise
was the emergence of a category that contained examples of victims having a broader
perspective on their victimization and the criminal justice system process than how the
crime and criminal justice process affected them. The review of the results from the
qualitative data analyses that follows uses these 11 broad categories to frame the
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discussion of factors that contributed to victims’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases.
Table 8. Categories in the Qualitative Data
Theme
Description
The Victim
Level of satisfaction contingent upon victims’ experiences
The Offender
Level of satisfaction contingent upon offenders’
experiences
The Crime
Level of satisfaction contingent upon characteristics of the
crime
The Police
Level of satisfaction contingent upon quality of
interactions with police
The Prosecution of the
Level of satisfaction contingent upon characteristics of the
Crime
prosecution of the case
The Criminal Justice System Level of satisfaction contingent upon quality of system
performance
The Sentence
Level of satisfaction contingent upon the quality of the
sentence
Financial and Material
Level of satisfaction contingent upon the recovery of
Recovery
money or property
Communication
Level of satisfaction contingent upon the quality of
communication with victim
Collateral Victimization
Level of satisfaction contingent upon how the crime
impacted those not directly victimized
Broader Perspective
Level of satisfaction dependent on victims’ larger interests
In most categories, concepts also fell into broader themes that captured similar
victim concerns. For example, in several categories, the victims’ responses referenced
both elements of the criminal justice process and the outcome of their criminal cases as
reasons behind their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. In these instances, the
themes that emerged within the categories are used to provide additional depth and
analytical structure to the discussion of the qualitative data.
In addition to identifying the range of categories, themes, and concepts related to
victims’ satisfaction with their case outcomes, additional analysis quantified the number
of concepts by theme and category. This allows for the most salient concepts reported by
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victims as explanations for their satisfaction to be identified. The discussion that follows
uses the qualitative data—in this instance, the words of crime victims—to illustrate the
range and intensity of factors that contribute to victims’ satisfaction, with a focus on the
concepts that were most frequently used by victims in the explanations for their
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their case.
The Victim
Many of the responses to the follow-up question that asked crime victims to
explain why they felt satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome of their case were focused
on how the crime and the criminal justice process affected them (14 percent of all
concepts gleaned from the qualitative data). The concepts revealed in the victims’
responses to the probe fell into the broader themes of process, outcome, safety, collateral
victimization, and self-reflection (Table 9). Of particular note, here and in the discussion
of other categories and concepts, are the concepts and themes that do not specifically
reference the case outcome. What makes this simple descriptive finding notable is that
the question specifically asked victims how satisfied they were with “…the outcome of
the case.” (emphasis added). Given an opportunity to explain why they were satisfied or
dissatisfied with the outcome of their case, many crime victims provided explanations
that had little to do with the case outcome, providing an important insight into the
victims’ experiences that are the most memorable and relevant to victims’ satisfaction
with their criminal justice system experience.
As mentioned above, the concepts in the crime victim category fell into five
themes, process, outcome, safety, collateral victimization, and self-reflection. Process
refers to feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the criminal justice process.
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Outcome refers to victims feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction that were related to
the case outcome. Feelings of personal safety, before, during, or after the criminal justice
process concluded also affected many victims’ feelings of satisfaction with their cases.
Victim satisfaction was also impacted by victims’ perceptions of collateral or indirect
victimization of the offense (Xie and McDowall, 2008)—the undesirable outcomes of
crime and victimization that are not a direct result of the incident itself. Finally, the fifth
category of self reflection refers to victims’ statements that contain a more contemplative
perspective of the case outcome.
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Table 9. The Victim

Process
No involvement in case
Little involvement in case
Treated well
Victim impact statement
Identified offender
Sub Total
Outcome
Financial harm
Victim Dropped charges
Victim’s version verified
Physical harm
Feels empowered
Not pressing for case
resolution
Sub Total
Safety
Fears the offender
Feels safer
Felt unsafe during the
process
Learned about personal
safety
Sub Total
Indirect Victimization
Victim and offender
related
Wants to move on
Forced to move
Forced job change
Sub Total
Self-reflection
Victim blame
Sympathy for offender
Rationalizes the
victimization
Has unanswered questions
Sub Total
Total

Very
Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

6
2
1
1

1
2

10

Somewhat
Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
1
1

1

Unk

Total

1

10
5
2
1
1
19

1
1
4

2

3
2

4

1

1

1

2

1

7
4
3
2
1

1

1

2

3

5

1

6

5

2

2

3

0

5
4

3
1

1

2

1
2

0

0
17

18

1
4

3

4

2

2
1
1
8

3

0

12

1

7
2
1
1
11

2

0

1

2

3
2

1

6
2

1

1

1
2
24

1
10
70

2
14

5
11

1
4
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Process
The victims ‘explanations for their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction that
were related to the criminal justice process included concepts that had to do with their
involvement in the case (as witnesses and as victims) and how they were treated during
the criminal justice system process.
The most frequently captured concept referencing the victims’ role in the criminal
justice process was their involvement in the court case. Interestingly, but not necessarily
surprising, little or no involvement in their cases elicited both feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. For some victims, not being involved in the case was a relief, while for
others it was a source of their dissatisfaction, as is illustrated in the quotes below from a
fraud and robbery victim, respectively:
…it actually did not take them long to take care of the situation and they
did not require me to come in to get this case prosecuted.
Because, I didn't talk to anybody and all I got was a letter saying that he
was out of jail.
In contrast, having limited involvement in the case and the criminal justice
process was cited primarily as a source of satisfaction with the case outcome as is
described below by a victim of a motor vehicle felony and a burglary victim who
presented a victim impact statement to the court.
Everything went smoothly; only had to appear in court once. He was
found guilty and received restitution.
When she read her statement she felt they listened to everything she said
and responded to it appropriately.
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Other reasons given for victims’ satisfaction with the case outcome had to do with
being treated with respect during the process and having a role in catching and effectively
prosecuting their offender.
Outcome
A significant number of responses to the question asking why crime victims’ felt
satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome of their case were expressly focused on the
short and long-term outcomes. The concepts that emerged related to victims and their
case outcomes are discussed here, and are considered separate from explanations that are
specifically directed towards offender outcomes and sentences received, which are
discussed later in this chapter. The concepts that fell within the outcome theme in the
victim category described how victims were affected by the case outcome and how the
case outcome was affected by the perception of victim’s control over the outcome.
The financial harm to victims caused by the crime and victimization was the most
frequently captured concept referencing the impact of the outcomes of the crime. This
explanation from a victim of a motor vehicle felony captured the mixed feelings of a
crime victim who experienced financial harm and was somewhat satisfied with the
outcome of the case.
The culprit was apprehended, given a sentence, I forget the number of
years. We've experience a financial lost, we still drive the same car.
Similarly, the explanation below from a fraud victim illustrates the role that
victims’ financial harm plays in a somewhat more complex explanation for feelings of
dissatisfaction.
(I) wasn't notified of the court date and the offenders were only given
probation and (I) still get credit card bills for stuff (I) never bought.
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Another concept that appeared more than once in victims’ explanations for their
satisfaction were that their version of the incident was verified by the outcome of the
case, as this quote from a burglary victim illustrates.
The offender was found guilty, and he had to go to jail. He stole money
from a woman's group where he stole money from, it cast a shadow over
my head, I felt vindicated that I was cleared.
Other reasons given by victims to explain their satisfaction and dissatisfaction
with the outcome of their cases included their ability to affect the case outcome. Even
though in criminal cases it is ultimately the prosecutor’s decision to proceed or not with
the prosecution of a case, victims who believed they were able to drop the charges against
their offender, referenced this perceived power for feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction, which these two quotes from a battery and robbery victim, respectively,
illustrate:
He was guilty but she let him go, she dropped the charges.
I did not feel like pressing charges but I am glad it's over.
Safety
Crime victims’ feelings of personal safety appeared to be directly related to
victims’ feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. Unlike
other themes and concepts, there is less ambiguity in how personal safety affects feelings
of satisfaction—being kept safe by the criminal justice system and its process led to
feelings of satisfaction while feeling unsafe led to dissatisfaction.
For example, the burglary victim quoted below felt safe and protected by the
outcome of the criminal justice process in her case, which was the explanation given for
her being very satisfied with the case outcome.
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Because they came to my house and now they won't be able to come to my
house for revenge. He will be in jail for a couple of years.
For other victims, being afraid of the person responsible for their victimization led to
feelings of dissatisfaction, as these explanations from a victim of a sex offense and a
victim of a motor vehicle felony, respectively illustrate.
I felt he deserved to be punished for what he did because I knew him
before, I don't know what reason he got off. His sister came to my job to
try (to) talk me out of it; my sisters pushed me to go through with this, to
prosecute. If I had known he was going to get off I would not have
bothered. I'm afraid to run into him or that he will (do) something violent.
Because the (prosecutor) never helped me only the arresting officer…
attorney did not do anything. The guys are still in my neighborhood trying
to catch my family. Retaliation. (There) Should have been a restraining
order.
This final comment illustrates how fearing for one’s safety led this victim of a
motor vehicle felony to not appear at the court hearings, which was perceived by the
victim as a reason for a less than satisfactory case outcome.
It's partly my fault because I didn't go to court… a victim should not have
to be there and because it opens up the victim's chances of something else
happening to him… there is no protection that is why people don't appear
in court. I was putting myself in danger by appearing.
Indirect Victimization
The undesirable, but indirect, outcomes of crime and victimization emerged from
the qualitative data as a broad category containing general explanations for victims’
satisfaction that generally reference these harms and more concepts that captured more
specifically how the victimization indirectly affected victims. Particularly noteworthy
were the victims’ explanations for feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction that
included the impact of the victim having some kind of relationship to their offender.
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In the two examples below of how the victim – offender relationship impacts
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and it’s processes, although the
burglary victim quoted below was dissatisfied with the convicted offender’s sentence, his
perspective on the case outcome was conditioned by knowing the offender and his
family, and an apparently unrelated victimization of the offender responsible for his
victimization.
In my case there wasn't any violence against me, that any break-in is bad. I
don't think that the offenders get enough time, they are out in six
months…felt sorry because (I) knew him and his parents and a week later
he was dead by gunshot.
In this second example of the impact of a victim – offender relationship on
victims’ perspectives on case outcomes, when talking about the reasons for satisfaction
with the case outcome, this different battery victim succinctly described the effect of
being the offender’s parent and feelings about the case outcome.
He is my son. He has a nine year old daughter. I don't want to see him go
to prison.
Interestingly, a few victims who reported indirect victimization, specifically,
having to move or change jobs because of the crime, still reported being somewhat
satisfied with the outcome of their cases. Illustrated in the quote below from a stalking
victim, suffering indirect victimization beyond the immediate physical, psychological, or
material harms affected her feeling of satisfaction with the case outcome.
… after his release. He was employed at the same job, and I had to
quit.
In this last example of indirect victimization, feelings of ongoing harm that
occurred because of involvement with the crime and the criminal justice system’s
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response to the crime also affected victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome
as the two quotes from a burglary victim and a homicide victim’s family member,
respectively, illustrate:
I did not feel like pressing charges but I am glad it's over.
I just want to get this behind me!
Self-Reflection
Finally, when asked about their level of satisfaction with the outcome of their
cases, several victims replied with more self-reflective explanations for their feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction that demonstrated concerns beyond the personal. For
some, rationalizing their victimization and having unanswered questions about their
victimization conditioned their feelings of satisfaction. The quote below from the parent
of a homicide victim provides one illustration.
After hearing the case, the incident would have happened because he
expected it. … my son may have been responsible for his death.
In other cases, victim blaming and the implication that they shared responsibility for their
own victimization came from the criminal justice system, as this quote from a victim of
fraud illustrates:
Because they make you the criminal not the victim. They only care
themselves. They don't care about the victims.
For other victims, their ability to sympathize with the offender and feeling some
responsibility for their own victimization contributed to their feelings of dissatisfaction.
In this first example, a robbery victim’s sympathy for the offender led the victim to
express feelings of dissatisfaction with the offender’s sentence.
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Because I really didn't want to prosecute… and I gave in, I just felt sorry
for the guy, he had a previous conviction, a jail term.
In this second example, a fraud victim’s sympathy for the offender contributed to his
strong feelings of dissatisfaction when that sympathy did not result in the victim’s
expected financial recovery.
He told me to let him go, so he could pay back my money which he never
did.
Summary
The victims’ experiences during the criminal justice system process and how the
outcome affected, or was affected by, the victim were the two most frequent themes
found in this category. Although being informed of court hearings and having court
hearings explained to victims are two common rights of crime victims, it is clear that not
all crime victims want to be informed and involved in their cases. The qualitative data
clearly illustrate that while some victims expressed satisfaction with the outcome of the
case because they were involved in their cases, other victims expressed satisfaction over
not being involved at all.
In addition to the outcome as it affects the offender charged with the
victimization, which will be discussed at greater length later in this chapter, other
outcomes of victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system also mattered to felony
crime victims. For example, experiencing physical and financial harm because of the
victimization mattered to some victims above all else. Also, having the victims’ version
of the victimization confirmed by the criminal justice system and the justice process led
to three victims expressing their satisfaction with their case outcomes. Victims believing
they had control over the charging of the case or felt empowered by their involvement
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with the case also contributed to their satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their case
outcomes.
Other, indirect effects of the victimization contributed to victims feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the case as well. For example, having to move or find
a different job because of their victimization were both referenced as impacting victims’
feelings of satisfaction with their cases. Within this theme is also the concept of victim –
offender relationship. A relationship between victims and their offenders conditions
victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the case outcomes as determined by the criminal
justice system process.
Finally, victims’ sense of safety, both generally and in reference to the person
responsible for the victimization was related to victims’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction
with their case outcomes. Not surprisingly, generally speaking, victims who felt safe
because of the case outcome or because they learned about how to enhance their personal
safety reported satisfaction with the case outcome while feeling unsafe or being afraid of
the person responsible for the victimization led to feelings of dissatisfaction.
The Offender
In victims’ explanations for why they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the
outcome of their case, the largest number of concepts culled from the data was focused
on, not surprisingly, the offender who was arrested and charged with the crime (Table
10). More than half of the victims’ explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their case made reference to the offender. More
surprising was the range of concepts identified in the data. Although most of the concepts
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focused on the actual offender outcomes in the case (75 percent), others addressed the
criminal justice process (12 percent) and characteristics of the offender (13 percent).
Process
Many victims’ feelings of satisfaction related to the criminal justice process were
focused on the apprehension of the offender. Victims expressing satisfaction with the
outcome of their case, often used statements describing the arresting, or “catching,” of the
offender to explain their feelings. These brief and matter of fact explanations from three
different victims, two burglary victims and a robbery victim, respectively, illustrate the
primacy of catching the offender to victims’ satisfaction.
Because they caught him. The police did a very fine job.
Offenders were captured and arrested.
They were caught and given their time.
Conversely, victims’ feelings of dissatisfaction related to the justice process
included the system’s failure to catch or convict the offender. This quote from a murder
victim’s family member provides a clear example of the relationship between the
individual arrested for the crime and their satisfaction with the case outcome.
I was dissatisfied with the fact he was let out on bond. And he skipped
town so I don't know if he was ever apprehended.
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Table 10. The Offender

Process
Offender caught/arrested
Offender(s) not caught
Offender caught quickly
Offender identified
Sub Total
Outcome
Offender in jail
Offender(s) free
Offender probation
Offender “doing time”
Offender found guilty
Multiple offenders mixed
outcomes
Offender convicted
Offender found not guilty
Offender sentenced
Offender punished
Offender in prison
Offender pled guilty
Offender rehabilitation
Offender apologized
Not enough punishment
Offender prosecuted
Offender died
Offender learned lesson
Sub Total
Offender Characteristics
Repeat Offender
Offender is dangerous
Offender on drugs
Something bad happened to
offender
Offender lives nearby
Offender’s age
Offender needs counseling
Offender victimized
disabled
Sub Total
Total

Very
Satisfied

Somewhat
Satisfied

15

6

1
1
17
21
2
16
11

10
6
7
6
4
3
2

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

2

4

6

2

4

6
3
9

1
12
2

7
9

9

4

2

3
1
3
2
1
1
1
1

1
2

9

5

3
2
1

1

1
89

48

23

30

4

9

6
2

6

1

21
6
1
1
29
28
22
22
16
16
15
14
12
9
9
7
5
4
3
3
2
2
1
190
25
2
1

1

1

1
1

1
1
1

1

5
111

Total

12
66

9
34

1

1

7
41

33
252
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Outcome
The outcome of the case, also as it impacted the offender, was a commonly found
theme gleaned from victims’ explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction. These concepts were almost entirely focused on the sanctions the criminal
justice system placed on the offender. Many victims’ voiced satisfaction with the jailing
or imprisonment of their offenders, as these straightforward quotes from a burglary and
robbery victim respectively, illustrate:
Because the burglar was convicted and given a jail term.
Because they caught the offender and (he) went to jail.
In other instances, the incarceration of the offender and its specific deterrent
effect are together used to explain victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome,
as these quotes from two sex crime victims illustrate:
He'll be in jail for the rest of his life. Happy that he cannot do this to
anyone else.
What they did to my family and myself these guys won't see the light of
day. That's all due to the police and the (prosecutor’s office), they'll never
do this to anybody again. The (prosecutor’s) office treated us like we were
their family.
Although many victims expressed satisfaction with the jailing or imprisonment of
their offenders, the breadth of concepts that capture other satisfying offender-directed
outcomes is notable. The concepts victims used to describe the reasons for their
satisfaction with the offender outcomes, ranged from simply the offender being found or
pleading guilty to a straightforward appreciation of the offender being sentenced for their
crime, captured in these three quotes from a homicide victim’s family member, and a
burglary and fraud victim, respectively.
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Because the people who killed my brother were found guilty
The person was caught and was given a seven year sentence.
Well, I only picked him out of a line up. He pled within a week of that. It
was really expedient.
Also of note, related to the punitive offender-based outcomes of the criminal
justice system, is the relevance of the concept of the offender “doing time” and the length
of the sentence to victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their case. The following
quotes from a robbery, motor vehicle felony, and burglary victim, respectively, illustrate
the relevance of doing time and sentence length to victims’ feelings of satisfaction with
the case outcome.
They did what they had to do and got the guys to do the time for what they
did to me.
There was a conviction and since the perpetrator had a previous conviction
and this was a felony it required jail time.
Because of the way it all turned out. The offender was prosecuted and put
away for 5 years.
The offender or offenders receiving a sentence of probation as the sanction for
their offenses were frequently used in victims’ explanations for the feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Of the few victims who expressed high levels of
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases when their offender received a sentence of
probation, this quote from a battery victim illustrates one victim’s satisfaction for more
rehabilitative outcomes including, probation and offender apology.
Because they gave him two years probation and (he) apologized.
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Much more frequently, victims expressed dissatisfaction with their case outcomes
when their offenders received probation sentences, as these quotes from a burglary, fraud,
and motor vehicle felony victim illustrate:
The guy only got probation, he didn't get any jail time and then he turned
around and tried to break in again.
The offender were just put on probation and they could just do it again I
think they should have been given a harsher punishment then they were
given.
The guy pleaded guilty to stealing my car and all he got was 3 years
probation.
Similarly, other victims expressed dissatisfaction with their alleged offenders
being free to go on with their lives when the prosecution of the case did not result in a
pleading or finding of guilt, as is illustrated by these quotes from a fraud and motor
vehicle felony victim, and the mother of a murder victim, respectively.
She was found guilty walking in the streets in violation of parole; they
don't do a damn thing, where is my $3,000 and why is not she behind
bars? She lives 1 mile from my house and now (I) have to lock my home
and get a dog.
“Because the offender just literally walked away. Nothing happened.
The girl murdered my son, she was set free. She spent 4 weeks in jail only
– (that’s) not Justice.
Other victims’ explanations for their dissatisfaction with the outcome of their
cases were, not surprisingly, a function of the offender charged in their cases being found
not guilty of the crime, as the following quotes from a battery and sex crime victim,
respectively, illustrates:
Because both aggressors who went to court were not found guilty.
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He was found not guilty. He had another case pending against him and (I)
was the only witness so it was (my) word against his.
Respondents who were victimized by multiple offenders and whose cases resulted
in mixed outcomes expressed both satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their case
outcomes. The following quotes from two family members of two different homicide
victims and a battery victim, respectively, illustrates how mixed case outcomes affected
victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome.
Because the one who they found not guilty, they say that he was the one
who pulled the trigger.
Is upset because 2nd offender did not get charged with anything. But is
overall, satisfied.
One of them was found guilty, the person has a record and he's going to
jail.
Offender Characteristics
Included among victims’ offender-directed explanations for their satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with the case outcome were concepts referring to characteristics of the
offender. Of particular note, were victims’ references to the person being prosecuted for
their victimization being a repeat offender—this concept emerged in explanations of both
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the case outcome. For the fraud victim quoted below,
the person responsible for the victimization being responsible for other crimes
contributed to feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome.
They found out he was involved in other crimes and he was on probation,
now he is in jail.
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Similarly, the quote below from a battery victim illustrates how the victim’s feeling of
being part of the process to incarcerate a repeat offender was related to feelings of
satisfaction with the case outcome.
I feel that justice was served, this person was sentenced and found guilty. I
hate seeing people getting away with crimes. I felt I helped in getting him
to go to jail, he had been an offender before too.
In contrast, other victims’ who were dissatisfied with the case outcome expressed
dismay at how repeat offenders are treated by the criminal justice system. For example,
this from a battery and homicide victim’s family member, respectively:
"I think he should have got more time. He's dangerous, he'll do it again.
He's done it before.
He only got 38 years; my daughter will never come back. He will get out
earlier for good behavior; he had a record, why did he not get life? Comes
back and do the same thing.
Summary
Approximately two-thirds of the concepts in this category and nearly one-third of
all concepts extracted from the qualitative data pertained to how the outcome of the case
was experienced by the offender. Sanctioning offenders clearly matters to felony crime
victims, as the results point to victims’ satisfaction with case outcomes that resulted in a
conviction and the jailing or imprisonment of the offender. In contrast, cases in which the
offenders were free at the time of the interview led to nearly uniform dissatisfaction with
the outcome of the case. Additionally, a probation sentence for their offenders resulted in
mixed feelings from victims with an equal number of satisfied and dissatisfied victims
referencing a probation sentence in their explanations for their feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction. Similarly, respondents who were victimized by multiple offenders and
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whose cases resulted in mixed outcomes (i.e., guilty and not guilty verdicts) reported
being somewhat satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome of their cases.
Two other concepts that were frequently identified in the qualitative data that
captured victims’ explanations for their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with
the case outcome fell in the themes of process and offender characteristics. For example,
the act of catching or arresting the alleged offender was strongly associated with victims’
satisfaction with the case outcome. Additionally, finding out that the individual
responsible for their victimization was a repeat offender led to victims’ feeling both
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Some victims expressed satisfaction that the repeat
offender was being prosecuted for their offense while others expressed dissatisfaction
that the criminal justice system was ineffective in their previous attempts to change the
offenders’ behavior.
The Crime
For some victims, their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction were focused
on concepts directly related to the crime that they experienced (Table 11). Most victims
(63 percent) who referenced the crime and its characteristics expressed dissatisfaction
with the outcome of the case.
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Table 11. The Crime
Very
Satisfied
Characteristics of the
Crime
Stalking not taken
seriously
Crime was minor
Total

Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
6

0

1
7

10

10

Total
16

2

2

2

1
19

In one case, the relatively minor losses suffered by a burglary victim were used in the
explanation for feelings of satisfaction with the outcome of the case.
They were found guilty, there wasn't too much damage. We didn't lose too
much.
In another, it was the violent nature of the crime, among other factors, that was used in
explanations for the victim’s feelings of dissatisfaction. This from a surviving family
member of a homicide victim:
First degree, 20 years…that's not justice this man killed a women and she
left five kids behind, he beat her until she died and he's going to be out in
15 years and that's not justice.
The explanation for victims’ strongest feelings of dissatisfaction related to the
crime was focused on their dismay at how stalking is handled by the criminal justice
system. One victim put it this way when asked why she was very dissatisfied with the
outcome of her case:
Because as many police reports I have right now he should have got more
than paying a fine and probation because it happened more than one or
two times. It doesn't make sense. 13 calls to the police in order to get a
stalking charge and that's why so many women get killed.
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Summary
Crime and characteristics of the crime that was committed against the victim was
a category of relevant concepts related to victims’ satisfaction for a relatively small
percentage of victims in the sample (3.8 percent). The nature of the crime (violent vs.
property) had an effect on victims’ feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the
case outcome. As one of the quotes above illustrate, even when a significant prison
sentence is handed down to the offender, the violent nature of the crime can prevent
victims from feeling satisfied with the case outcome. Finally, it is worth noting that two
victims expressed dissatisfaction as to how the criminal justice system responded to the
person charged with stalking them, with one laying the responsibility for fatal intimate
partner violence at the feet of a system she felt was not taking stalking seriously.
The Police
Victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their case was also related to the
performance of the police who handled their cases, as has been investigated in previous
research. This concept, police performance, was used by relatively few crime victims (3.6
percent of the total sample) in their explanations for feelings of both satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with the case outcome (Table 12).
Table 12. The Police

Police performance

Very
Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
6
3

Somewhat
Dissatisfied
2

Very
Dissatisfied
7

Total
18

Although these concepts fall into the theme of police performance, more specific
comments included how the police treated the victim and law enforcement’s role in the
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criminal justice process, as these two quotes from a burglary and sex crime victim,
respectively, illustrate:
I found the police to be very kind, very supportive, and very
business-like.
The police did their job and the offender got locked up.
In contrast, among victims who were dissatisfied with the outcome of their cases,
their feelings of dissatisfaction were a function of how the police responded to news of
the victimization or impending victimization, as is illustrated by these explanations from
a burglary victim and the wife of a homicide victim, respectively.
“Because when I called the police they acted like it wasn't serious and it
was very serious to me.
The guys that hit my husband were trouble makers. The guys shooting
were protecting themselves. No police protection during that time. Priest
called police early in the day to notify them of a hit. There was a gang
war. The police ignored the priest's statement about a hit.
In other cases, it was the police’s role in a failed prosecution that was the
explanation behind feelings of dissatisfaction. This, from a homicide victim’s family
member:
Because the police made an error and that was the cause of the person not
being convicted.
Summary
A relatively small percentage of the concepts (2.8 percent) culled from victims’
explanations for their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the outcome of their
cases focused on the performance of the police. Victims who referenced the police in
their explanations for their feelings about the outcome of their cases were evenly split
among satisfied and dissatisfied victims. For some victims, their interactions with the
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police, both good and bad, was the most memorable part of the criminal justice system
even after their cases have concluded.
The Prosecution of the Crime
The concepts victims used to explain their feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with their case outcomes related to the prosecutor and prosecution of the
crime also fall into process and outcome themes (Table 13). Of the victims who
referenced prosecutors or the prosecutor’s office in their explanations for their feelings
about the outcome of the case, more than two-thirds expressed dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases (68 percent).
Table 13. The Prosecution of the Crime
Very
Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
Process
Prosecutor performance
10
4
Poor witnesses
Sub Total
10
4
Outcome
Case dismissed
Unsuccessful prosecution
Successful prosecution
3
Plea bargain
Case not prosecuted
1
Larger organization not
prosecuted
Sub Total
4
0
Total
14
4

Somewhat
Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5
5

16
3
19

1

4
4

1

2

Unk/
Other
1
1

11
30

36
3
39
5
4
3
3
1

1
2
7

Total

1
0
1

17
56

Similar to victims’ experiences with the police, the performance of the prosecutor
was related to both satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. Other
areas related to the prosecution of the crime elicited fewer comments and related
primarily to only satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the case outcome.
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Victims who expressed strong feelings of satisfaction referenced the quality of
their interactions with the prosecutor to explain their feelings of satisfaction. For
example, the role prosecutors play in being responsive to victims and helping them
understand the criminal justice system process was used to describe these two sex crime
victim’s strong feeling of satisfaction with the case outcome.
The State's attorney office treated us like we were their family.
I was very satisfied with ASA, I felt comfortable with them, they
explained everything to me…I could call them anytime.
Illustrating the impact of prosecutor performance and behavior on victims’
experiences with the criminal justice system process, the following quotes from a fraud
and sex crime victim, respectively, describe how prosecutors’ treatment of crime victims
can have a significant impact on their level of satisfaction.
I'm an attorney, I did most of the work. But the state's attorney just blew
me off, basically.
I think if I would have had the lawyer that I should have had and they
informed me about court dates and times changed he would have been put
in jail. They kept changing lawyers and nobody ever talked to me or my
Mom - anything, we never knew what was going on. I was pressured into
accepting a plea bargain by ASA, it was a joke (my Mother too) this guy
should have gone to jail.
Prosecutors’ performance was also related to victims’ dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases when victims felt that the offender was not charged with the
appropriate crimes as this quote from a battery victim illustrates:
Because of some of the charges he didn't get charged, they just charged
with aggravated assault instead of attempted murder.
In another example that illustrate the complexities introduced into the prosecution
of cases that involve victims and offenders who know each other, as was briefly
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discussed earlier, this quote from a victim of a sex crime includes reference to feelings
that the offender was over charged by the prosecutor.
My boyfriend, it was nothing sexual but he was charged w/ something
sexual when it was just battery, in my opinion he got too long of a
sentence for what he did. The (prosecutor) was a real jerk and not very
helpful at all. He accused me of lying.
Although many of the concepts used by victims to explain their feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the case outcome reference prosecutor performance
during the case process, others specifically focus on the prosecutor’s role in successful
and unsuccessful prosecutions of the cases, as these quotes from a robbery and battery
victim, respectively, illustrate:
I felt that everyone involved did a good job and they prosecuted the
offender.
... the ASA lost the case, the arresting officer wasn't even there in court.
Witness was not called to the stand in relation to the offender's prior
arrests. I feel that they lost the case.
Summary
The primary concept gleaned from the qualitative data pertaining to the
prosecution of the crime focused on the performance of the prosecutor and how they
treated victims. As can be seen in the quotes above, how prosecutors treat victims is
important to their satisfaction with the case outcome. Treating victims respectfully and
being available to victims contributed to victims’ feelings of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction with their case outcomes. Finally, some victims’ feelings of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction with their case outcomes had to do with the decisions made by
prosecutors from whether they continued with the prosecution of the case, or not, to who
they used as witnesses in the case.
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The Criminal Justice System
Here again, this time in reference to the broader criminal justice system’s
contribution to victims’ satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of case, concepts
fell into broader themes of process and outcome. Of the victims who referenced the
criminal justice system in their explanations for their feelings about the outcome of their
case, 45 percent referenced the process and 55 percent referenced the outcome.
Additionally, these explanations that referenced the criminal justice system were split
among satisfied and dissatisfied victims. Finally, it is also interesting that the concepts
raised by crime victims, with one exception, all fell cleanly into explanations for victims’
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their case outcome, but not both (Table 14).
Table 14. The System
Very
Satisfied
Process
System cynicism
Resolved case quickly
Inefficient
Did best it could to keep victim
safe
Did best it could to keep
offender in jail
Protected case evidence
Slow case resolution
Handled offender well
Inconsiderate
Sub Total
Outcome
System worked
System failed
Judges performance
Defense attorney performance
System did not help
Sub Total
Total

4

Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
1
1

8
3

Total
9
5
3

1

1

1

1

1

1
1
1
1
23

1
1
7

4

10

4

1
1

1

10
17

4
8

2
3
4

11

4
4
3
11
22

14
5
4
3
2
28
51
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The one concept that was included in victims’ explanations for both feelings of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction was cynicism about the criminal justice system and the
criminal justice process. In this first example, feelings expressed by a fraud victim that
the criminal justice system would not do anything about the victimization affected his
feelings of satisfaction over a positive case outcome.
At first (I) thought nothing would be done about it. But (I) proceeded with
it because of advice of others. (I am) satisfied with the outcome of the
case.
In others, cynicism about the system’s inability to effectively address stalking led to
strong feelings of dissatisfaction, as the quote below illustrates:
With over 100 complaints made against the same offender I continually
have the same problem. The court system has absolutely done nothing, I
have 2 cases pending.
Similarly, this quote from a family member of a homicide victim illustrates a cynicism
about the criminal justice system that is reinforced by an unsatisfactory disposition of the
case.
Well I think that the whole legal system is a joke. From the start I had
problems with the police department. The defense attorney and the judge
were friends and everything went his way. The trials kept being postponed
and by the time the trial came, we had no witnesses. The defense attorney
banned me from the court room and the judge allowed it, so I was unable
to go to the trial. There were a lot of times when the microphone was
turned off. There were a lot of things that should have been brought up
during the trial that were not brought up. I knew from the start that the
man would get off.
In addition to victims’ explanations for satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the
case outcome that referenced specific components of the criminal justice system and how
they performed their duties or how they treated victims whose cases were being
prosecuted, other victims viewed the system as a whole and referenced the criminal

89
justice system’s role in the outcome of their case. Rather than attribute specific
characteristics of the case process to specific components of the criminal justice system
many victims gave credit and blame to the overall system. Victims’ explanations for
feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction included the pace with which the case was
processed. As these two quotes illustrate from a fraud and robbery victim, respectively,
both a quick case resolution and a slow case resolution conditioned victims’ feelings of
satisfaction with the case outcome.
Because it actually did not take them long to take care of the
situation and they did not require me to come in to get this case
prosecuted.
The proceedings took a long time.
In the first example, the quick case resolution, in combination with not having to appear
in person for the case to proceed, led to strong feelings of satisfaction. In the second, it
was the length of the criminal justice system process that conditioned overall feelings of
satisfaction with the case outcome.
In instances where victims’ feelings of satisfaction were directed at how the
criminal justice system worked to keep them safe, the burglary, stalking, and battery
victims, respectively, quoted below expressed feelings of satisfaction attributed to a more
generalized “they” that is interpreted as directed at the criminal justice system rather than
any single system component.
They did all they could under the circumstances. The offenders don't come
around or harass me.
I know that they couldn't keep him in there long so I was a little scared, I
wished that they could have kept him in longer but I knew eventually that
he would get out.
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Felt that justice was served, from the trial, dealings with the (police
department), the whole gestalt, the dealing of the incident, the offender
served 5 yrs in State pen.
Summary
Many of the explanations for victims’ satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the
case outcome focused on the criminal justice system as a whole, rather than any single
component of the system (i.e., police, prosecutors, etc.). Of the 10.3 percent of the sample
that referenced the criminal justice system, one-fifth of those expressed cynicism about
the criminal justice system or became cynical about the system. These victims all
expressed strong dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, except for the one victim
whose low expectations of the criminal justice system were exceeded. On the other hand,
more than one-fourth of victims attributed their satisfactory experience with the justice
process to the system as a whole rather than any single component (i.e., police,
prosecutors, etc.).
The Sentence
Although many victims whose cases were selected for prosecution focused on the
strengths and weaknesses of the criminal justice process to describe their feelings of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, many other victims focused
explicitly on the ultimate case outcome when the offender is found or pled guilty, the
sentence handed down to the offender, to explain their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction (Table 16). Not surprisingly, harsher sanctions were frequently used in
victims’ explanations for satisfaction with the case outcome and perceptions of the
sentence being too short were used in victims’ explanations for their dissatisfaction with
the outcome of their cases. Of the victims that referenced the offender’s sentence in their
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explanation of their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their
case, 36 percent expressed satisfaction and 64 percent expressed dissatisfaction.
Table 15. The Sentence

Too short
Doesn’t fit the crime
Not severe enough
Too severe
Sentence was deserved
Appropriate sentence
Maximum sentence
Short jail term
Community service
Trust in the Court
Three Strikes
Sentence won’t solve
problem
Total

Very
Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
9
11
11
1
10
5
2
1
3
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1

8

15

18

Total
31
11
5
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
1

1

1

23

64

For example, several victims expressed strong feelings of dissatisfaction because
they considered the sentence received by their offender to be insufficient for the crime
committed. The quote below, from a homicide victim’s family member, illustrates this
point in his explanation for being dissatisfied with the outcome of the case.
He only got 38 yrs., my daughter will never come back. He will get out
earlier for good behavior, he had a record, why did he not get life? Comes
back and do the same thing.
Similarly, these next two quotes, from a battery and fraud victim, respectively,
illustrate victims’ dissatisfaction with the outcome of their case because of a
perceived lightness of punishment.
Because he only received two months probation and he only served 6 six
months in jail.”
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The offender were just put on probation and they could just do it again I
think they should have been given a harsher punishment then they were
given.
In contrast, as illustrated in the quotes below from two different burglary victims,
a more nuanced understanding of accountability and faith in the rehabilitative promise of
the sentences their offenders received were also expressed by crime victims.
Because the fellow deserved the sentence he received, and now he works
for me part time.
Justice was served; the man pled guilty and put in jail along with
community service. He was on drugs.
Additionally, when analyzing the explanations behind conditioned feelings of
satisfaction with the case outcome, both a too light and a too harsh sentence and their
impact on victims’ satisfaction were again evident. The quotes below, from a stalking and
battery victim, respectively, illustrate this and how the victim’s relationship to the
offender impacts victims’ feelings of satisfaction.
Because he stole 20 years of my life and I feel he should have gotten more
time than he did.
He is my son. He has a 9 year old daughter. I don't want to see him go to
prison.
Summary
For a large number of victims, nearly 13 percent of the sample, the
convicted offender’s sentence was the source of their dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases. More specifically, more than half of the victims that
referenced the offender’s sentence in their explanations for their satisfaction or
dissatisfaction about their cases expressed dissatisfaction because they believed
the sentence was too short, was not severe enough, or did not fit the crime. Few
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victims expressed satisfaction because of the appropriateness of the sentence or a
more lenient response by the criminal justice system (i.e., short jail term,
community service).
Property Replacement and Recovery
Reinforcing the work of previous scholars on victim restitution, victim
compensation, and other programs designed to recover victims’ property and other
financial harms, these same concepts emerged from victims’ explanations for satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. Although these observations are not
necessarily surprising, the number of responses that referenced property replacement and
recovery illustrate the relevance of material and financial harm caused by victimization to
victims’ perceptions of satisfaction with the case outcome. Of the victims that referenced
property replacement and recovery in their explanations for the feelings of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, 62 percent expressed satisfaction and
38 percent expressed dissatisfaction.
Table 16. Property Replacement and Recovery
Very
Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
Successful property
10
6
recovery
Unsuccessful property
8
2
2
recovery
Failed restitution
2
8
Successful restitution
5
Unsuccessful victims’
2
2
compensation
Total
15
14
6
12

Total
16
12
10
5
4
47
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Not surprisingly, the successful recovery of financial and material losses suffered
by the crime victim led to strong feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome, as these
quotes from two motor vehicle crime victims illustrate:
Everything worked out for me because I got the restitution.
I got my car back and the person that stole it was arrested and went to jail
for it.
These quotes, and others like them, illustrate the value to crime victims of recovering
their property and how it is directly related to their feelings of satisfaction with the case
outcome.
It should not be surprising then that the unsuccessful recovery of property or
financial loss was also expressed as the reasons behind victims’ feelings of dissatisfaction
with their case outcomes, as these explanations from a burglary and motor vehicle crime
victim illustrates:
Because allegedly some items were recovered and we never heard
anything about that.
They sent me a letter saying I was getting $350 for damages, I only
received $20.00.
Finally, explicit references to failed restitution were used by these two different
victims of a motor vehicle felony in their explanations for dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases.
They sent me a letter saying I was getting 350.00 for damages, I only
received 20.00 that the judge had estimated the cost of damages.
I (feel) that way because I figured the parents of the boy should have paid
for some of the damages.
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In contrast, successful restitution arrangements where the financial harm was
fully, or on its way to being, addressed were used by the motor vehicle felony victim and
burglary victim below in their explanations for feelings of satisfaction with the case
outcome.
Everything went smoothly; only had to appear in court once. He was
found guilty and received restitution. Polite police when dealing with me.
Because the gentleman was allowed to make restitution, and he has been
making payments monthly.
Summary
The results of the analysis of concepts related to victims’ property and financial
recovery are very clear—even after a number of experiences with the criminal justice
system and its component agencies, for many victims’ their satisfaction with their case
outcomes was contingent upon recovering their property and the financial losses incurred
because of the victimization. Nearly one-tenth of the sample referenced the successful or
failed attempts at property and financial recovery—victims whose property is recovered
and who are compensated for their financial loss reported satisfaction with the case and
those whose property was not recovered and whose financial loss was not recovered
reported dissatisfaction, with the exception of several victims who still expressed some
satisfaction with the case outcome even though attempts to recover their property was
unsuccessful.
Communication
The identification of concepts in the qualitative data related to the role that
effective communication plays in victims’ feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction is not
necessarily surprising. Consistent with a procedural justice perspective on victims’
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experiences with the criminal justice system, participating in the process by being
informed and the system being responsive to victims’ inquiries emerged as important
Table 17. Communication
Very
Satisfied
Poorly informed
Informed of sentence
Well informed
Total

Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
10
13
19

Unk/
Other
7

4
4

2
12

13

19

7

Total
49
4
2
55

reasons behind victims’ feelings about their case outcomes (Table 18). Of the victims that
referenced communication in their explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, 29 percent expressed satisfaction and 58
percent expressed dissatisfaction.
Victims’ being kept informed during the criminal justice process and of the
ultimate outcome of the case (i.e., the sentence) both emerged as reasons behind victims
strong feelings of satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, as these quotes from two
burglary victims illustrate:
Because (I) followed the steps of him being sent to jail and had all the
information explaining what was happening. The final notice that (I)
received was about the fact that he was going to jail and about the drug
program that he in; (I have) letters explaining what happened.
Because they notified me of the outcome of the case, and that they were
handling this case well - he was sentenced.
In an example of how expectations of participation in the trial conditioned
victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome, this quote from a robbery victim
illustrates the relationship between victims expectations as established through victim

97
rights policies—in this instance, the right to attend the trial—and their satisfaction with
the case outcome.
Because I did some correspondence with the (prosecutor). I called to ask
questions that were answered and knew the prosecution of offenders.
However, I was not notified of the legal process and would have liked to
attend the trial.
Illustrating the effect of victims not getting the information they wanted, these
statements from a fraud and motor vehicle crime victim, respectively, illustrate how poor
communication leads to dissatisfaction with the outcome of victims cases.
Because after one time that I went to trial and it was continued, I heard the
boy was released and nothing after that.
They basically said that they had one of the perpetrators. But they said
they were going to handle it and I was not ever notified if they had
prosecuted or not.
Summary
For more than 10 percent of the victim sample, their ability to communicate with
representatives of the criminal justice system was referenced in their explanations for
their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with their case outcomes. Of the victims
that referenced communication with the criminal justice system in their explanations,
approximately half were dissatisfied because of being poorly informed about their cases.
Although it is generally true that being informed about the case contributes to victims’
satisfaction with their case outcomes and not being informed leads to dissatisfaction, for a
number of victims in the sample being poorly informed appeared to condition their
feelings of satisfaction rather than leading to dissatisfaction with the case outcome.
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Collateral Victimization
The indirect and far reaching impact of victimization beyond the immediate
impact of the crime was disproportionally related to victims’ dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases (Table 19). The exception to this, are feelings of satisfaction with
the case outcome that were conditioned by collateral victimization, as illustrated by these
quotes from a motor vehicle felony and burglary victim, respectively.
The offenders got away with alot of things because they did more than just
steal my car.
Thinking back to 96, the offender was sent to boot camp, most distressing
part he knew my daughter she got caught up in drugs and felt this house
was an easy mark to get drug money. She does this to us, low self esteem.
Table 18. Collateral Victimization
Very
Satisfied
Collateral victimization
Family/Community harmed
Employer barriers to
participation
Deep harm
Total

0

Somewhat Somewhat
Very
Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
4
1
1
1

4

2

Total
5
2

2

2

1
4

1
10

In instances where victims expressed dissatisfaction with the outcome of their
cases, their explanations of the collateral victimization contributing to their
dissatisfaction were even more specific to harm that was felt by their families, as the wife
of a homicide victim explains:
The guys that hit my husband were trouble makers… Eldest daughter is
having emotional problems. Son is in therapy. System does not work.
Victim compensation denied. Husband was a city worker killed on the
job.
In addition, the quote below from a fraud victim speaks to the deep collateral
harm that can be caused by being a crime victim.

99
She believes that she didn't get justice, didn't get the money back, ruined
her credit, she lost her family and she can't explain anything to her closest
family because they are dead and her uncle’s hate her.
Summary
Victims who have experienced and witnessed the collateral effects of criminal
victimization generally expressed dissatisfaction with the case outcome. Even though the
number of victims who expressed dissatisfaction or conditioned feelings of satisfaction
because of collateral victimization is low, their description of the long reach of
victimization is notable. Victims’ family members, their communities, and their
professions can all be impacted by any victimization challenging the criminal justice
system’s attempts to comprehensively respond to the depth of the harm that results from
criminal victimization.
Broader Perspective
The final category of concepts that emerged from victims’ explanations for their
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their case outcomes focused on a broader perspective
on crime and the criminal justice system. In addition to considering how the crime and
the criminal justice system process impacted them, their offender, or their families, many
victims also considered bigger issues such as the criminal justice system’s ability to
prevent crime, achieve justice, and more pointed issues of education, race, and crime
(Table 20). Of the victims that illustrated a broader perspective on their experiences with
victimization and the criminal justice system’s response, 76 percent reported satisfaction
with the outcome of their cases.
When victims expressed feelings that the prosecution of their case helped prevent
future crime from occurring, justice was served, or their case reinforced the rule of law
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these comments were almost exclusively related to satisfaction with the outcome of their
cases. In an expression of satisfaction because their case would prevent the offender from
victimizing others, the quotes below from a sex crime and a motor vehicle crime victim,
respectively, illustrate this concept.
He'll be in jail for the rest of his life. I’m happy that he cannot do this to
anyone else.
The person who did it went to jail. Where he is working cars were being
broken into but since the crime happened, the next three months after that,
no cars was being broken into.
Table 19. Broader Perspective

Stopped crime
Justice was served
No justice
Reinforced laws
Race and crime
Jail overcrowding
Happy to be alive
Total

Very
Satisfied
11
10

Somewhat
Satisfied
1

2

1

23

2

Somewhat
Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

1

4

1
1
1
4

4

Total
12
10
5
3
1
1
1
33

Similarly, victims also used the concept of justice being served to explain their
feelings of satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, as is illustrated by the quotes
from a homicide victim’s family member and burglary victim, respectively.
I think justice was served, because they are off the street.
Crime was committed and justice was served. One guy got psych
treatment. I don't know how fair this was. But let court (decide).
Conversely, victims reported being dissatisfied with their case outcomes when they felt
that justice was not served in their cases. For both the battery victim and a family
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member of a homicide victim quoted below, justice is a relevant concept related to their
feelings of dissatisfaction.
Because I don't think justice was served. The (prosecutor) acted as if the
incident did not happen.
The girl murdered my son, she was set free. She spent 4 weeks in jail only
- not Justice.
Interestingly, some victims also commented on broader criminal justice issues
such as race and crime, jail overcrowding, and the appropriate criminal justice system
response to crime. In this instance, the family member of a homicide victim expressed her
belief that the criminal justice system treats homicide victims differently based on their
race.
(I) felt like they should have gotten more time than they got. (I) felt that if
it had been a white girl that it happened to, the offenders would have
gotten more time. … it should have been more than 80 years.
In a statement that illustrates a victim’s feelings of dissatisfaction about crime and the
public safety and public policy implications of jailing offenders, this quote from an arson
victim clearly illustrates the victim’s broader perspective on crime and the criminal
justice system and its affect on satisfaction, even in light of their own victimization.
Because it's a shame that there is a lot of crime going (on) because that jail
is overcrowded. It makes sense to send them to college than send them to
jail.
Summary
A small percentage of victims in the sample, approximately seven percent,
illustrated a broader perspective on their criminal justice experience than just how
it impacted themselves or their offenders. Although this does not mean that this
was the only perspective through which victims viewed their experiences—many
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also expressed other reasons for their satisfaction or dissatisfaction. But what it
does suggest is that some victims see their experiences in the context of larger
issues such as crime prevention, achieving justice, and reinforcing the rule of law,
and for these victims, the larger context impact their feelings of satisfaction with
their case outcomes.
Conclusion
The findings from the qualitative data analysis reviewed in this chapter provide
many important insights into victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system.
Hearing from felony crime victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution as they
describe their experiences with the criminal justice system and provide their explanations
for their feelings of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their case outcomes adds depth
and richness to our understanding of their experiences with criminal victimization and the
criminal justice system’s response. The results reinforce, inform, and illustrate the
characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
These results inform both theoretical work that investigates how justice is obtained for
victims and the practical work of providing service to those who have been victimized by
crimes.
It is not necessarily surprising that how the criminal justice system responded to
the offense and the offender was the most frequently identified concept found in victims’
explanations for their level of satisfaction with the outcome of their cases (Table 21).
More than half of the victims who provided explanations for their feelings of satisfaction
or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases referenced the offender in those
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explanations. There were few surprises in how the offender concepts were related to
victims’ satisfaction. Of the victims that referenced the offender in their explanations for

Table 20. Qualitative Analysis Summary Results by Category and Level of Satisfaction
Very
Somewhat
Satisfied Satisfied
The Victim
17
24
(58.6%)
The Offender
111
66
(70.2%)
The Crime
0
7
(36.8%)
The Police
6
3
(50.0%)
The Prosecution of the
14
4
Crime
(32.1%)
The System
17
8
(49.0%)
The Sentence
8
15
(35.9%)
Property Replacement
15
14
and Recovery
(61.7%)
Communication
4
12
(29.1%)
Collateral Victimization
0
4
(40.0%)
Broader Perspective
23
2
(75.8%)
Total
215
159
(55.4%)

Somewhat
Very
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
14
11
(35.7%)
34
41
(28.6%)
10
2
(63.2%)
2
7
(50.0%)
7
30
(66.1%)
4
22
(50.1%)
18
23
(64.1%)
6
12
(38.3%)
13
19
(58.2%)
2
4
(60.0%)
4
4
(24.2%)
114
175
(42.8%)

Unk.

Total

4
(5.7%)
0
(0%)
0
(0%)
0
(0%)
1
(1.8%)
0
(0%)
0
(0%)
0
(0%)
7
(12.7%)
0
(0%)
0
(0%)
12
(1.8%)

70
252
19
18
56
51
64
47
55
10
33
675

their satisfaction, offenders that were caught, arrested or convicted, in jail or prison,
sentenced, punished or “doing time” was, for many victims, the reason for their
satisfaction with their case outcomes. Also not surprisingly, victims whose offender was
free or found not guilty expressed general dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
Interestingly, victims who referenced the offender receiving a sentence to probation were
equally distributed among satisfied and dissatisfied victims. Finally, characteristics of the
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offense and the offender also played a significant role in many victims’ experiences with
the criminal justice system. Respondents who were victimized by offenders with
extensive criminal histories expressed dissatisfaction at the systems inability to
successfully change their offenders’ behavior in the past, while other victims expressed
satisfaction that the criminal justice system in their case arrested and, often times,
convicted a repeat offender.
It is also not surprising that their personal experiences with victimization and the
criminal justice system also figured prominently in their explanations for satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases—approximately 15 percent of victims
referenced how the crime and the criminal justice process affected them in their
explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. For many victims their
experiences with the criminal justice system process, how they impacted or were
impacted by the victimization, their safety, and the extended impact crime can have on
them and those around them all were revealed in victims’ explanations for their
satisfaction and dissatisfaction with their case outcomes. More surprising was the
revealing of a theme related to victims’ self-reflection about themselves and the role they
might have played in their victimization. For example, victims that believed they had
played a role in their victimization were uniformly dissatisfied with the outcome of their
cases.
Although most victims’ explanations focused on the offender or themselves, the
sentencing outcomes of the criminal justice system process, the ability of victims to
recover their property taken or destroyed during the crime, and the financial recovery of
victims also figured prominently in victims explanations for their satisfaction with the
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case outcome. Of the victims that specifically referenced the sentence handed down by
the court, many expressed dissatisfaction that the sentence was too short or the sentence
did not fit the crime. Additionally, of the victims that focused their explanations on
property or financial recovery, intuitively, victims that recovered their property or
received the restitution ordered by the court were more satisfied than those that did not
recover their property or receive restitution or victim compensation for their financial
losses.
There were also numerous examples in the qualitative data that illustrated and
reinforced previous research on the impact that the police and the prosecutor can have on
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system. In these data, how police and
prosecutors treated crime victims and how good they were at their jobs impacted victims’
level of satisfaction with their case outcomes. An area that deserves further study is the
role that the criminal justice system as a whole plays in victims’ experiences with
victimization and the criminal justice system. Many victims in the sample commented on
the criminal justice system as whole rather than focusing on any single component of the
system. Cynicism about the ability of the criminal justice system to respond effectively to
their victimization contributed significantly to some victims’ dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases. In contrast, when the system was perceived as working, victims
reported high levels of satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
Communication with victims about the case, the court hearings, and the criminal
justice process was also important to a large number of victims in the sample. Victims
that were well informed throughout the criminal justice process reported satisfaction with
the case outcome while those that were not well informed reported dissatisfaction.
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Finally, for a small number of victims, the crime itself and its impact on
themselves and those around them contributed to their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. For these victims, the nature of the crime
and the extensive harm caused by criminal victimization led to mostly feelings of
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
A primary goal of the qualitative data analysis is to inform the analyses of the
quantitative data obtained from the same crime victim sample. The qualitative data
analyzed and summarized in this chapter clearly illustrate that the criminal justice process
matters to crime victims. More specifically, being kept informed of the case process and
being given opportunities to participate in the prosecution of their offender were common
themes that emerged from the qualitative data. This lends support to using the procedural
justice framework and related measures to inform a more complex investigation using
statistical techniques that tease out the effect of the criminal justice process on victims’
satisfaction. In addition, new concepts pertaining to victim satisfaction also arose from
the qualitative data and will be included in the quantitative analysis summarized and
discussed in Chapter 5. These new concepts include characteristics of the crime, the
relationship between the victim and offender, and measures of collateral victimization.
Finally, Identifying a diverse set of categories, themes, and concepts used by
victims to explain their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases is
consistent with previous research on the work of victim service agencies and the
extensive list of victims’ needs many use to guide their service plans (Finn and Lee,
1987). Yet, importantly, the list of needs identified by these researchers do not fully
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capture the broad set of victim concerns expressed in their explanations for their feelings
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
The results of the qualitative analyses add richness and depth to our understanding
of the experiences of felony crime victims whose cases are accepted for prosecution.
Rather than simply understanding whether victims are satisfied with the case outcome,
these data clearly illustrate the broad range of expectations that victims have of the
criminal justice system and how they are related to their satisfaction with their case
outcomes. These data convey that what victims want from the criminal justice system
includes harsh punishment, fair punishment, rehabilitative responses, and just responses.
Victims also want to be treated with respect and be informed of the status of their case.
Many victims want to be actively involved in their cases, while others do not want to be
involved at all. Some victims even have a perspective on crime, the criminal justice
system, and their victimization that goes beyond how they or their offender was treated
by the system.
But, arguably more important, these findings can be used by the criminal justice
system to deepen their understanding of what crime victims need from the system and
how they might improve their service to crime victims. The results of this study can help
improve crime victim services, but will do so only if the system is indeed serious in its
desire to make service to crime victims a priority. As argued here and elsewhere, the
justice system has long been focused on offenders and continues to do so, even in light of
recent crime victim-focused reforms. In addition, the political discourse on crime victims
focuses on simply a successful prosecution that holds offenders accountable for their
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crimes. These data suggest that is an overly simplified perspective on what victims seek
from the criminal justice system that will leave many dissatisfied.
If a goal of our justice system is to enhance victims’ satisfaction by meeting their
needs and providing them with the sense that justice was served, these findings contribute
to a better understanding of what the system must do to meet that goal. It is clear that we
still have much to learn about what leads to crime victims’ satisfaction with their
experiences with the criminal justice system. It is hoped that the findings from this study
help fill the gaps in our knowledge of victims’ experiences with the criminal justice
system and will be put to practical use by helping the justice system provide better
service to those whose lives have harmed by criminal victimization.

CHAPTER FIVE
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES
In Chapter 4, the analyses of the qualitative data obtained from a sample of felony
crime victims whose cases were accepted for prosecution revealed themes and concepts
in their explanations for satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases
that are consistent with previous research on victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system. Additionally, these same data provided important insights into other
concepts relevant to crime victims’ satisfaction that suffer from being under-studied or
not yet known to researchers (e.g., collateral victimization, victim-offender relationship,
etc.). In this chapter, a systematic analysis of the quantitative data from the felony crime
victim sample is conducted, beginning with an analysis of the bivariate correlations
between relevant concepts and victims’ satisfaction and culminating in the building and
interpretation of models that lend insight into the factors that are predictive of felony
crime victims’ satisfaction with their case outcomes. The structure of this chapter follows
the structure of the previous chapter, which framed the analyses by the themes related to
crime victims’ satisfaction that support and extend the existing theoretical and empirical
literature on crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system.
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Correlates of Victims’ Satisfaction
A broad investigation of the experiences of crime victims as their cases get
processed by the criminal justice system and the factors that contribute to their
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases that is guided by previous research and an
analysis of the qualitative data from the sample is strengthened by a comprehensive
examination of the associated quantitative data. Thus, a logical next step in the analytical
framework from descriptive data to predictive models is to investigate the degree to
which individual variables correlate with the dependent variable. Because of the ordinal
and categorical nature of the dependent variable, many of the independent variables, and
the potential for a non-linear relationship between dependent and independent variables
and each other, Spearman’s correlation statistic will be used. Unlike Pearson’s r, the
Spearman correlation statistic does not require that there be a linear relationship between
the two variables being correlated, allowing for more flexibility when working with
categorical variables.
The bivariate relationships between relevant independent variables and the
dependent variable are investigated and reported below according to the themes that
emerged from the qualitative data, beginning with the analysis of victim characteristics
and victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of the cases.
The Victim
Not surprisingly, many of the concepts that emerged from victims’ explanations
for their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction focused on how the victimization
affected them at the time of the crime and in the days and months that followed (Table
22). The survey items that are analogous to the concepts that emerged from the
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qualitative data include how the victimization affected them physically and financially,
other collateral harms (e.g., forced change in job or home), whether they were engaged in
the writing and presentation of the victim impact statement, feelings of safety since the
victimization, and self-questioning about why they were victimized. Table 22 contains
the description of the variables included in the correlation matrix.
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Table 21. Victim Satisfaction and Victims’ Experiences Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5= Very satisfied
Physical Harm
How would you describe the seriousness
1=Very serious
of your injuries?
4=Not at all
serious
Financial Harm
Did you experience any financial
0=No
problems because of your property being
1=Yes
stolen of damaged in the crime incident?
Value of Financial
What was the approximate value of the
“Dollar Amount”
Harm
items stolen?
Forced Job Change
Has being a victim of this crime caused
0=No
you to change your job, your work hours, 1=Yes
or your school schedule?
Forced Home Change Has being a victim of this crime caused
0=No
you to move out of your apartment or
1=Yes
home?
Prosecutor Help with
Did the (prosecutor) help you prepare a
0=No
VIS
victim impact statement?
1=Yes
Program Explain VIS
Did the (program) offer to explain the
0=No
preparation and presentation of victim
1=Yes
impact statements?
Learned About Safety Did you get the information you needed
0=No
about avoiding becoming a victim again? 1=Yes
Why Me?
You asked yourself, “Why did this happen 1=Often
to me?”
4=never
Feels Safe During Day How safe do you feel walking alone in
1=Very safe
your neighborhood during the day?
4=Very unsafe
Feels Safe at Night
How safe do you feel outside at night in
1=Very safe
your neighborhood?
4=Very unsafe
Self Blame1
You criticized or blamed yourself for
1=Often
what happened because of something you 4=Never
did or did not do.
Self Blame2
You criticized or blamed yourself for
1=Often
what happened because of the kind of
4=Never
person you are.
Of these concepts, five were significantly correlated, albeit weakly, with victims’
satisfaction with the outcome of their case. Measures of financial harm, forced job
change, prosecutor assistance with the victim impact statement, victims’ self-questioning
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about their victimization, and feelings of safety in their neighborhood at night were all
related to victims’ satisfaction (Table 23). More specifically, victims that experienced
financial harm were more likely to report dissatisfaction with their case outcomes.
Similarly, victims that had to change their jobs because of their victimization were also
more likely to report dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases. In addition, victims
who frequently asked themselves why they were victimized were also more likely to
report that they were dissatisfied with the outcome of their cases. In contrast, victims that
received help from the prosecution with the preparation of their victim impact statement
and victims that felt safe at night even after their victimization were more likely to report
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
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Table 22. Victim Satisfaction and Victims’ Experiences
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The Offender
The characteristics of the offender and their relevance to victim’s satisfaction with
the outcome of their case have not received the attention the qualitative data suggests it
deserves. Even though there were numerous references in the qualitative data on victim
satisfaction to the arrest of the offender, the offender outcomes, and offender
characteristics, most of the concepts that emerged from the qualitative data did not have
analogous measures in the survey data.
There are two potentially relevant offender variables identified in the survey data,
the number of offenders responsible for the victimization and whether the victim knew
any of the offenders responsible for their victimization (coded 0=no, 1=yes), both of
which are statistically significant, but weak, correlates of victims’ satisfaction (Table 24).
The greater the number of offenders responsible for the victimization, the less likely
victims were to report satisfaction with their case outcomes. Similarly, if the victim and
offender are related, the victim was also less likely to report satisfaction with the outcome
of their cases.
Table 23. Victim Satisfaction and Offender
Characteristics

Victim
Satisfaction
# of
Offenders
Victim
Knows
Offender?

Victim
Satisfaction

# of Offenders

Victim
Knows
Offender?

1

-.119*

-.143*

--

1

-.265**

--

--

1

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
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The Crime
Characteristics of the crime and its impact on victims also emerged from the
qualitative data as concepts relevant to victims’ satisfaction with the case outcome. There
were many measures of the crime and its impact in the survey data that were tested for
their statistical relationship with victims’ satisfaction. These variables include measures
of the number of offenders, whether the victim was present during the crime incident, and
if so, whether the victim was in danger, attacked, or injured in the crime (Table 25). Other
measures of the characteristics of the crime include the seriousness of the crime and any
injuries sustained by the victim during the crime and, whether the crime was a personal or
property crime or if the offenders had a weapon.
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Table 24. Victim Satisfaction and Characteristics of the Crime Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5= Very satisfied
Number of Offenders
How many offenders were there?
1–5
Victim Present
Were you present during the crime
0=No
incident?
1=Yes
Personal vs. Property
Personal=Homicide, Sex Crimes, Assault, 0=Property
Victimization
Robbery, Stalking
1=Personal
Property=Burglary, Fraud, Vehicle
Felonies, Arson
Victim Attacked
Did any of the offenders actually attack
0=No
you?
1=Yes
In Danger
While the crime was being committed, did 0=No
you feel that your life was in danger?
1=Yes
Victim Injured
Were you injured during the incident?
0=No
1=Yes
Weapon Offense
Did any of the offenders have a weapon,
0=No
such as a gun or a knife, or something that 1=Yes
was used as a weapon?
Seriousness of Injuries How would you describe the seriousness
1= Not at all
of your physical injuries?
Serious
4= Very Serious
Crime Seriousness
Overall, how serious was this crime in
1= Not at all
your opinion?
Serious
4= Very Serious
Although there were many survey measures that captured characteristics of the
crime, few were significantly related to victims’ satisfaction (Table 26). The only two
variables that were correlated with victim satisfaction were the number of offenders,
which was discussed in the previous section on characteristics of the offender, and
victims’ perceptions of the seriousness of the crime. Illustrating an effect of the crime that
might be independent of the case outcome, victims of more serious crimes were more
likely to report being dissatisfied with the outcome of their cases.
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*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is a constant.
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Table 25. Victim Satisfaction and the Characteristics of the Crime
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.202**

.622**

.434**

a

.085
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Injured

--

--

1

.152*

.353**

.199**

.335**

a

.064
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.383**

a

.218*

-.038

-.026

a

.008

-.167

1

-.532**

.218**

.048

.285**

.101

-.188**

.130*

.030

-.205**

Weapon Seriousness
Crime
Offense of Injuries Seriousness
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The Police
As discussed earlier, victims’ experiences with the police, predominately
domestics violence victims experiences with the police and the criminal justice system,
has been a frequently studied area. As a result, a variety of measures of how the police
treat domestic violence victims have been found to be related to domestic violence
victims’ satisfaction with the police. The qualitative data in this study reinforced the
findings of previous research and provided new insight into what victims look for from
the police after being victimized. Although the qualitative data captured the nuances of
how police performance is related to victim satisfaction better than the survey data, there
were three survey measures of victims’ interactions with the police that were tested for
correlation with victim satisfaction (Table 27).
Table 26. Victim Satisfaction and Victims’ Interactions with the Police Variables and
Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5= Very satisfied
Needed Help Getting
Did you need help getting information
0=No
Information from the
from the police?
1=Yes
Police
Received Information Did you get the information you needed
0=No
from Police
from the police?
1=Yes
Number of Needs
The total number of victims’ needs that
0-5
Police Helped With
the police helped with
Needing help getting information from the police and receiving information from
the police were both significantly related to victim satisfaction, but not the number of
needs for which victims’ turned to police for assistance (Table 28). Needing help getting
information from the police and receiving information from the police are both significant
correlates of victim satisfaction. More specifically, victims that needed help getting
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information from the police and received the needed information from the police were
more likely to report satisfaction with the outcome of their case. The significance of both
of these variables suggests that, of the victims that needed help getting information from
the police, many victims received the information they needed.
Table 27. Victims’ Interactions with the Police
Needed
Number
Help
Received
of
Victim
Getting Information Needs
Satisfaction
Info
From
Police
from
Police
Helped
Police
With
Victim
Satisfaction
Needed
Help
Getting Info
from Police
Received
Information
from Police
About Case
Number of
Needs
Police
Helped
With

1

.202**

.278**

.019

--

1

a

-.177**

--

--

1

.390**

--

--

--

1

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is a constant.

The Prosecution
The survey provided many measures of prosecutor-victim interaction that are
tested here for correlation with victims’ satisfaction with their case outcomes. These
variables capture prosecutor interaction with victims on several levels including being
available to the victim, sharing information about the case with the victim, and prosecutor
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assistance with completing a victim impact statement (Table 29). Additionally, items that
capture the literal outcome of the case (i.e., guilty vs. not guilty) and the manner in which
the outcome was obtained are included in this matrix.

Table 28. Victim Satisfaction and the Prosecutor Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very dissatisfied
outcome of the case?
5= Very satisfied
Prosecutor Available
Did the prosecutor make himself or
0=No
herself available to you to discuss your
1=Yes
case?
Prosecutor Notifies
Did the prosecutor notify you about the
0=No
time, place, and date of court proceedings 1=Yes
in your case?
Prosecutor Explains
Did the prosecutor explain the stages and 0=No
outcomes of the legal process to you?
1=Yes
Prosecutor Notify of
Did the prosecutor notify you of your
0=No
VIS
right to prepare a victim impact
1=Yes
statement?
Prosecutor Help with
Did the prosecutor help you prepare a
0=No
VIS
victim impact statement?
1=Yes
Case Outcome
What was the outcome of your case?
1=Guilty
2=Multiple
Offenders/Mixed
Outcomes
3=Not Guilty
Offender Plead/Found Was the offender found guilty by a judge 0=Found Guilty
Guilty
or jury or did he or she plead guilty to a
1=Plead Guilty
charge?
Offenders
Were the offenders found guilty by a
1=Guilty
Plead/Found Guilty
judge or jury or did he or she plead guilty 2=Multiple
to a charge?
Offenders/Mixed
Outcomes
3=Not Guilty
Victims’ interactions with the prosecution is very relevant to their satisfaction
with the case outcome, whether it is prosecutors communicating with victims about court
hearings, notification of and assistance with the writing of a victim impact statement, or
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simply being available when the victim needed them (Table 30). In each instance,
prosecutors that are available to the victim and able to assist them with information about
the case or their victim impact statement are more likely to report satisfaction with the
outcome of their cases. Each of the individual variables of victim-prosecutor interaction
are also strongly correlated with each other, offering the promise of a single scale that
will be a more robust measure of victim-prosecutor interaction than any single item.
Additionally, on a very basic level, the prosecution’s ability to obtain a finding or
pleading of guilt is a measure of their performance and is also included in this correlation
matrix. Not surprisingly, the outcome of the case (guilty vs. not guilty) was moderately
correlated with victims’ satisfaction with the case outcome. Victims whose offenders
were found or plead guilty were more likely to report satisfaction with the case outcome.
In contrast, and potentially surprising to critics of the plea agreement process, how the
offenders guilt was determined, by plea or by trial, was not a statistically significant
correlate of victims’ feelings of satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
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-.156*
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-.255**

.011

1
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Offender
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Prosecutor Prosecutor
Case
Plead/Found Plead/Found
Notify of Help with
Outcome
Guilty
Guilty
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VIS

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is a constant.

Victim
Satisfaction
Prosecutor
Available
Prosecutor
Notifies
Prosecutor
Explains
Prosecutor
Notify of
VIS
Prosecutor
Help with
VIS
Case
Outcome
Offender
Plead/Found
Guilty
Offenders
Plead/Found
Guilty

Victim
Prosecutor Prosecutor Prosecutor
Satisfaction Available
Notifies
Explains

Table 29. Victim Satisfaction and the Prosecutor
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The Criminal Justice System
As discussed above, the focus of research on crime victims’ satisfaction has been
mostly limited to assessments of police or prosecutor performance. In contrast, when
asking victims for an explanation for their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction, many
of those explanations addressed the system as a whole rather than any one component. In
other words, some victims viewed their experiences and feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with their cases as a function of the systems’ performance as a whole
rather than the performance of any one of the criminal justice agency’s involved in the
processing of a criminal case. Unfortunately, none of the concepts that emerged from the
qualitative data had analogous measures in the survey data to allow for a statistical test of
the criminal justice system’s performance and its correlation with victims’ satisfaction.
The Sentence
As one would expect from a question that asks victims about their feelings of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, many victims’ explanations
focused on the offenders’ sentence. There was two survey items that captured concepts
related to offenders’ sentences, the length of jail or prison sentence (in months), which
was provided to the researchers by the prosecutor’s office, and whether victim assistance
program staff offered to inform the victim of the offender’s sentence (coded, 0=no,
1=yes). Not surprisingly, the longer the jail or prison sentence, the more likely victims
were to report satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. In addition, victims that were
offered to be informed of the offenders’ sentence by the program were also more likely to
report satisfaction with the case outcomes (Table 31).
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Table 30. Victim Satisfaction and Offender’s Sentence
Program
Victim
Length of
Offer to
Satisfaction Confinement
Inform of
Sentence
Victim
1
.104*
.239**
Satisfaction
Length of
-1
-.037
Confinement
Program
Offer to
--1
Inform of
Sentence
*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Property Replacement and Recovery
The qualitative data suggests that direct and indirect financial, material, and
physical consequences of victimization impact victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of
their cases. The survey provided several measures of financial and material harm that are
tested for their statistical correlation with victims’ satisfaction. In addition, the survey
provided two questions that capture information about victims experience with the
criminal justice system-based processes that are designed to assist victims recover
financially (i.e., restitution and victim compensation) that are also tested for their
correlation with victims’ satisfaction (Table 32).
Many of the survey items measuring financial and material harm or recovery were
significantly correlated with victims’ satisfaction of the case including, a self-reported
measure of financial harm, having problems with work or school, replacement of stolen
property, and being informed of the right to restitution (Table 33). More specifically,
victims that experienced financial problems, missed school or work, or had problems with
work or school because of the crime were more likely to report being dissatisfied with the
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outcome of their cases. Conversely, victims that had their stolen property replaced or
were informed of their right to restitution were more likely to report satisfaction with the
outcome of their cases. It is somewhat surprising that, given the significance of victims
being informed of their right to restitution to victims’ satisfaction, victims being informed
of victim compensation was not a significant correlate of victims’ satisfaction. This is
likely due, in part, to the sample size and the practice of the victim assistance program.
Less than one-third of the sample (28.5 percent) provided a response to the victim
compensation question, while just under half (48.5 percent) responded to the restitution
question.
Because the physical impact of the victimization is related to the material recovery
of the victim, an analysis of the relationship between victim satisfaction and the physical
impact of the crime is also conducted (Table 34). Although physical harm was included in
previous analyses about the victim, because of the potential impact that physical harm
and related medical expenses can have on material recovery from victimization, it is also
included here. Not surprisingly, given the relatively low percentage of victims in the
sample that reported being injured in the crime (17.8 percent), victim injury and
subsequent medical treatment were not significant correlates of victims’ satisfaction. In
contrast, for victims that were injured and went to the hospital for their injuries, the length
of time victims stayed in the hospital was negatively correlated with victims’
satisfaction—the longer the hospital stay, the more likely victims were to report
dissatisfaction with their case outcomes.
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Table 31. Victim Satisfaction, Material and Physical Impact of the Crime Variables
and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Material Impact of the Crime
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1=Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5=Very satisfied
Stolen or Damaged
Was anything stolen or damaged during
0=No
the crime incident?
1=Yes
Financial Problems
Did you experience any financial
0=No
problems because of your property being
1=Yes
stolen of damaged in the crime incident?
Value of Property
What was the approximate value of the
“Dollar Amount”
items stolen?
Miss Work or School Did you miss any days of work or school
0=No
because of the crime incident?
1=Yes
Problems with Work Did you ever have any problems with
0=No
or School
your employer or school officials because 1=Yes
of the crime incident?
Stolen Property
Was your stolen property replaced?
0=No
Replaced
1=Yes
Inform Right to
Did the program staff offer to inform you 0=No
Restitution
about your rights to restitution?
1=Yes
Inform of
Did the program staff offer to give you
0=No
Compensation
information regarding crime victim
1=Yes
compensation?
Apply for Victim’s
Did you apply for crime victim
0=No
Compensation
compensation?
1=Yes
Physical Impact of the Crime
Victim Injured
Were you injured during the incident?
0=No
1=Yes
Seriousness of Injury How would you describe the seriousness
1=Very Serious
of your physical injuries?
4=Not at all
Serious
Medical Treatment
Did you receive any medical treatment for 0=No
your physical injuries?
1=Yes
Hospital
Did you go to the hospital as a result of
0=No
your injuries?
1=Yes
Length of Hospital
How long did you stay there?
1=Treated in the
Stay
ER and release
4=Admitted for 4
or more nights

.006
1
-----

--

----

1
------

--

----

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

a

-.183**

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.284**

a

-.089

Value
of
Property

--

--

--

--

--

1

.147**

.166**

-.166**

-.149**

Miss
Work
or
School

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is a constant.

Victim
Satisfaction
Stolen or
Damaged
Financial
Problems
Value of
Property
Miss Work or
School
Problems
with Work or
School
Stolen
Property
Replaced
Inform of
Right to
Restitution
Inform of
Compensation
Apply for
Victim’s
Compensation

Victim
Stolen or Financial
Satisfaction Damaged Problems

Table 32. Victim Satisfaction and Material Impact of Crime

--

--

--

--

1

.242**

.019

.093

-.187**

-.153**

--

--

--

1

-.155

-.089

-.034

--

--

1

-.317*

.055

.010

-.079

-.096

.089

a
-.110

.246**

.301**

--

1

-.525**

.189

-.044

.193*

-.018

.156

-.136

.060

1

.354**

-.057

-.204

.091

.152*

-.061

.106

-.186*

-.099

Problems
Stolen
Inform of
Apply for
Inform of
with
Property
Right to
Victim’s
Compensation
Work or
Replaced Restitution
Compensation
School
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Table 33. Physical Impact of the Crime
Victim Seriousness Medical
Victim
Hospital
of Injury Treatment
Satisfaction Injury
Victim
Satisfaction
Victim
Injury
Seriousness
of Injury
Medical
Treatment
Hospital
Length of
Hospital
Stay

Length
of
Hospital
Stay

1

-.119

.167

-.032

-.180

-.340*

--

1

a

a

a

a

--

--

1

-.458**

-.234

-.194

--

--

--

1

a

a

--

--

--

--

1

a

--

--

--

--

--

1

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a Cannot be computed because one of the variables is a constant

Communication
Procedural Justice Theory and the results of the qualitative data analysis inform
the investigation of the relationship between victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of
their case and the quality of communication with agents of the criminal justice system. Of
particular note are the many questions regarding communication and participation in the
plea agreement process (Table 35). Better understanding the relationship between the plea
agreement process and victims’ satisfaction has great practical benefit because it has been
estimated that as much as 90 percent of cases are resolved through the plea agreement
process (Alschuler, 1979).
Victims needing help and getting help with obtaining information about their
cases were significant correlates of victims’ satisfaction (Table 36). Needing information
about the case or the court date were both negatively correlated with victims’
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satisfaction—in other words, victims that needed information about their case or their
court date were more likely to report dissatisfaction with the outcome of the case.
Illustrating the impact that effective communication can have on victims experiences with
the criminal justice system, victims that received needed information about the case of the
court date were more likely to report satisfaction with their case outcomes. Interestingly,
none of the measures of communication about, and participation in, the plea agreement
process were significantly correlated to the case outcome.
Table 34. Victim Satisfaction and Communication Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5= Very satisfied
Informed of Plea Offer Were your informed before a plea was
0=No
accepted in your case?
1=Yes
Consult on Plea
Did anyone consult with you, or ask your 0=No
opinion about, the possibility of a guilty
1=Yes
plea before a plea was accepted?
Plea Accepted
Were you told that a guilty plea had been
0=No
accepted?
1=Yes
Needed Help Getting
Did you need help obtaining information
0=No
Info About Case
about how your court case was going?
1=Yes
Received Info About
Did you get the information you needed
0=No
Case
about how your court case was going?
1=Yes
Need Help Info on
Did you need help finding out when your 0=No
Court Date
next court date was?
1=Yes
Received Court Date
Did you find out when your next court
0=No
Info
date was?
1=Yes
Program Inform of
Did the program staff inform you about
0=No
Plea Negotiations
plea negotiations in your case?
1=Yes
Program Ask for Input Did the program staff ask you for your
0=No
on Plea
input about plea negotiations in your
1=Yes
case?
Program Inform of
Did the program staff offer to inform you 0=No
Sentence
about the sentence imposed on the
1=Yes
offender in your case?

--------

--------

--

1

---

-.035

1

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.454**

.100

Consult
on Plea

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.245**

.160

.079

Plea
Accepted

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a cannot be computed because at least one of the variables is a constant.

Notified Plea
Accepted
Needed Help
Getting Info
about Case
Received Info
About Case
Need Help Info
on Court Date
Received Court
Date Info
Program Inform
of Plea
Negotiations
Program Ask for
Input on Plea
Program Inform
of Sentence

Consult on Plea

Victim
Satisfaction
Informed of Plea
Offer

Victim
Satisfaction

Informed
of Plea
Offer

Table 35. Victim Satisfaction and Communication

--

--

--

--

--

1

-.109

-.072

-.046

-.247**

Needed
Help
Getting
Case
Info

--

--

--

--

1

a

.097

.045

.088

.244**

Received
Info
About
Case

--

--

--

1

-.258**

.471**

-.077

.148

.051

-.148**

Need
Help
Info on
Court
Date

--

--

1

a

.715**

-.110

.252

.355

.277

.324**

Received
Court
Date
Info

--

1

.241

-.036

.122

-.047

.109

.359**

.080

.106

Program
Inform of
Plea
Negotiations

1

.716*

.275

.033

.118

.003

.175

.495**

.001

.095

Program
Ask for
Input on
Plea

1

.424**

.569*

.386*

-.057

.210

-.057

.061

.214

.066

.254**

Program
Inform
of
Sentence
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Victims’ Rights and Responsibilities
In states around the country, crime victims are afforded many rights and
responsibilities. Because these rights may not be commonly known or understood by
crime victims, prosecution and victim assistance program staff in the jurisdiction that
served the sample takes on the responsibility to inform victims of their rights and
responsibilities. Additionally, many of the rights and responsibilities provide victims with
an opportunity to participate in the prosecution of their alleged offender. For these
reasons, a review of the survey data on victims’ being offered information about their
rights and responsibilities and their correlation with victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of their cases is included here (Table 36).
Table 36. Victim Satisfaction and Victims’ Rights and Responsibilities Variables and
Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very dissatisfied
outcome of the case?
5= Very satisfied
Offered Explanation of Did the program staff offer to explain
0=No
Rights
your rights as a crime victim?
1=Yes
Informed of
Did the program staff let you know that
0=No
Responsibility to
you have a responsibility to assist in the
1=Yes
Assist with
prosecution of your case?
Prosecution
Informed of Right to
Did the program staff let you know that
0=No
be at Hearings
you have a right to be at all court
1=Yes
proceedings?
Offered to Have Court Did the program staff offer to explain
0=No
Hearings Explained
court proceedings to you?
1=Yes
Offered to be Notified Did the program staff offer to notify you 0=No
of Hearings
of any hearings in your case?
1=Yes
Offered to be
Did the programs staff offer to
0=No
Accompanied to Court accompany you to court?
1=Yes
Offered Right to
Did the program staff offer to inform you 0=No
Restitution
about your rights to restitution?
1=Yes
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Given the value of effective communication to crime victims demonstrated by the
qualitative data, it is no surprise that the survey items that capture attempts to inform
victims of their rights and responsibilities are also significantly, albeit weakly, correlated
with victims’ satisfaction (Table 37). Victims that were informed of their rights, were
offered to be notified of court hearings, or have those court hearings explained to them
were more likely to report satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. In addition, the
moderate to strong correlation between the items provide for an opportunity for
developing more robust measures of communication between the victim and prosecutors
and victim assistance program staff.

.206**
1

--

--

--

--

--

--

1
--

--

--

--

--

--

--

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Victim
Satisfaction
Offered
Explanation
of Rights
Informed of
Responsibility
to Assist with
Prosecution
Informed of
Right to be at
Hearings
Offered to
Have Court
Hearings
Explained
Offered to be
Notified of
Hearings
Offer to
Offered to be
Accompanied
to Court
Offered of
Right to
Restitution
--

--

--

--

--

1

.526**

.171**

--

--

--

--

1

.541**

.492**

.228**

Informed of Informed
Offered
Victim
Responsibility of Right
Explanation
Satisfaction
to Assist with to be at
of Rights
Prosecution
Hearings

Table 37. Victim Satisfaction and Victims’ Rights and Responsibilities

--

--

--

1

.522**

.470**

.476**

.136*

--

--

1

.658**

.624**

.461**

.480**

.168*

--

1

.322**

.405**

.336**

.380**

.391**

.110

1

.377**

.383**

.475**

.387**

.329**

.415**

.245**

Offered
Offered
Offered to be Offered of
to Have
to be
Court
Notified Accompanied
Right to
to Court
Hearings
of
Restitution
Explained Hearings
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Collateral Victimization
The restorative justice framework reviewed earlier provides a theoretical
foundation for the investigation into the collateral consequences of victimization. Rather
than looking at crime as a violation of local, state, or federal statutes, restorative justice
looks at crime as harm that was done to the victim, the community, and the offender, and
creates obligations to repair the harm (Zehr 1990). Looking at crime through the lens of
restorative justice, which reframes victimization as harm rather than violation of law,
collateral victimization and its long reach can be better understood. The programmatic
application of the philosophy of restorative justice that acknowledges the impact of
collateral victimization is the family group conferencing model discussed earlier, which
explicitly addresses direct and indirect harm by including in the restorative justice process
the victim, the offender, their family members, and representatives of the community in
which the harm occurred (MacRae and Zehr, 2004; Braithwaite and Mugford, 1998). The
measures of collateral victimization identified in the survey instrument and included here
are items that capture a change in victims’ behavior because of the victimization (i.e.,
stop going places), the effect victimization had on victims’ daily lives and relationships,
and victims needing and getting help with problems at work, school, or in their family
that was caused by the victimization (Table 39).
Given the positive evaluations of restorative justice practices and their impact on
victims’ satisfaction with the case outcome, it is not surprising that many survey
measures of collateral victimization were significantly related to victims’ satisfaction
(Table 40). In fact, only moving because of the victimization, receiving help with
problems with the victims’ landlord, job, or school, and needing help with problems with
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family or children caused by the victimization are not significant correlates of victims’
satisfaction. These three items aside, the other measures of collateral victimization that
are significantly and negatively correlated with victim satisfaction. Victims that
experience collateral harms are more likely to report dissatisfaction with the outcome of
their cases. In addition, because many of the measures of collateral victimization are also
correlated with each other, there is an opportunity to develop a more robust scale measure
that captures the broad impact of collateral victimization.

137
Table 38. Victim Satisfaction and Collateral Victimization Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very dissatisfied
outcome of the case?
5= Very satisfied
Stop Going Places
Right now, did being a crime victim
0=No
cause you to stop going to certain places, 1=Yes
leaving the house at night, or keep you
from doing things you enjoyed doing?
Difficulty Living
Right now, how much difficulty did your 1= No difficulty at
Normally
experience cause you in your ability to
all
live your life normally?
4= A lot of
difficulty
Difficulty with Family Right now, how much difficulty did
1= No difficulty at
Relationships
being a victim of this crime cause you in all
your relationships with members of your 4= A lot of
family?
difficulty
Forced Job Change
Has being a victim of this crime caused
0=No
you to change your job, your work hours, 1=Yes
or your school schedule?
Forced Home Change Has being a victim of this crime caused
0=No
you to move out of your apartment or
1=Yes
home?
Need Help
Did you need help dealing with problems 0=No
w/Landlord, Job,
with your landlord, employer, or school? 1=Yes
School
Received Help
Did you get the help you needed dealing 0=No
w/Landlord, Job,
with your landlord, employer, or school? 1=Yes
School
Need Help w/Family
Did you need help dealing with problems 0=No
or Children
with your family or children?
1=Yes
Received Help
Did you get the help you needed dealing 0=No
w/Family or Children
with your landlord, employer, or school? 1=Yes

-.141**
1
--

-----

--

--

--

1
---

-----

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.629**

-.162**

Difficulty
Living
Normally

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.593**

.487**

-.106*

Difficulty with
Family
Relationships

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
a Cannot be computed because at least one variable is a constant

Victim
Satisfaction
Stop Going
Places
Difficulty
Living
Normally
Difficulty with
Family
Relationships
Forced Job
Change
Forced Home
Change
Need Help
w/Landlord,
Job, School
Received Help
w/Landlord,
Job, School
Need Help
w/Family or
Children
Received Help
w/Family or
Children

Victim
Satisfaction

Stop
Going
Places

Table 39. Victim Satisfaction and Collateral Victimization

--

--

--

--

--

1

.348**

.354**

.336**

-.185**

Forced
Job
Change

--

--

--

--

1

.318**

.268**

.287**

.242**

-.075

Forced
Home
Change

--

--

--

1

.284**

.391**

.234**

.233**

.213**

-.187**

Need Help
w/Landlord,
Job, School

--

--

1

a

-.053

-.006

.203

-.107

.169

-.056

Received
Help
w/Landlord,
Job, School

--

1

-.100

.358**

.273**

.354**

.317**

.287**

.255**

-.095*

Need
Help w/
Family
or
Children

1

a

.183

-.294*

-.060

-.171

-.210

-.162

-.064

.207

Received
Help w/
Family or
Children
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Broader Perspective
An unexpected result of the qualitative data analysis was the emergence of a
category that included concepts capturing a bigger picture view of crime and
victimization. When probed about the reasons behind their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the outcome of their cases, many victims commented that “justice
was served,” that their experiences reinforced the laws, or that their case stopped future
crimes. In addition, concepts that demonstrated victims’ awareness of broader issues
challenging the criminal justice system—for example, race and crime and jail
overcrowding—were also used in victims’ explanations of their feelings about the
outcome of their cases.
The emergence of this theme was unexpected, thus it is not surprising that there
were no analogous measures in the survey data. Although there were no items that
effectively measured the concepts captured in the qualitative data, there were two items in
the survey that captured victims’ broader perspective on coping with their victimization
than just what the justice system could do for them (Table 41), ‘used prayer to cope’
(coded 1=never, 4=often) and ‘something good coming from the victimization’ (coded
0=no, 1=yes). Both of these measures were significantly and positively correlated with
victims’ satisfaction. Victims that used prayer to cope with their victimization or found
something good in their victimization experience were more likely to report satisfaction
with the outcome of their cases.
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Table 40. Victim Satisfaction and a
Broader Perspective on Crime
Used
Victim
Prayer
Satisfaction
to
Cope
Victim
1
.137**
Satisfaction
Used
Prayer to
-1
Cope
Good from
--Bad

Good
from
Bad
.093*
.108*
1

*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Victim Satisfaction and Victim Service Programs
Finally, even though victims’ experiences with a prosecutor-based victim
assistance program did not emerge from the qualitative data as a category, theme, or
concept relevant to victims’ satisfaction with the case outcome, because programs have
been the focus of prior investigations (e.g., Rienick et al., 1998; Stevenson et al., 2002),
the final analysis in this section include measures of victim interaction with the victim
assistance program (Table 42).
Each one of the victim assistance program measures is significantly and positively
correlated with victim’s satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, except for level of
contact with the program, suggesting that the quality of interaction between the victim
and victim assistance program staff is more important than the quantity of interactions
(Table 43). Victims that had positive evaluations of the victim assistance program and the
program’s ability to understand their problems and needs were more likely to report
satisfaction with the outcome of the case. Additionally, victims that reported that the
program played a significant role in their recovery from their victimization were also
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more likely to report satisfaction with case outcomes. Finally, because of the significant
correlations between the victim assistance program measures, a single scale measure of
victim – program contact will be explored.
Table 41. Victim Satisfaction and Victim Assistance Program Variables and Coding
Variable Name
Survey Question
Coding
Victim Satisfaction
Overall, how satisfied are you with the
1= Very
outcome of the case?
dissatisfied
5= Very satisfied
Contact with the
How much contact would you say you had 1= No contact at
program
with the victim assistance program, that
all
is, the people from the prosecutor’s office 4= A lot of contact
who may have helped you with your
needs as a victim?
Program understood
The victim assistance program staff
1=Strongly agree
problems
understood my problems
5=Strongly
disagree
Program sensitive to
The victim assistance program staff were
1= Strongly
needs
sensitive to my needs
disagree
5= Strongly agree
Program available
The victim assistance program staff were 1= Strongly
when needed
available when I needed help.
disagree
5= Strongly agree
Program helped get
The victim assistance program staff really 1= Strongly
through the case
helped me get though the case.
disagree
5= Strongly agree
Without program
Without the victim assistance program, it
1= Strongly
difficult to cope
would have been difficult for me to cope
disagree
with the case.
5= Strongly agree
Staff listened to my
The victim assistance program staff
1= Strongly
feelings and concerns
listened to my feelings and concerns.
disagree
5= Strongly agree
Staff explained things
1= Strongly
clearly
The victim assistance program staff
disagree
explained things to me clearly.
5= Strongly agree
Staff cared about me
The victim assistance program staff really 1= Strongly
cared about me and my family.
disagree
5= Strongly agree
Satisfaction with the
Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are
1= Very
program
you with the victim assistance program.
dissatisfied
4= Very satisfied

Contact with
Program

Victim
1
.077
Satisfaction
Contact with
-1
Program
Program
Understood
--Problems
Program
Sensitive to
--Needs
Program
Available
--When Needed
Program
Helped Get
--Through Case
Without
Program
--Difficult to
Cope
Staff Listened
to my
--Feelings and
Concerns
Staff
Explained
--Things
Clearly
Staff Cared
--About Me
Satisfaction
--with Program
*Significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
**Significant at the .01 level (2tailed)

Victim
Satisfaction

.234**
.391**
.806**
1

--

--

--

--

--

---

.399**
1

--

--

--

--

--

--

---

Program
Sensitive
to Needs

.241**

Program
Understood
Problems

Table 42. Victim Satisfaction and Victim Assistance Program

--

--

--

--

--

--

1

.713**

.624**

.475**

.271**

Program
Available
When
Needed

--

--

--

--

--

1

.724**

.687**

.653**

.391**

.221**

Program
Helped
Get
Through
Case

--

--

--

--

1

.760**

.619**

.598**

.594**

.386**

.188**

Without
Program
Difficult
to Cope

--

--

--

1

.704**

.755**

.750**

.726**

.655**

.449**

.177**

Staff
Listened to
Feelings
and
Concerns

--

--

1

.798**

.652**

.746**

.749**

.716**

.675**

.425**

.234**

Staff
Explained
Things
Clearly

--

1

.788**

.806**

.683**

.713**

.742**

.709**

.656**

.428**

.195**

Staff
Cared
About Me

1

.755**

.726**

.732**

.623**

.720**

.699**

.692**

.662**

.369**

.342**

Satisfaction
with Program
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Scale construction
Given the large number of individual items that have been shown to be related to
victims’ satisfaction, the next step in the analytical strategy is to seek efficiencies in the
measurement of relevant concepts. One method for reducing the number of individual
items to be included in the regression models is to find opportunities for creating scale
measurements that capture similar concepts underlying multiple items. Other benefits of
constructing multiple item scales include proactively addressing issues of multicollinearity caused by including variables in the model that are highly correlated with
each other and reducing the number of variables in the model thus allowing for the most
parsimonious model that best fits the data to emerge. More specifically, factor analysis
will be used to investigate whether independent variables that are highly correlated and
conceptually similar are in fact components of a single relevant concept.
Scales
Factor analysis is used to investigate whether independent variables that are
highly correlated and conceptually similar are in fact components of a single concept. In
contrast to principle component analysis that takes into account all the variability in the
variables introduced, factor analysis investigates the degree to which the variability can
be explained by the uncovering of a common factor. A key statistic in conducting factor
analysis is Cronbach’s Alpha (α), which is a test of the internal consistency of the
variables being considered for a composite measure.
The Victim
Concepts pertaining to the victim that emerged from the qualitative data, and the
corresponding measures in the quantitative data, overlapped in many instances with
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measures found in other themes. For example, some victims described the relevance of
prosecutor assistance with the writing of their victim impact statement to their feelings of
satisfaction with the case. This measure is conceptually consistent with both the victim
and prosecutor performance themes. Rather than create problems of collinearity in the
models that follow, where this and other items that are logically connected to more than
one theme, only one scale using that item is constructed.
The impact for the ‘victim’ theme is that only one scale is developed, capturing
the over-arching concept of self reflection engaged in by victims regarding their
victimization (Table 44). Although the item that asked, “Why did this happen to me?” did
not hold together with the other items as strongly as they did with each other, including
the item strengthens the scale and yields a respectable Cronbach’s Alpha of .675.
Table 43. Victim Self Reflection (α=.675)
Item
You criticized or blamed yourself for what
happened because of something you did or did not
do.
You criticized or blamed yourself for what
happened because of the kind of person you are
You asked yourself, “Why did this happen to
me?”

Factor Loading
.860

.843
.643

The Offender
Given its emergence in the qualitative data as a broad category containing many
themes and concepts related to victims’ satisfaction, the offender category contains
several examples of missed opportunities to investigate fully the relationship between
characteristics of the offender and victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
The survey administered to the sample of felony crime victims failed to capture many of
the concepts that emerged from the qualitative data. In other cases, some of concepts that
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were captured in the survey data pertained more directly to other categories of themes and
concepts. For example, the offender being found or pled guilty is more of a statement of
the prosecutor’s performance than characteristics of the offender. Regardless of the
category to which this concept belongs, being found or pled guilty is not significantly
correlated with victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their case.
After a complete review of the survey instrument, only two variables were
included in the offender correlation matrix. Both the number of offenders responsible for
the victimization and the relationship between the victim and offender were statistically
significant correlates of victim satisfaction. Because these two times do not hold together
in a scale, most likely because of the amount of missing data in the victim/offender
relationship variable, each will be considered for inclusion in the model to test for their
independent effects on victims’ satisfaction.
The Crime
After conducting factor analysis of the variables that capture characteristics of the
crime, none of the variables analyzed hold together to form a single crime scale.
Additionally, the items that measure whether the victim was present at the crime,
attacked, and/or injured during the crime are better measures of the physical impact of the
crime reviewed below.
Importantly, although the items reviewed do not form a meaningful scale there are
four individual items that will be considered for inclusion in the predictive models. These
items measure whether respondents were victims of battery, robbery, or burglary, and the
victims’ evaluation of the seriousness of the crime.
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The Police
Similar to other themes that emerged from the qualitative data, the victim survey
contained few questions about victims’ experiences with the police. The questions that
did capture victims’ interactions with the police included, needing assistance with getting
information from the police, getting information from the police, and the number of needs
to which the victim turned to the police. Individually, needing help getting information
from the police and getting information from the police are both significantly correlated
with victim satisfaction, while the number of needs to which the victim turned to the
police for assistance is not. None of these items held together to form a scale. Thus, only
the variables capturing whether victims needed assistance getting information from the
police and whether the victim received needed information from the police will be
considered for inclusion in the predictive models.
The Prosecution
The variables captured by the survey data that are conceptually consistent with the
prosecution category focused on the quality of the interactions between victims and
prosecutors. As expected, given each variables statistically significant relationship with
victims’ satisfaction, these items hold together and form a single concept that together
captures the quality of the interaction between victims and their prosecutors (Table 45)
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Table 44. Quality of Prosecutor’s Interactions with Victims (α=.806)
Item
Factor Loading
Did the prosecutor make him or herself available
.807
to you to discuss your case?
Did the prosecutor notify you about the time,
.698
place, and date of the court proceedings?
Did the prosecutor explain the stages and
.843
outcomes of the legal process to you?
Did the prosecutor notify you of your right to
.773
prepare a victim impact statement?
Did the prosecutor help you prepare a victim
.611
impact statement?
Financial and Material Recovery
Although there was several survey items that capture the financial and material
impact of the crime, none of the items hold together to form a single measure of the
material impact of victimization. Importantly, some of the variables that were considered
for inclusion in a scale measuring material impact of the crime more logically and
statistically, fit into other measures. For example, the variable measuring the victim being
offered to be informed about restitution is captured in the victim rights scale. Still another
variable that measures victims’ problems with their job or schooling is part of a
composite measure of collateral victimization. In sum, there are three variables identified
by the literature and the qualitative data from the felony victim sample as plausible
predictors of victim satisfaction that will be considered for inclusion in the models
developed below, financial problems, missed work or school, and stolen property
replaced.
None of the measures of the physical impact of crime held together to form a
collective measure of the physical harm suffered by victims. That is not necessarily
surprising as only the length of hospital stay is significantly correlated with victims’
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satisfaction. Thus, length of hospital stay will be the only measure of physical harm
considered for inclusion in the building of predictive models.
Communication
When looking at the various measures of communication between victims and
representatives of the criminal justice system, individual items did not hold together to
form a single communication scale. Instead, the measures fell into two logical subscales
that capture communication about the plea agreement process, needing help with
information about the court case, and receiving information about the court case.
Consistent with the absence of statistical significance in the bivariate correlations, items
measuring components of the plea agreement process failed in their significance as a
component measure of the communication subscales as well. But, items measuring
needing and getting help with information about their court cases fell into logical and
reliable subscales (Tables 46 and 47).
Table 45. Need Help with Getting Information (α=.630)
Item
Factor Loading
Did you need help finding out when your next
.858
court date was?
Did you need help obtaining information about
.858
how your court case was going?
Table 46. Received Needed Information (α=.834)
Item
Did you find out when your next court date was?
Did you get the information you needed about
how your court case was going?

Factor Loading
.926
.926

Although the item measuring whether victim assistance program staff offered to
inform victims of the offender’s sentence was a significant correlate of victim
satisfaction, it did not hold together with any other communication measures and will be
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considered as an independent predictor of victims’ satisfaction in the regression models.
Finally, there were also several measures of communication about the plea agreement
process, but none of the individual items are significantly correlated with victim
satisfaction and will not be included in the models.
Victims’ Rights and Responsibilities
Seven items that together measures the victim assistance program staff offering to
inform victims of their statutory rights hold together quite well and form a single scale
measure. Together, these items describe whether victims were informed of their
statutorily granted access to participation in the criminal justice process (Table 48).
Table 47. Victims Informed of Participatory Rights (α=.854)
Item
Factor Loading
Did the Program offer to explain your rights as a
.745
crime victim?
Did the Program let you know that you a
.730
responsibility to assist in the prosecution of your
case?
Did the Program let you know that you have a
.758
right to be at all court proceedings?
Did the Program offer to explain court
.796
proceedings to you?
Did the Program offer to notify you of any
.765
hearings in your case?
Did the Program offer to accompany you to
.636
court?
Did the Program offer to inform you about your
.675
rights to restitution?
Collateral Victimization
The qualitative data clearly illustrates that victimization creates more harm than
that which is directly attributable to the crime and only experienced by the victim. For
some, victimization forces them to change jobs or where they live. Less obvious collateral
victimization includes the harm victimization does to victims’ relationships with their
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family, friends, and neighborhood. The individual items that capture the indirect harm to
victims’ lives that was caused by their victimization held together well in a single scale.
The scale includes measure of disruption to victims’ families, jobs, schooling, where they
live, and how they live (Table 49).
Table 48. Collateral Victimization (α=.745)
Item
Does being victimized cause you to stop going to
certain places, leaving the house at night, or keep
you from doing things you now enjoy doing?
How much difficulty does your victimization case
you in your ability to live your life normally?
How much difficulty does being a victim of this
crime cause you in your relationships with
members of your family?
Did you need help dealing with problems with
your landlord, employer, or school
Did you need help dealing with problems with
your family or children because of the
victimization?
Has being victimized caused you to move out of
your apartment or home?
Has being victimized caused you to change your
job, your work hours, or your school schedule?

Factor Loading
.697

.788
.749

.575
.584

.548
.668

Broader Perspective
There were only two items in the survey data that measured concepts related to
victims’ having a larger perspective on their victimization, which was revealed by the
qualitative data analysis as being relevant to victims’ satisfaction. Even though using
prayer to cope with their victimization and finding something good in their victimization
are both significant correlates of victim satisfaction, these items did not hold together to
form a single scale. Thus, each of these measures will be considered as independent
predictors of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their case.
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Victim Service Programs
Similar to that which was seen in the prosecution measures reviewed earlier, there
are several items in the survey that capture the quality of the interaction between the
victim assistance program and crime victims. Also like the prosecutor measure, the items
hold together to form a single robust measure of the quality of interactions between
victims and victim assistance program staff (Table 50).
Table 49. Quality of Victims’ Interaction with Program (α=.943)
Item
Factor Loading
Program staff understood my problems
.796
Program staff was sensitive to my needs
.848
Program staff was available with I needed them
.845
Program staff helped me get through the case
.876
Without program it would have been difficult to cope
.813
Program staff listened to my feelings and concerns
.887
Program staff explained things to me clearly
.868
Program staff cared about me and my family
.886
Program Satisfaction
.855
Controls
In addition to the independent variables identified above, demographic
characteristics of felony crime victims (i.e., age, sex, race, and level of education) and the
case outcome (guilt vs. no guilt) will be added to the models as control variables. Because
of its relevance to the relationship between quality of victims’ interaction with the victim
assistance program and victims’ satisfaction, level of contact with the victim assistance
program will also be included as a control in the models that follow.
Predictive Models
The review of the literature on victims’ satisfaction, procedural justice, and
restorative justice, in addition to the results of the qualitative data analysis informed an
exploration of the characteristics and contexts of victims’ experiences with the criminal
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justice system and their satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. The theory and
practice-driven exploration of victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system
process identified a large set of potential predictors of victims’ satisfaction. The final step
in the analytical strategy of this study uses these measures to build multivariate statistical
models that identify and statistically isolate the factors that are predictive of victims’
satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.
Given the qualitative and categorical nature of the dependent variable, logistic
regression modeling techniques will be used to regress a dichotomous victim’ satisfaction
variable on the independent variables. Logistic regression is not only appropriate given
the nature of the dependent variable, the impact of any statistically significant predictors
can be described with a great deal of specificity as to the magnitude of the effects
between dependent and independent variables. For example, if victims’ participation in
the criminal justice process is predictive of satisfaction with the outcome of their case,
logistic regression coefficients can be turned into odds ratios that describe in specific
terms the odds of victims being satisfied or dissatisfied with the outcome of their case.
Odds ratios describe findings from sophisticated statistical analyses in terms that are
relatively easy to understand, especially by policymakers and practitioners, and provide a
great deal of specificity as to the impact of the independent variables on victims’
satisfaction.
The form of the dependent variable, a discrete ordinal variable with response
categories ranging from very satisfied to very dissatisfied, also allows for a confirmatory
test of the logistic regression models using other statistical modeling procedures. Because
there is significant variation in the dependent variable across five levels of satisfaction
and the coding of the variable clearly depicts an ordering, if not consistent intervals
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between the categories, the value of Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression to an
understanding of victims’ satisfaction will be tested.7
The Missing Data Problem
A significant challenge posed to this study’s goal to develop a more nuanced
statistical understanding of the experiences of felony crime victims is the large amount of
missing data in the sample. The missing data problem is most troublesome for those
measures that emerged from the descriptive analysis as relevant to victims’ satisfaction
that are contingent on type of crime, contact with the victim assistance program, and
contact with the prosecutors of their cases. For example, getting one’s stolen property
replaced emerged as a relevant measure in the qualitative data, but only those victims
who had property stolen during the victimization were asked this question. Additionally,
although the quality of the contact between victims and the victim assistance program
revealed itself to be relevant correlate of victims’ satisfaction, the component measures of
the quality of interaction with the program are dependent on victims being contacted by
the program in the first place. Although all of the felony crime victims in this sample
were eligible for the services provided by the program, 51.1 percent had no contact with
the program. The impact of the missing data problem in this sample is that for some of
the significant correlates of victims’ satisfaction, the missing data created problems when
considering their value as independent variables in a regression model. These measures
represent missed opportunities for an even deeper understanding of victims’ satisfaction
of the outcome of their cases (Table 51).

7

The five response categories for the dependent variable include very satisfied, somewhat satisfied,
unknown, somewhat dissatisfied, and very dissatisfied.
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Table 50. Relevant Correlates with Large Amount of Missing Data
Variable
Was your stolen property replaced?
How long did you stay at the hospital?
Did you get help with obtaining information about the case?
Informed of Participatory Rights Scale
Quality of Interaction with Victim Assistance Program Scale

# Missing
394
443
356
299
279

Although the sample size and associated missing data problems prevents
definitive statements to be made about all of the potential predictors’ of victims’
satisfaction with their case outcomes, modeling victims’ satisfaction still has great value
for isolating the effects of the concepts with less missing data that were found in the
relevant literature and reinforced by, or in the case of emerging concepts, discovered in,
the qualitative data.
Full Logistic Regression Models
Because of the discrete nature of the dependent variable, logistic regression is
used to test for the predictive utility of the concepts found to be relevant to victims’
satisfaction. Multi-nomial logistic regression, which allows for a dependent variable with
more than two response categories to be regressed on a set of independent variables, was
investigated for its utility with these data. Unfortunately, the large number of independent
variables, combined with large numbers of missing cases, prevents multi-nomial logistic
regression from being effectively used. For example, when running the full model that
contains all variables with less than 250 missing cases, not a single variable exhibited
statistical significance, which is not surprising given that only 62 of 495 cases could be
used in the model.
Thus, two adaptations to the logistic models are made: (1) four models will still be
run, but at 200, 150, 100, and 50 missing case thresholds; and (2) the dependent variable
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with be collapsed into a dichotomous—satisfied vs. dissatisfied—measure of victims’
satisfaction. This will allow for the impact of missing data on the models to be assessed
by simultaneously reducing the number of predictors in the models and increasing the
number of cases included in the models. The variables that will be included in the model
are described in Table 52.
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Table 51. Independent Variables
Variables
Variable Coding
Age
Age in Years
Sex
0=male; 1=female
Minority status
1=white; 2=minority
Income
1=<10,000; 2=10,000 – 19,999; 3=20,000 – 29,999; 4=30,000 –
49,999; 5=50,000 – 69,999; 6=>70,000
Education
1=< high school; 2=high school degree/GED; 3=some college; 4;
bachelors degree or more
Employment
1=full time; 2=part time; 3=unemployed
Marital status
0=single; 1=married, co-habiting
Victim
Self-reflection
Scale measure, range 3-12
Offender
Length of sentence
Sentence length in months
# of offenders
Number of offenders
Crime
Battery
1=no; 2=yes
Robbery
1=no; 2=yes
Burglary
1=no; 2=yes
Vehicle felony
1=no; 2=yes
Seriousness of crime
1=very serious; 2=somewhat serious; 3=not very serious; 4=not
serious at all
Police
Need help getting
0=no;1=yes
information from police
Prosecution
Quality of interaction
Scale measure, range 5-10
Outcome
Case outcome
1=guilty; 2=not guilty
Material and Physical Recovery
Financial problems
0=no;1=yes
Missed school / work
0=no; 1=yes
Communication
Needed Help Getting
Scale measure, range 0-2
Information About Case
Collateral Victimization
Collateral Victimization Scale measure, range 2-13
Broader Perspective
Prayer to Cope
0=no; 1=yes
Something Good Came
0=no; 1=yes
from Victimization
Victim Assistance Program
Contact with Program
1= No contact at all; 2=a little contact; 3=some contact;
4= A lot of contact
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Model 1
The first full bi-nomial logistic regression model included all relevant variables
with fewer than 200 missing cases (Table 53). Thus, in addition to the five measures in
Table 51, the measure victim-offender relationship was also dropped from the model
because it contained 224 missing cases. The remaining variables led to 110 cases being
included in the multivariate analysis.
In this model, four demographic characteristics of crime victims, age, income,
employment, and marital status are predictive of victims’ satisfaction with their case
outcomes. Older victims and victims with higher household incomes are more likely to be
satisfied with their case outcomes than younger and poorer victims. More specifically, for
each year increase in age, victims are 1.114 times more likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of their case and with each one unit increase in household income (e.g., from
<$10,000 to $10,000 to $19,999) victims are 2.531 times more likely to be satisfied with
the outcome of their case. In contrast, victims who have full-time jobs are .302 times less
likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than those with part-time jobs, and
victims that are married or co-habiting are .083 times less likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of their case than victims who are single.
Three other variables in the model are also significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction, the number of offenders, missed school or work because of the victimization,
and needing help getting information about the case. With each additional offender
responsible for the offense, victims are .427 times less likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of their case. Similarly, victims who missed school or work because of the
victimization were .100 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case
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than were victims whose victimization did not lead to victims missing school or work.
Finally, the simple additive scale measure of needing information about the case, which
was created earlier in this chapter, was negatively related to victims’ satisfaction. With
each additional need for information about their cases, victims are 8.437 times less likely
to be satisfied with the outcome of their case.
Model 2
The second full bi-nomial logistic regression model included all relevant variables
with fewer than 150 missing cases. Thus, the measure of financial problems due to the
victimization was dropped from this model because it contained 155 missing cases. This
model resulted in the inclusion of 152 cases in the multivariate analysis. By dropping the
measure of victims’ financial problems, victims’ age and the number of offenders are no
longer significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction with their case outcomes. The
significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction in this model include, victims’ minority
status, household income, marital status, offender’s sentence length, missed school or
work, and needed help getting information about the case.
Unique to this model, minority victims are 4.616 times more likely to be satisfied
with the outcome of their case than non-minority victims. Also unique to this model,
possibly in part due to the missing data problem, with each month increase in the
offenders sentence of jail or prison, victims were 1.019 more likely to be satisfied with
the outcome of their case. The victim’s household income and marital status in were
consistent predictors of victims’ satisfaction in this and the previous model in both
direction and magnitude of effect, as was whether the victim missed school or work.
Although victims need for information about their case retained its significance as a

159
predictor of victims’ satisfaction, the magnitude of the effect lessened considerably to
victims being 4.319 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case with
every additional need for information.
Model 3
The third full bi-nomial logistic regression model included all relevant variables
with fewer than 100 missing cases (Table 54). For this model, quality of interaction with
the prosecutor was dropped because it contained 105 cases and the offender’s sentence
length was dropped because it contained 119 missing cases. Dropping these variables
increased the number of cases in the model to 195. In this model, victim’s marital status,
the number of offenders involved in the crime, being a burglary victim, the case outcome,
missed school or work, and needed help getting information about the case were all
statistically significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction.
Similar to the previous two models, victims who are married or co-habiting are
.362 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of the case than single victims. The
other demographic characteristics of victims that have exhibited statistical significance in
previous models were not significant in this model. Also similar to the previous models,
victims that missed school or work were .269 times less likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of their case than victims who did not, and with each unit increase in victims’
need for information, victims were 2.052 times less likely to be satisfied.
Two new variables are predictive of victims’ satisfaction in this model, being a
burglary victim and case outcome. Burglary victims are .210 times less likely to be
satisfied with the outcome of their cases than the other types of crime victims and victims
whose offender was found not guilty of the offense were .097 less likely to be satisfied
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with the outcome of the case than victims whose offender was found or pled guilty.
Finally, the number of offenders returned in this model as a significant predictor of
victims’ satisfaction—with each additional offender responsible for the crime, victims
were .651 time less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case.
Model 4
The fourth and final full bi-nomial logistic regression model included all relevant
variables with fewer than 50 missing cases. Victims’ income (61 missing cases), the
number of offenders (65 missing cases), and the self-reported seriousness of the crime (65
missing cases) were dropped from this model because of the amount of missing data they
contained. This model resulted in the inclusion of 285 cases in the multivariate analysis.
Even though case outcome contained 79 missing cases, it was left in the model because of
its logical relevance to victims’ satisfaction and it’s significance as a predictor of victims’
satisfaction in the third model. In this last model, case outcome, missed school or work,
and needed help getting information about the case were significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction.
In this last model that is the most parsimonious of the four and uses the largest
number of cases, victims’ whose offender was found or plead guilty were .051 times
more likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than victims whose offender
was found not guilty of the crime. In contrast, victims that missed school or work because
of their victimization were .384 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their
cases than victims who did not miss school or work, and victims who needed help getting
information about their cases were 2.033 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome
of their case than victims who did not need information about their case.
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Table 52. Logistic Regression Models 1 and 2

Constant
Controls
Age
Sex
Minority Status
Income
Education
Employment
Marital Status
Victim
Self-Reflectiona
Offender
Length of Sentence
# of Offenders
Crime
Battery
Robbery
Burglary
Vehicle Felony
Seriousness of Crime
Police
Need Help Getting Information
from police
Prosecutiona
Quality of Interaction
Outcome
Case outcome
Material and Physical Recovery
Financial Problems
Missed School / Work
Communicationa
Needed Help Getting
Information About Case
Collateral Victimizationa
Collateral Victimization
Broader Perspective
Prayer to Cope
Something Good Came from
Victimization
Victim Assistance Program
Contact with Program

*p-value <.05
**p-value <.01
a. Scale measure

Coeff.
27.290

Model 1
<200 Missing
n=110
Wald
.000

eb
7.113E11

Coeff.
1.432

.108*
.283
1.129
.929*
.330
-1.196*
-2.486*

5.416
.123
1.557
6.251
.573
3.870
5.030

1.114
1.327
3.093
2.531
1.391
.302
.083

.036
-.138
1.530*
.565*
.037
-.727
-2.171*

1.347
.044
4.167
3.975
.010
2.274
6.591

1.037
.871
4.616
1.759
1.038
.483
.114

.162

.596

1.175

-.132

.811

.876

.012
-.851*

1.592
4.524

1.012
.427

.018*
-.543

4.359
3.244

1.019
.581

-2.875
.684
-2.752
.016
-.043

2.037
.265
3.625
.000
.003

.056
1.982
.064
1.016
.958

.503
.699
-1.288
.859
-.262

.194
.465
1.731
.621
.171

1.653
2.012
.276
2.360
.769

.819

.799

2.269

-.147

.043

.863

-.194

.405

.824

-.367

2.566

.693

-24.276

.000

.000

-3.634

3.556

.026

-1.432
-2.307*

1.711
5.218

.239
.100

-2.004*

-5.686

.135

-2.133**

-7.625

-8.437

-1.463**

-7.608

-4.319

-.190

.591

.827

-.049

.076

.952

-.608

1.950

.544

-.298

.763

.742

-1.062

1.822

.346

-.111

.031

.895

.877
.621
X2=63.677**
df=25
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.642

-.214

-.477

Model 2
<150 Missing
N=129
Wald
.050

.257
X2=57.667**
df=24
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.531

eb
4.188

.808
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Table 53. Logistic Regression Models 3 and 4

Constant
Controls
Age
Sex
Minority Status
Income
Education
Employment
Marital Status
Victim
Self-Reflectiona
Offender
Length of Sentence
# of Offenders
Crime
Battery
Robbery
Burglary
Vehicle Felony
Seriousness of Crime
Police
Need Help Getting
Information from police
Prosecutiona
Quality of Interaction
Outcome
Case outcome
Material and Physical
Recovery
Financial Problems
Missed School / Work
Communicationa
Needed Help Getting
Information About Case
Collateral Victimizationa
Collateral Victimization
Broader Perspective
Prayer to Cope
Something Good Came
from Victimization
Victim Assistance
Program
Contact with Program

*p-value <.05
**p-value <.01
a. Scale measure

Coeff.
10.634*

Model 3
<100 Missing
N=195
Wald
6.715

Model 4
<50 Missing
n=285
Wald
2.287

eb
41530.575

Coeff
4.741

-.003
-.052
.019
.393
-.100
.070
-1.016*

.036
.015
.002
3.798
.173
.057
4.002

1.003
.949
.981
1.481
.905
1.072
.362

.000
-.114
-.093

.045

.210

1.046

-.430*

-3.980

.651

-.670
-1.198
-1.563**
-.961
.148

.825
3.287
6.944
2.428
.157

.737
.302
.210
.382
1.159

.469
-.779
-.477
.094

.671
1.753
1.184
.041
--

1.599
.459
.621
1.099

-.083

.028

.920

.139

.137

1.149

eb
114.520
1.000
.892
.911

.191
-.246
-.084

.001
.107
.074
-1.298
1.297
.067

-.030

.198

.971

1.210
.782
.919

---

--

--

-2.337**

11.859

.097

-2.982**

28.490

.051

-1.311**

-7.132

.269

-.958*

-6.695

.384

-.719*

-5.952

-2.052

-.710**

-9.231

-2.033

-.035

.107

.965

-.061

.769

.941

.046

.046

1.047

.174

1.351

1.190

-.350

.711

.705

-.247

.611

.781

-.344

1.484
X2=60.928**
df=22
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.381

.709

-.286

2.704
X2=94.395**
df=19
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.387

.751
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Best Fit Logistic Regression Models
The logistic models reviewed above confirmed the relevance and predictive value
of several concepts as suggested by the research that frames this study (e.g., case outcome
and getting information about the case) and others that have not received much attention
in the literature (number of offenders, missed school or work, and type of crime). To
identify the model that best fits the data, the same four logistic regression analyses
reviewed above are conducted using the forward selection method of entering variables
into the model (Tables 54 and 55). The forward selection method tests the statistical
significance of the variables selected for inclusion in the model, adds statistically
significant variables to the model one at a time, and tests for removal of previously
entered variables based on preset parameters. In this case, the variables that are
significant at F < .05 remain in the model and if, as variables are entered, a variable’s
measure of significance rises to F > .10 it is removed.
Model 1
The first model that was tested for best fit to the data contained all relevant
independent variables with less than 200 missing cases. In this model, victims’
employment, being a burglary victim, missed school or work, and needed help getting
information about the case were found to be statistically significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction. More specifically, victims that were employed full-time were .408 times less
likely to be satisfied with the outcome of the case than victims that were employed parttime. Similarly, victims that worked part-time were .408 times less likely to be satisfied
with the outcome of their case than victims that were not working or going to school at
all. Burglary victims were .245 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their
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case than all other crime victims. Finally, victims that needed information about their case
were also less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case. More specifically, with
each unit increase in their need for information about their case, victims were 3.344 times
less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case.
Model 2
For the model that considered only those variables with less than 150 missing
cases, three variables were found to be statistically significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction in the model that best fit the data, victim’s minority status, being a burglary
victim, and needed help getting information about the case. The variables burglary
victimization and needed help getting information were both significant predictors of
victims’ satisfaction in this and the previous best fit model. In this model, victims’
minority status was positively correlated with victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of
their cases. In this model, minority crime victims are 2.959 times more likely to be
satisfied with the outcome of their cases than non-minorities.
Model 3
The third model considered only those variables that contain less than 100 missing
cases. Four variables were found to be statistically significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction in this model, being a victim of burglary, the case outcome, missed school or
work, and needed help getting information about the case. The three variables that were
significant in previous models as well as this one, burglary victim, missed school or work,
and needed help getting information about the case were consistent predictors of victims’
satisfaction in both direction and scope when compared to the previous model. The fourth
significant predictor, case outcome, is negatively associated with victims’ satisfaction.
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More specifically, victims whose offenders was found not guilty of the crime were .120
times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than victims whose
offender was found or plead guilty to the offense.
Model 4
Finally, the fourth model tested only those variables that have less than 50
missing cases. The final model that contains the most cases, but the fewest independent
variables, contained four statistically significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction, the
educational level of the victim, case outcome, missed school or work, and needed help
getting information about the case. Like the previous model, case outcome, missed school
or work, and needed help getting information about the case were all consistent predictors
of victims’ satisfaction in both direction of effect and magnitude. The fourth significant
predictor, victim’s level of education, was positively correlated with victims’ satisfaction
with their case outcomes. With each unit increase in victim’s level of education (e.g., <
high school to high school graduate, high-school graduate to some college, etc.), victims
were 1.377 times more likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case.
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Table 54. Best Fit Logistic Regression Models 1 and 2
Model 1
<200 Missing
n=110
Coeff.
Wald
eb
Constant
26.734
.000
4.076E11
Controls
Age
---Sex
---Minority Status
---Income
---Education
---Employment
-.905*
4.809
.408
Marital Status
---Victim
Self-Reflectiona
---Offender
Length of Sentence
---# of Offenders
---Crime
Battery
---Robbery
---Burglary
-1.408*
4.271
.245
Vehicle Felony
---Seriousness of Crime
---Police
Need Help Getting
---Information from police
a
Prosecution
Quality of Interaction
---Outcome
Case outcome
-24.522
.000
.000
Material and Physical
Recovery
Financial Problems
---Missed School or Work
-2.130**
8.622
.119
Communicationa
Needed Help Getting
-1.207**
-11.185
-3.344
Information About Case
a
Collateral Victimization
Collateral Victimization
---Broader Perspective
Prayer to Cope
---Something Good Came from
---Victimization
Victim Assistance Program
Contact with Program
---X2=37.083**
df=5
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.418
*p-value <.05
**p-value <.01
a. Scale measure

Coeff.
-1.661

Model 2
<150 Missing
N=129
Wald
1.086

eb
.190

--1.085*
-----

--5.237
-----

--2.959
-----

--

--

--

---

---

---

---1.694*
---

--6.548
---

--.184
---

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

---

---

---

-1.217**

-15.151

-3.378

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-X2=26.525**
df=3
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.274

--
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Table 55. Best Fit Logistic Regression Models 3 and 4
Model 3
<100 Missing
N=195
Coeff.
Wald
eb
Constant
2.718*
15.149
Controls
Age
---Sex
---Minority Status
---Income
---Education
---Employment
---Marital Status
---Victim
Self-Reflectiona
---Offender
Length of Sentence
---# of Offenders
---Crime
Battery
---Robbery
---Burglary
-1.013*
4.565
.363
Vehicle Felony
---Seriousness of Crime
---Police
Need Help Getting
---Information from police
a
Prosecution
Quality of Interaction
---Outcome
Case outcome
-2.120**
12.038
.120
Material and Physical
Recovery
Financial Problems
---Missed School or Work
-.970*
6.412
.379
Communicationa
Needed Help Getting
-.820**
-10.995
-2.271
Information About Case
a
Collateral Victimization
Collateral Victimization
---Broader Perspective
Prayer to Cope
---Something Good Came
---from Victimization
Victim Assistance Program
Contact with Program
---X2=42.518**
df=4
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.278
*p-value <.05
**p-value <.01
a. Scale measure

Coeff.
.725

Model 4
<50 Missing
n=285
Wald
.492

eb
2.064

----.320*
---

----4.893
---

----1.377
---

--

--

--

---

---

---

------

------

------

--

--

--

--

--

--

-2.999**

30.598

.050

--1.012**

-10.595

-.363

-.835**

-16.571

-2.306

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

--

-X2=80.557**
df=4
p=.000
Nagelkerke r2=.338

--
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Linear Regression Models
Although logistic regression is the most appropriate statistical modeling procedure
given the nature of the dependent variable and the absence of a sufficient number of cases
in the “unknown” category of the dependent variable, OLS models were also constructed
to test for any differences that might appear between the two different modeling
techniques. Using the same strategy as was used for the logistic regression models to
account for variables with large amounts of missing data, systematically dropping
variables based on the amount of missing data in the variable, and to find the model that
best fits the data, four OLS models were run that regressed victim satisfaction on the
independent variables that emerged as relevant from the literature and the review of the
associated qualitative data. The OLS “best fit” models confirms the findings of the
logistic regression models that needing help getting information about the case, missed
school or work, are all consistent predictors across all models of victims’ satisfaction with
the case outcome.8
The Weight of the Quantitative Evidence
Twelve models were run, four linear and eight logistic, in an attempt to better
understand the factors related to victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases.

8

More specifically, four models were tested accounting for all relevant variables with less than 200, 150,
100, and 50 missing cases. Focusing on the models that best fit the data, in the first model (<200 missing
cases) four variables were found to be statistically significant predictors of victim satisfaction, needing
information about the case, missed school or work, the number of offenders, and income level of the victim
are significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction. In the second model (<150 missing cases), five variables
were found to be statistically significant, missed school or work, quality of interaction with the prosecution,
collateral victimization, being a burglary victim, and the number of offenders. In the third model (<100
missing cases), needing information about the case, case outcome, missed school or work, number of
offenders, and collateral victimization were found to be statistically significant predictors of victim
satisfaction. In the fourth model (<50 missing cases), case outcome, needing information about the case,
missed school or work, and collateral victimization were all significant predictors of victim satisfaction.
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There was some convergence across the models in the variables that were found to be
significant predictors of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases (Table 56).
For example, needed help getting information about the case was a significant predictor
of victims’ satisfaction across all models and missed school or work was a significant
predictor in all but one model. The outcome of the case (i.e., guilty or not guilty) was also
a significant predictor of victims satisfaction across six of the 12 models run. Generally
speaking, victims who needed help getting information about the case were less satisfied
with the outcome of the case than victims who did not need help getting information. If
the victim missed school or work because of the victimization, they too were less satisfied
with the outcome of their cases. Not surprisingly, victims’ whose offenders were found or
plead guilty were much more likely to be satisfied with the outcome of the case than
those where the case ended without a conviction. Finally, burglary victimization is a
significant predictor of victims’ satisfaction in 5 models—burglary victims ae less likely
to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than victims of all other types of crimes.
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Table 56. Summary of Significant Predictors of Victims’ Satisfaction
Logistic
Logistic Best Fit
Model
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Age
*
Education
*
Minority Status
*
*
Length of Sentence
*
Income
* *
Employment
*
*
# of Offenders
*
*
Marital Status
* * *
Burglary
**
* * *
Case Outcome
** **
** **
Missed School or Work
* * * * **
* **
Needed Help w/info about Case ** ** ** ** ** ** ** **
* p-value < .05
**p-value <.01

In the model that best fits the data and includes only those variables that contain
less than 50 missing cases, victims who missed school or work because of the crime were
.363 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than victims who did
not miss school or work. Similarly, victims who needed help getting information about
their case were 2.306 times less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their cases than
victims who did not need information about their case. Finally, victims whose offender
was not convicted of the crime were .050 times less likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of their cases. All three of these variables are significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction even when controlling for characteristics of the victim, offender, and the
crime, the impact of victimization and measures of participation in the criminal justice
system process. These three variables represent the most consistent predictors of victims’
satisfaction and suggest points of emphasis for criminal justice systems in their pursuit of
justice for crime victims.

171
Conclusions
The data obtained from the sample of felony crime victims allowed for a broad
exploration of themes and concepts related to victims’ experiences with the criminal
justice system process and their satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. Having
quantitative data on a large number of survey measures that could be connected to
qualitative data from victims’ explanations for their feelings about their cases created the
opportunity to investigate the characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction with
their cases outcomes.
In this chapter, the categories, themes, and concepts that emerged from the
qualitative data informed the investigation of analogous quantitative measures and their
relationship to victims’ satisfaction. Many of the quantitative measures were significantly
correlated with victims’ satisfaction. But, when modeling these factors, fewer proved to
be effective predictors of victims’ satisfaction. Still, much has been learned about how
characteristics of the victim and the crime, the value of being informed about case details,
and the impact of victimization on the daily lives of crime victims impacts their feelings
of satisfaction.
Victims needing help getting information about the case was a robust predictor of
victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases. This measure was not specific about
from whom the information came, but instead was a general measure of victims’ need for
information about their case or their court hearings. Still, this finding clearly illustrates
the value of being informed throughout the process of arresting and prosecuting the
offender. Potentially relevant to the victim assistance field, needing to be informed was
found to be significant even when controlling for their level of interaction with the
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prosecution and a victim assistance program suggesting that quality of contact is more
important than quantity of contact.
Having missed school or work because of the victimization was also found to be a
mostly consistent predictor of victims’ satisfaction. In this sample, victims’ inability to
participate in valued activities (i.e., school or work) because of their victimization and,
potentially, their participation in subsequent criminal justice system processes, results in a
greater likelihood to be dissatisfied with the outcome of the case, even when controlling
for a variety of crime and criminal justice system factors. The reasons behind the missed
school or work in this sample were unknown but could include recovery time from the
physical or emotional harm caused by the victimization or a desire or mandate (in
instances where the victim is also a witness) to attend one or more court hearings. In
addition, the impact of victims attendance at the court hearing on their school or work
attendance is exacerbated by the frequent delays in the criminal justice process.
Regardless of the reason, the victim missing school or work because of the crime and the
criminal justice process forces the victims to suffer additional consequences because of
their victimization. Individuals do not ask to be victimized and continuing to suffer the
consequences of victimization, even when it is not directly related to the crime incident, is
an additional cost to the victim that leads to their being dissatisfied with the outcome of
the case.
Not surprisingly, case outcome was a relatively robust predictor of victims’
satisfaction with their case outcomes in the two models with the largest number of cases.
Though an intuitive finding, the reasons behind this relationship are left unexplained by
the data. For example, the offender being found guilty could be an expression of support

173
for the criminal justice system’s processes and outcomes. Yet, this finding could also be
seen through the lens of procedural justice as confirmation of what victims come to
believe once their case moves to the prosecutorial stage—that the system has found their
offender and it is simply a matter of the prosecution effectively showing the court the
evidence to obtain a conviction (i.e., accuracy and decision quality).
Being a burglary victim was also predictive of victims’ satisfaction with the case
outcome in five models (four logistic and one linear). More specifically, in the best fit
containing 195 cases, burglary victims were .363 times less likely to be satisfied with the
outcome of the case than other crime victims in the sample. This can be explained by
recognizing the material losses suffered by victims of burglary and the difficulty they
may have in having their material losses recovered. Stolen items are often kept by the
criminal justice system and used as evidence in the trial, and in some cases, items stolen
in a burglary are never recovered. Adding insult to injury, and as described earlier, there
are many barriers to the effectiveness of restitution and victim compensation programs
that are designed to repair the material harm felt by crime victims. This may explain why
burglary victims are less likely to be satisfied with the outcome of their case than other
types of crime victims, even when controlling for a multitude of other factors.
Finally, several other variables capturing the demographic characteristics of the
victim, the number of offenders, and the length of the offenders sentence were found to
be relevant predictors of victims’ satisfaction in a small number of models. For many of
these variables, sample size and the number of usable cases in the models contributed to
their irrelevance. Only education and marital status were significant predictors of victims’
satisfaction in the two models with the largest number of cases. Still, these findings
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suggest it would be fruitful to continue to consider these variables in future research on
victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice system, the outcome of the criminal justice
process, and how the system can best serve crime victims.

CHAPTER SIX
DISCUSSION AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
This study informs the work of two audiences that all too often remain separated
from each other, academics and practitioners. As a piece of academic scholarship, the
findings from this study informs theory and research on procedural justice and its utility
as a framework for better understanding victims experience with the criminal justice
system. In particular, the significance of communicating with victims about the case and
court hearings illustrate the value to victims of participation in the criminal justice
process. Additionally, the relevance of case outcome to victims’ satisfaction with the
outcome of their case, not only makes intuitive sense, it supports the view of decision
quality and accuracy as being an important measure of procedural justice. Additionally,
the causal inference that can be drawn from the regression models that missing time from
school or work is predictive of victim satisfaction, along with the less robust factors
predictive of victim satisfaction in some regression models, can enhance the criminal
justice system’s response to crime and victimization by providing a deeper understanding
of the characteristics and contexts of victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice system
and its processes.
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Procedural Justice
Procedural justice theory provides a useful framework for better understanding
victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and, as revealed in this study,
concrete guidance for practitioner to enhance victims’ evaluation of their experiences
with the criminal justice system. As described earlier, the operationalization of
procedural justice focused on six criteria: (1) consistency; (2) the ability to suppress bias;
(3) decision quality or accuracy; (4) correctability; (5) representation; and (6) ethicality
(Leventhal, 1980). This study was not intended to be a test of the full theory of
procedural justice, but instead, to test the practical implications of procedural justice
theory and their impact on felony crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice
system. In this study, decision quality and to some degree, representation, were found to
be significant predictors of victims' satisfaction with their case outcomes.
Decision Quality
A significant predictor of victims’ satisfaction in the two models with the largest
number of cases was the outcome of the case—whether the individual prosecuted in their
case was guilty or was not guilty of the crimes for which they were charged by the
prosecutor’s office. Although this finding could be interpreted simply as an endorsement
of the criminal justice system’s process and it’s outcome, a more nuanced and thoughtful
interpretation is worth considering. In practice, a case does not reach the prosecution
stage without the charging official believing they can obtain a finding of guilt. This
would also likely be the message that the prosecution and prosecutor-based victim
assistance staff share with the victim. Presented in this manner, the prosecution is setting
the expectation for the victim that their offender has been found and the evidence
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collected is enough to prove in a court of law that the defendant was responsible for their
victimization. Thus, when the criminal justice process concludes with a conviction, it
may be viewed by victims as confirmation of what they may know or have been told is
true about their victimization—that the person charged with the crime was indeed guilty
of the charge. Thus, in procedural justice terms, victims may see the confirmation of guilt
as the court arriving at a solution of high objective quality. It is also worth noting that in
the bivariate correlations presented in the previous chapter, the manner in which the
offender was convicted—through a finding of guilty vs. pleading guilty—was not
significantly related to victims’ satisfaction.
This same concept, the conviction of the offender, also emerged in the qualitative
data as one of the most relevant contributors to victims’ satisfaction with their case
outcome. Whether expressed through feelings of satisfaction with a finding of guilt or a
conviction, many examples of the ‘case outcome’ concept were found in victims’
explanations for the feelings about the case. In this first example from the qualitative data
reviewed in Chapter 4, the family member of a murder victim when asked the reason
behind feelings of satisfaction with the case outcome simply replied:
Because the people who killed my brother were found guilty.
In this next example, a fraud victims’ explanation for feelings of satisfaction with
the case outcome revealed the value of a conviction, even in cases where the offender
pleads guilty:
Well, I only picked him out of a line up. He pled within a week of that. It
was really expedient.

178
Of course, not every case ends in a conviction and the converse of the procedural
justice view provided above—that a finding of not guilty is evidence of the system’s
inability to arrive at a decision of high objective quality—was found in the qualitative
data as well. These are two victims’ explanations for feelings of dissatisfaction with the
outcome of their cases from a family member of a homicide victim and a sex crime
victim, respectively, that illustrate this point.
Because the one who they found not guilty, they say that he was the one
who pulled the trigger.
He was found not guilty. He had another case pending against him and (I)
was the only witness so it was (my) word against his.
Representation
Less obvious, but certainly consistent with the concept of representation—the
ability of involved parties to have a say in the decision-making process—victims who
needed help getting information about their case or the dates of court hearings were less
likely to be satisfied, even when controlling for a wide range of factors about the crime
and their interactions with the criminal justice system. Although being kept informed
about the prosecution of the alleged offender responsible for their victimization is not the
same as having a say in the decision-making process, not being kept informed is not
being involved in the process. Before victims can participate in prosecution of their
alleged offender, they have to be informed of the opportunities to participate—in other
words, needing and getting the information about the case and the court hearings is part
and parcel of involvement in the decision-making process.
Many concepts captured in the qualitative data are consistent with this finding and
interpretation through a procedural justice lens. One of the more frequently captured
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concepts from victims’ explanations for their feelings of satisfaction or dissatisfaction
was their level of involvement in the case. Illustrated in the quotes below containing the
explanations of a motor vehicle felony and burglary victim, respectively, for their
satisfaction with the case outcome is the value of meaningful involvement in the case,
even though it might be minimal involvement.
Everything went smoothly; only had to appear in court once. He was
found guilty and received restitution.
When she read her statement she felt they listened to everything she said
and responded to it appropriately.
Importantly, although not revealed in the statistical analyses, many victims’
expressed satisfaction with not having to be involved at all. A challenge for victim
assistance providers is to meaningfully involve those who want to be involved in the
case, and not expect involvement from those that do not, as these quotes from a burglary
and fraud victim, respectively, illustrate as they explain their reasons behind their
satisfaction with the case outcome illustrate:
I never was contacted by the State's Attorney's office, the police informed
me that I didn't have to go to court because he pled guilty.
Because it actually did not take them long to take care of the situation and
they did not require me to come in to get this case prosecuted.
Victims’ Satisfaction with the Criminal Justice System
As summarized in Chapter 2, the empirical and program evaluation literature
related to victims’ satisfaction with the criminal justice system has been mostly focused
on the experiences of victims of domestic violence and the effectiveness of victimcentered policies (e.g., victim impact statements, restitution to victims) and programs
(e.g., victim assistance and victim compensation programs). Additionally, because many
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law enforcement agencies are implementing a service oriented policing strategy (i.e.,
community policing), criminal justice researchers have placed a renewed focus on
victims’ satisfaction with the police. What is missing from this literature is the type of
research in this study—an investigation of victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of the
criminal justice system process and its predictors using a broader sample of crime victims
(i.e., victims of more types of crimes).
A category of themes and concepts that emerged from the qualitative data as
relevant to victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their case was the material and
physical harm suffered by crime victims in the sample. A source of material harm that
was found to be a robust predictor of victims’ dissatisfaction with the case outcome in the
statistical analyses was victims missing out on their earning and educational opportunities
(i.e., missed school or work). This very straightforward statement from a victim of fraud
illustrates the relevance of not being required to miss work in the explanation for feelings
of satisfaction with the case outcome.
Because he was found guilty and I didn't have to take any time off from
work.
Although a great deal of effort has been placed on identifying the needs of crime
victims (see Stevenson, 2002 for a review of crime victims’ needs assessments), much
less attention has been placed on understanding which of these needs are most important
to crime victims and their feelings about their experience with the criminal justice
system. This study shows that victims need the criminal justice system and its processes
to not infringe upon their school and work schedules. This presents unique challenges for
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a criminal justice system whose pace and scheduling of court hearings is driven by legal
processes and not the concerns of the victim.
Restorative Justice
As described earlier, restorative justice theory and practice reframes victimization
as harm that was caused rather than violations of local, county, state, or federal statute
(Zehr, 1990). The argument presented above, that not being able to take advantage of
educational and earning opportunities is material harm, is also relevant to the theory and
practice of restorative justice. A traditional criminal justice system response to crime that
focuses on arresting the alleged offender and obtaining a conviction, rather than
addressing the harm that was caused by the victimization, fails to address many of the
factors this research has revealed that are related to victims’ satisfaction with the outcome
of their case. In contrast, because addressing the direct and indirect harm caused by the
victimization is an explicit goal of restorative justice practice and programming, the
findings of this study support the value of this approach. The qualitative data, specifically
the data illustrating the effect that collateral victimization has on victims’ satisfaction,
provides additional support for a restorative justice response that focuses on addressing
the harms caused by the victimization. The quotes below, from interviews with a fraud
and homicide victim, respectively, illustrate the sometimes tragic consequences of
collateral victimization.
She believes that she didn't get justice, didn't get the money back, ruined
her credit, she lost her family and she can't explain anything to her closest
family because they are dead and her uncles hate her.
The guys that hit my husband were trouble makers… Eldest daughter is
having emotional problems. Son is in therapy. System does not work.
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Victim compensation denied. Husband was a city worker killed on the
job.
These quotes, and others like them, illustrate the long reach of victimization,
extending beyond the literal victim and the harms directly related to the crime. The focus
of the tradition criminal justice response is on the offender, and secondarily, the victim
directly impacted by the crime. But, as these quotes illustrate, this response leaves other
collateral harms caused by the offense to be left unattended. Of particular value to
victims like the ones above—those that experience significant collateral victimization—is
the restorative justice-based family group conferencing approach. Family group
conferencing explicitly addresses the harms to family members that are caused by the
crime and victimization. A criminal justice system that is committed to addressing the
harms caused by crime and victimization would provide better service to crime victims
by incorporating justice processes into the system that can address the collateral
victimization felt by many crime victims.
Other Considerations
Less definitively, but suggestive of an area of improvement in both the research
on victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system and the practice of serving those
victims is the relevance of being a burglary victim. Although contingent upon the number
of cases and the specification of the model, burglary victims were less likely to be
dissatisfied with the outcome of their case than the other crime victims in the sample
even when controlling for the outcome of the case. As discussed earlier, by definition,
burglary victims experience material losses directly related to the crime and the criminal
justice system is not always effective and recovering the property stolen and damaged in
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the burglary. Even when the arrest and prosecution of the individual is successful, not
being able to recover the property that was stolen or damaged in the crime may leave
burglary victims less than satisfied. Better understanding the specific needs that are be
associated with specific types of victimization would help the criminal justice system and
associated victim assistance programs better develop strategies for meeting those needs.
Sample Size and Missing Data
The findings discussed above, as important as they are, must be considered
against the backdrop of issues with the sample size and its impact on the missing data
problem. Several of the quantitative measures that were statistical significant correlates of
victims’ satisfaction, and were consistent with concepts that emerged from the qualitative
data related to victims’ satisfaction with the outcome of their cases, contained a large
number of missing cases. This prevented their inclusion in models that were intended to
test for the effect of a variety of factors on victims’ satisfaction. In many cases, the
missing data was a function of questions in the survey being conditional upon the
victims’ responses to previous questions. For example, two measures of material and
physical harm could only be obtained from victims of specific types of crimes (i.e.,
burglary and robbery victims and victims who were admitted to the hospital for injuries
suffered during the crime).9 In other instances, relevant measures were continent upon
contact with the victim assistance program and needing help getting information about
the case.10
9

Burglary victims comprised 19.6 percent of the sample and robbery victims 12.5 percent. Of the victims
in the sample, 10.7 percent went to the hospital for their injuries.
10

Fifty-two percent of crime victims had no contact with the victim assistance program and 30 percent
needed help getting information about their case.
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Built into the original data collection process was an original sample size that was
large enough to obtain sufficient cases in these and many other measures to answer a
variety of research questions. Unfortunately, as documented earlier, the original study
from which these data were obtained suffered from administrative errors in notifying
victims of their selection for participation in the survey and the loss of confidence in the
survey process by the prosecutor’s office participating in the study. This resulted in the
suspension of the survey relatively early in the process and its premature termination
shortly thereafter. These issues illustrate the sometimes fragile relationship that exists
between criminal justice researchers and the organizations upon which they rely for
access to study participants and other sources of data and information, and the impact this
has on better understanding the needs of crime victims and the effectiveness of the
criminal justice system. Fortunately, an opportunity currently exists to expand the sample
size of studies of crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system through the
National Crime Victimization Survey, the national data source for information on victims
of nonfatal violent and property crimes. This research issue and other implications for
policy and practice conclude this chapter.
Policy Implications
From a statistical point of view, being a victim of a felony crime is an infrequent
event. While it is true that crime and victimization can vary significantly from
neighborhood to neighborhood, overall, violent crime directly impacts a small percentage
of the people who live in a jurisdiction. For example, in New York City in 1990, a period
during which the city’s crime rates were more than three times the rate they were 15 years
later, the violent crime index rate was 2,384 per 100,000 in the population and the
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property crime index rate was 7,316 per 100,000 (Federal Bureau of Investigation,
Uniform Crime Reports). Without diminishing the significant impact of crime and
victimization that occurred in the city during that time, statistically, violent and property
index offenses reported to the police were infrequent occurrences at 2.3 and 7.3 percent of
residents directly impacted by crime. When one then considers clearance rates for these
crimes, which in 2005 ranged from 63.2 percent for homicide, the least frequent of all
violent index crimes, to 13.5 for burglary (Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform
Crime Reports), the challenge of reaching the victimized whose cases have advanced to
the prosecution stage of the criminal justice process to better understand the performance
of the system becomes clearer.
To further the study of crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system
and its process, the Bureau of Justice Statistics should consider expanding the breadth of
the questions about crime victims’ experiences with the criminal justice system to include
victims’ satisfaction with the system and its response to victimization. Adding measures
of satisfaction with the criminal justice system, as they already do in the British Crime
Survey, would help the American criminal justice system better understand what it needs
to do to satisfy crime victims.
Serving Crime Victims
A goal of the original study for which these data were collected, was to help the
agency primarily responsible for serving crime victims whose cases have been accepted
for prosecution evaluate and enhance the quality of their service. In this study, the
findings from the qualitative and quantitative data showed a robust effect of being
informed about their case, not missing out on educational and earning opportunities, and
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secondarily, the case outcome on victims’ satisfaction. These should be the primary
considerations of those that serve crime victims. Given what we have learned about
crime, clearance rates, and the needs of crime victims, we must also ask the question,
“What is the best mechanism for delivering these services and meeting the diverse needs
of crime victims?”
Early in the history of victim/witness programs, concerns were expressed over the
placement of victim assistance programs in District Attorney’s Offices (Young 1997).
Tomz and McGillis, in the second edition of Serving Crime Victims and Witnesses
(1997), identify both the advantages and the disadvantages of prosecutor-based victim
assistance programs. According to the authors, the advantages of prosecutor-based victim
assistance programs are that they: provide swift access to case information; provide easy
access to victims via charging sheets; enable staff, through direct observation, to
understand the criminal justice system; provide programs with a mantle of authority and
credibility in dealing with victims and other groups; provide an opportunity to improve
prosecutors handling of victims; facilitate access to judges; facilitate inclusion of victim
concerns in sentencing recommendations; and provide opportunities for court escort and
witness reception center. The disadvantages of prosecutorial-based victim assistance
programs are that they: focus on victims in terms of their potential as witnesses, and not
as individuals in need; restrict services to only victims whose cases are brought to trial;
are limited as to their ability to do on-the-scene crisis intervention; restrict the
opportunity of staff to act as victim advocates; can create conflicts over confidentiality
and disclosure; and can create pressure to prosecute or drop cases even if it is inconsistent
with the victim’s need.
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Some of the disadvantages that Tomz and McGillis identify are illustrated in
previous studies of victim assistance programs. For example, Roberts (1987) found that
most victim programs intervene days or weeks after the crime. By then, it might be too
late to attend to the most pressing needs of the victim. Elias (1990), consistent with
previous work done by Davis (1983) and Elias (1986), argued that victim/witness
programs based in prosecutors’ offices can promote dissatisfaction with the criminal
justice system by treating victims as prosecution witnesses, thus building false hopes
regarding their impact on the outcome of the case. Focusing on the victim as a witness for
the prosecution can also result in delaying their recovery by making their needs
secondary to the needs of the prosecution. Finally, an evaluation of North Carolina’s
prosecutor-based victim/witness programs (Jerin et al.1995) concluded that these
programs do little to meet the needs of most crime victims. This conclusion is supported
by the work of Friedman et al. (1982) who found that improving household security in
the aftermath of a crime and financial assistance were the types of aid most needed by
victims. Roberts (1987) echoed those findings in his study of 184 victim assistance
programs throughout the United States. He found that only 13 percent of programs
surveyed offered security assistance and 24 percent offered financial assistance, which
are also the types of immediate interventions that victim assistance programs based in
prosecutors’ offices are typically unable to provide.
The absence of an effect of contact with the prosecutor-based victim assistance
program on victims’ satisfaction in this study, and the previous research findings
reviewed above, suggest that victim assistance programs might be more effective at
serving victims if placed in police departments rather than prosecutor offices. The driving
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motivation for this type of shift in policy and practice would be the sincere intention to
meet the needs of crime victims and help them recover from their victimization. As
provocatively argued elsewhere, the victim assistance movement and the manner in
which crime victims are served has been politicized (Elias 1990, 1993), distracting the
system from delivering the totality of helpful and healing services that crime victims
need.
Enhancing police-based victim assistance services creates opportunities to
overcome many of the challenges identified with prosecutor-based victim assistance
program and avoids many of the disadvantages. Additionally, not limiting the population
of crime victims to be served to only those whose offender was arrested and prosecuted
for their crime increases the number of victims who can be served and retains the benefit
of having those that best understand the criminal justice system and its processes provide
victim assistance. Finally, serving crime victims in the immediate aftermath of the crime
and throughout the criminal justice process, which could be done more effectively by
local police agencies, also allows for the range of victims’ needs to be better met from
immediate crisis intervention and security to the long term physical and psychological
needs of many victims of serious crime.
This, of course, stretches already thin police and public safety budgets. Thus, this
recommendation is for a reallocation of prosecutor-based victim assistance resources to
follow the shift in victim service policy and practice to local law enforcement. While the
reallocation of resources is unlikely to meet the increased demands for service when
serving all crime victims, rather than only those whose cases are selected for prosecution,
the findings from this and other studies suggest that efficiencies can be found by
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identifying those crime victims who have other informal and formal supporting services
in place and facilitating access to those services. In addition, the qualitative data revealed
that a significant number of serious crime victims are happy to not have any role in the
criminal justice process. Early identification of who these victims are would also
decrease the burden on the resources required to serve all crime victims.
Summary
Although several decades have been spent investigating victims’ experiences with
the criminal justice system, the research literature does not yet provide a full
understanding of the factors that lead to crime victims’ satisfaction with the criminal
justice system and its processes. This gap in the literature is also illustrated in the
prosecutor’s quote that appears in the epigraph that only focuses on the value of arrest,
prosecution, and sentencing of the offender to victims satisfaction with the criminal
justice system. Although the results of this study support the prosecutor’s perspective that
what matters to crime victims is the actual case outcome, the results also illustrate a
shallow understanding of what victims seek from the criminal justice system. Yes, case
outcome matters, but so too does the collateral costs of victimization (missing work or
school) and receiving information about the case and the court hearings.
The value of better understanding the needs of crime victims and what they seek
from the criminal justice system is not just an academic exercise but also a practical one.
Although America has experienced a dramatic decline in crime and victimization over the
last decade and a half, there is no shortage of men, women, and children who suffer from
criminal victimization every day. The findings from this study provide fruitful academic
and practical insight into the experiences of criminal victimization and those whom it

190
touches. The hope is that this, and the entirety of research on crime victims and the
impact of victimization, leads to meaningful service to crime victims that heals the harms
caused by their victimization and supports their needs as they navigate a criminal justice
system that is responsible for arresting, processing, and sanctioning criminal offenders.

APPENDIX A
VICTIM SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Main study instrument
>SUBS<
>OFF< [allow 9] [loc 29/1]
>ATCK< [allow 9]
>AGR< [allow 9]
>CRIM< [allow 14]
>CRM2< [allow 31]
>np2< [if STID eq <6> goto hom]
>bgin< The crime that we want to ask you about is the [fill CRIM] incident that occurred
on [fill MM6M]/[fill DD6M]/[fill YY6M]. It may distress you to talk about
issues associated with the crime committed against you or your family. If at
any time you become too upset to continue the survey, just ask me to stop.
Before we get started, I'd like to give you a toll-free number where you can call
us back in case you need to get off the phone. The number is (800) 688-0582.
I would like to start by asking you a few questions about the crime incident we
are talking about in this survey.
TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
===> [goto Q1b]
>hom< The crime that we want to ask you about is the death of your loved one on [fill
MM6M]/[fill DD6M]/[fill YY6M]. It may distress you to talk about issues
associated with the crime committed against your loved one. If at any time you
become too upset to continue the survey, just ask me to stop. Before we get
started, I'd like to give you a toll-free number where you can call us back in
case you need to get off the phone. The number is (800) 688-0582.
I would like to start by asking you a few questions about the crime incident we
are talking about in this survey.
TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
>Q1a< What was your relationship to the homicide [store <x> in xPAR] victim?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<6>

A spouse
An ex-spouse
A relative
A boyfriend/girlfriend
An ex-boyfriend/girlfriend
A friend
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<7> An acquaintance
<8> Someone you recognized
<9> A stranger
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q1b< Do you know how many offenders there were[store <x> in xPAR]?
<1> Yes
[goto Q1c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto n1]
>Q1c< How many (offenders were there)?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>
<8>
<9>

One
Two
Three
Four
MORE THAN FOUR
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE FIRST)[n]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>n1< [if Q1c ge <2>]
[store <offenders> in OFF]
[store <attackers> in ATCK]
[else]
[store <offender> in OFF]
[store <attacker> in ATCK]
[endif]
>p2< [if STID eq <1> goto Q2a]
[if STID eq <3> goto Q2a]
[if STID eq <6> goto Q2a]
>Q1d< Were you present during the crime incident?
<1> Yes
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<2> No
[goto Q12]
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q2a< Was the (first) offender . . .
<1> A spouse,
<2> An ex-spouse,
<3> A relative,
<4> A boyfriend/girlfriend,
<5> An ex-boyfriend/girlfriend,
<6> A friend,
<7> An acquaintance,
<8> Someone you recognized, or
<9> A stranger?
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n] [go to p3]
<98> DO NOT KNOW [go to p3]
<99> REFUSED [go to p3]
>n2< [if Q1c eq <1> go to p3]
>Q2b< ENTER SECOND MENTION.
PREVIOUS MENTION: [fill Q2a]
(IF NECESSARY): What about the second offender?
<1> A spouse
<2> An ex-spouse
<3> A relative
<4> A boyfriend/girlfriend
<5> An ex-boyfriend/girlfriend
<6> A friend
<7> An acquaintance
<8> Someone you recognized
<9> A stranger
<96> NO OTHER MENTIONS
[go to p3]
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n] [go to p3]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
[go to p3]
<99> REFUSED
[go to p3]
>n3< [if Q1c eq <2> go to p3]
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>Q2c< ENTER THIRD MENTION.
PREVIOUS MENTIONS: [fill Q2a], [fill Q2b]
(IF NECESSARY): What about the third offender?
<1> A spouse
<2> An ex-spouse
<3> A relative
<4> A boyfriend/girlfriend
<5> An ex-boyfriend/girlfriend
<6> A friend
<7> An acquaintance
<8> Someone you recognized
<9> A stranger
<96> NO OTHER MENTIONS
[go to p3]
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n] [go to p3]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
[go to p3]
<99> REFUSED
[go to p3]
>n4< [if Q1c eq <3> go to p3]

>Q2d< ENTER FOURTH MENTION.
PREVIOUS MENTIONS: [fill Q2a], [fill Q2b], [fill Q2c]
(IF NECESSARY): What about the fourth offender?
<1> A spouse
<2> An ex-spouse
<3> A relative
<4> A boyfriend/girlfriend
<5> An ex-boyfriend/girlfriend
<6> A friend
<7> An acquaintance
<8> Someone you recognized
<9> A stranger
<96> NO OTHER MENTIONS
[goto p3]
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n] [goto p3]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
[goto p3]
<99> REFUSED
[goto p3]
>p3< [if STID eq <6> goto nx1]
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>Q3< Did any of the offenders have a weapon, such as a gun or a
knife, or something that was used as a weapon?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<6> MAYBE, BUT NOT DISPLAYED
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q4< Did any of the offenders actually attack you?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q5< While the crime was being committed, did you feel that
your life was in danger?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q6< Were you injured during the incident?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>np79< [if Q4 ne <1> goto np78]
>Q7a< I am going to ask you a few more questions about the attack. People respond in
many ways when they are attacked. We are not judging your particular
response.

197
During the attack, did you try to run or get away from your [fill ATCK]?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
NOT POSSIBLE
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q7b< During the attack, did you scream for help?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
NOT POSSIBLE
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q7c< (During the attack,) Did you fight back physically?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
NOT POSSIBLE
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q7d< (During the attack,) Did you try to verbally persuade your [fill ATCK] to leave
you alone?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
NOT POSSIBLE
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q7e< (During the attack,) Did you do whatever the [fill ATCK] told you to do hoping
to minimize your danger?
<1> Yes
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<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>np78< [if Q6 ne <1> goto Q12]
>Q8<

How would you describe the seriousness of your physical injuries? Would you
say they were . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very serious,
Somewhat serious,
Not very serious, or
Not at all serious?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q9< Did you receive any medical treatment for your physical
injuries?
<1> Yes
<2> No
[goto Q12]
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q10< Did you go to the hospital as a result of your injuries?
<1> Yes
[goto Q11]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q12]
>Q11< How long did you stay there?
<1> TREATED IN THE EMERGENCY ROOM AND RELEASED
<2> ADMITTED TO THE HOSPITAL OVERNIGHT
<3> ADMITTED TO THE HOSPITAL FOR ONE TO THREE NIGHTS
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<4> ADMITTED TO THE HOSPITAL FOR FOUR OR MORE NIGHTS
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q12< Was anything stolen or damaged during the crime incident?
<1> Yes
[goto Q13]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto nx1]
>Q13< What was the approximate value of the items stolen or damaged?
(IF NECESSARY): If you are not sure, just give your best guess.
<0-9995> Dollars
<9996> $9,996 OR MORE
<9997> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<9998> DO NOT KNOW
<9999> REFUSED
>Q14a< Did you experience any financial problems because of your property being
stolen or damaged in the crime incident?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>nx1< [if STID eq <2> goto Q15]
[if STID eq <5> goto Q15]
[if STID eq <7> goto Q15]
[if STID eq <8> goto Q15]
>Q14b< Did you apply for crime victim compensation?
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(IF NECESSARY): Money you could get from the government to help pay for
medical bills or burial expenses.
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
DID NOT APPLY TO R'S CASE
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q15< Did you ever miss any days of work or school because of the crime incident?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
R DOES NOT WORK OR GO TO SCHOOL [goto Q17]
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q16< Did you ever have any problems with your employer or school officials because
of the crime incident?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
R WAS NOT WORKING OR GOING TO SCHOOL
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q17<

Now, I am going to ask you a few questions about your reactions to the crime
incident we have been talking about. I am going to first ask you how you
reacted at the time the incident occurred.

This first question may seem odd, given the circumstances of
your crime incident, but please understand that we are talking
to victims of a variety of different crimes.
[u]Thinking back to the time of the crime[n], how upset were you about it?
Were you . . .
<1> Extremely upset,
<2> Moderately upset,
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<3> A little bit upset, or
<4> Not at all upset?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q18< [u]Right after the crime incident[n], did being a crime victim cause you to stop
going to certain places, leaving the house at night, or keep you from doing
things you enjoyed doing?
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime" here,
I am referring to you.
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
R NEVER WENT OUT/NEVER DID THINGS
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q19< [u]Right after the crime incident[n], how much difficulty did your experience
cause you in your ability to live your life normally? Did it cause . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

A lot of difficulty,
A moderate amount of difficulty,
A little difficulty, or
No difficulty at all?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q20< [u]Right after the crime incident[n], how much difficulty did being a victim of
this crime cause you in your relationships with members of your family? Did
it cause . . .
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime" here,
I am referring to you.
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<6>

A lot of difficulty,
A moderate amount of difficulty,
A little difficulty, or
No difficulty at all?
R DOES NOT HAVE ANY FAMILY
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q21< Now I'd like you to think about how you feel right now.
[u]Right now[n], when you think about this crime incident, how upset are you about
it? Are you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Extremely upset,
Moderately upset,
A little bit upset, or
Not at all upset?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q22< [u]Right now[n], does being a victim of this crime cause you to stop going to
certain places, leaving the house at night, or keep you from doing things you
now enjoy doing?
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime" here,
I am referring to you.
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes
No
R NEVER GOES OUT/NEVER DOES THINGS
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q23< [u]Right now[n], how much difficulty does your experience cause you in your
ability to live your life normally? Does it cause . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

A lot of difficulty,
A moderate amount of difficulty,
A little difficulty, or
No difficulty at all?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q24< [u]Right now[n], how much difficulty does being a victim of this crime cause
you in your relationships with members of your family? Does it cause . . .
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime" here,
I am referring to you.
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<6>
<7>

A lot of difficulty,
A moderate amount of difficulty,
A little difficulty, or
No difficulty at all?
R DOES NOT HAVE ANY FAMILY
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>n5< [if Q15 eq <6> goto Q26]
>Q25< Has being a victim of this crime caused you to change your job, your work hours,
or your school schedule?
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime"
here, I am referring to you.
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q26< Has being a victim of this crime caused you to buy a watch dog or to install an
alarm system, window bars, or special locks to help prevent break-ins at your
home?
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime"
here, I am referring to you.
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q27< (Has being a victim of this crime) Caused you to purchase a weapon of any type
for protection?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q28< (Has being a victim of this crime) Caused you to move out of your apartment or
home?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>nx98< [if STID eq <6> goto Q30]
[if STID eq <1> goto Q30]
>Q29< Again, this next question may seem odd, given the circumstances of your crime
incident, but please understand that we are talking to victims of a variety of
different crimes.
Overall, how serious was this crime in your opinion? Was it...
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very serious,
Somewhat serious,
Not very serious, or
Not serious at all?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q30< What was the outcome of your case? In other words, was the verdict in your
case guilty or not guilty?
<1> GUILTY
[goto np99]
<2> NOT GUILTY
<3> MULTIPLE OFFENDERS; MIXED OUTCOMES [goto np99]
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q37a]
>np99< [if Q1c ge <2> goto Q31b]
[if Q1b ne <1> goto Q31b]
>Q31a< Was the offender found guilty by a judge or jury or did he or she plead guilty to
a charge?
<1> FOUND GUILTY BY A JUDGE OR JURY
<2> PLED GUILTY TO A CHARGE
[goto Q32]
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q37a]
>Q31b< Were the offenders found guilty by a judge or jury or did they plead guilty to a
charge?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

FOUND GUILTY BY A JUDGE OR JURY
PLED GUILTY TO A CHARGE
[goto Q32]
MULTIPLE OFFENDERS; MIXED OUTCOMES [goto Q32]
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q37a]
>Q32<Were you informed about the possibility of a guilty plea before a plea was
accepted in your case?
<1> Yes
[goto Q33]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto Q34]
>Q33< Who informed you about the possibility of a guilty plea?
Was it . . .
<1> An Assistant State's Attorney (ASA),
<2> A Victim Specialist, that is the person from the State's Attorney's Office
who may have helped you with your needs as a victim,
<3> Both an Assistant State's Attorney and a Victim Specialist, or
<4> Someone else?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q34< Did anyone consult with you, or ask your opinion about, the possibility of a
guilty plea before a plea was accepted?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q35< Were you told that a guilty plea had been accepted?
<1> Yes
[goto Q36]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q37a]
>Q36< Who told you that a guilty plea had been accepted?
Was it . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

An Assistant State's Attorney,
A Victim Specialist,
Both an Assistant State's Attorney and a Victim Specialist, or
Someone else?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q37a< I would like to ask you a few questions about the assistant state's attorney, that
is, the attorney who prosecuted the case we are talking about, not the staff from
the Victim-Witness Assistance Program.
Did the assistant state's attorney make himself or herself available to you to discuss
your case?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q37b< Did the assistant state's attorney notify you about the time, place, and date of
court proceedings in your case?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q37c< (Did the assistant state's attorney) Explain the stages and outcomes of the legal
process to you?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q37d< (Did the assistant state's attorney) Notify you of your right to prepare a victim
impact statement?
(IF NECESSARY): A victim impact statement is a statement that you prepared for
the sentencing hearing about the effect the crime had on you.
<1> Yes
<2> No
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q37e< (Did the assistant state's attorney) Help you prepare a victim impact statement?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q38a< Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the outcome of your case?
Are you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very satisfied,
Somewhat satisfied,
Somewhat dissatisfied, or
Very dissatisfied?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q38b< Please tell me why you feel that way.
(PROBE): Anything else?
ENTER TEXT. [allow 2]
===> [specify]
>asst< After a person has been the victim of a crime, they sometimes need assistance in
a number of different ways. I'm going to read a list of types of assistance that
victims may need, even those that are not offered by the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program, and ask you whether those were things that you needed
after becoming a victim. For each item you say "yes" to, I will ask you
whether that need was taken care of and who helped you take care of it.
(IF NECESSARY FOR HOMICIDE VICTIMS): When I say "victim of crime"
here, I am referring to you.
TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
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>p5< [if Q12 eq <2> goto Q41a]
>Q39a< Because of the crime incident, did you need help replacing stolen checks or
other documents?
<1> Yes
[goto Q39b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q40a]
>Q39b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q39c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q39d]
>Q39c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q39d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for replacing
stolen checks or other documents)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
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FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q39e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this?(for replacing stolen checks or
other documents)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q39f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for replacing stolen
checks or other documents)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q39g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for replacing stolen checks or other
documents)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q39h< Were your stolen checks or other documents replaced?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q40a< Because of the crime incident, did you need help replacing stolen property?
<1> Yes
[goto Q40b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q40c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q40d]
>Q40c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for replacing
stolen property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for replacing stolen property)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for replacing stolen
property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for replacing stolen property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q40h< Was your stolen property replaced?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help repairing a broken door or
lock?
<1> Yes
[goto Q41b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
===> [goto p6]
>Q41b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q41c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q41d]
>Q41c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for repairing a
broken door or lock)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for repairing a broken door or
lock)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for repairing a broken
door or lock)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for repairing a broken door or lock)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q41h< Was your broken door or lock repaired?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>p6< [if Q12 eq <2> goto p7]
>Q42a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help repairing other damaged
property?
<1> Yes
[goto Q42b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto p7]
>Q42b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q42c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q42d]
>Q42c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1> Provided directly
<2> Referral or information
<3> BOTH
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q42d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for repairing other
damaged property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q42e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for repairing other damaged
property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

216
>Q42f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for repairing other
damaged property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q42g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for repairing other damaged
property)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q42h< Was your damaged property repaired?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>p7< [if Q9 eq <2> goto Q44a]
[if Q9 eq <> goto Q44a]
>Q43a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help with medical expenses?
<1> Yes
[goto Q43b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q44a]
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>Q43b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q43c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q43d]
>Q43c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q43d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for medical
expenses)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q43e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for medical expenses)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q43f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for medical expenses)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q43g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for medical expenses)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q43h< Did you get the help you needed with medical expenses?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q44a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help getting information from the
police?
<1> Yes
[goto Q44b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q45a]
>Q44b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
<2> No

[goto Q44c]
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q44d]
>Q44c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q44d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for getting
information from the police)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q44e< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for getting information
from the police)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q44f< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for getting information from the
police)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]

220
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q44g< Did you get the information you needed from the police? (for getting
information from the police)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help borrowing money?
<1> Yes
[goto Q45b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q46a]
>Q45b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q45c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q45d]
>Q45c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1> Provided directly
<2> Referral or information
<3> BOTH

221
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for borrowing
money)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for borrowing money)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for borrowing money)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for borrowing
money)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q45h< Were you able to borrow the money you needed?
<1> Yes
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<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q46a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help obtaining
legal advice?
(IF NECESSARY): Any legal advice not connected to the prosecution of the crime
we are talking about.
<1> Yes
[goto Q46b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q47a]
>Q46b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q46c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q46d]
>Q46c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q46d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for obtaining
legal advice)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q46e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for obtaining legal advice)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q46f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for obtaining legal
advice)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q46g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for obtaining legal
advice)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q46h< Did you get the legal advice you needed?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<3> PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
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<4> ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help finding a temporary place to
stay?
<1> Yes
[goto Q47b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q48a]
>Q47b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q47c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q47d]
>Q47c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (finding a
temporary place to stay)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (finding a temporary place to
stay)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (finding a temporary
place to stay)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (finding a temporary place to stay)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q47h< Did you find a temporary place to stay?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
>Q48a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help finding a home in a safer
area?
<1> Yes
[goto Q48b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q49a]
>Q48b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q48c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q48d]
>Q48c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q48d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for finding a
home in a safer area)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
>Q48e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for finding a home in a safer
area)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q48f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for finding a home in a
safer area)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q48g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for finding a home in a safer area)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q48h< Did you find a home in a safer area?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q49a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help with household work or
shopping?
<1> Yes

[goto Q49b]
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<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto np90]
>Q49b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q49c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for household
work or shopping)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for household work or
shopping)
<1> Yes
<2> No
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for household work or
shopping)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for household work
or shopping)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q49h< Did you get the help you needed with household work or
shopping?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>np90< [if STID eq <6> goto Q50a]
[if STID eq <1> goto Q50a]
>rem< [u](INTERVIEWER: READ IF NECESSARY):[n] Just to remind you, I'm
referring to the [fill CRIM] incident that occurred on [fill MM6M]/[fill
DD6M]/[fill YY6M].
TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
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>Q50a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help getting transportation to the
doctor, police station, or court?
<1> Yes
[goto Q50b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q51a]
>Q50b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q50c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q50d]
>Q50c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q50d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for transportation
to the doctor, police station, or court)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
>Q50e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for transportation to the
doctor, police station, or court)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q50f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for transportation to the
doctor, police station, or court)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q50g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for transportation to the doctor,
police station, or court)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q50h< Did you get the transportation help you needed?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q51a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help obtaining information about
how to avoid becoming a victim again?
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<1> Yes
[goto Q51b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q52a]
>Q51b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q51c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q51d]
>Q51c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q51d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for obtaining
information about how to avoid becoming a victim again)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q51e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for obtaining information
about how to avoid becoming a victim again)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q51f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for obtaining
information about how to avoid becoming a victim again)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q51g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for obtaining information about
how to avoid becoming a victim again)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q51h< Did you get the information you needed about avoiding becoming a victim
again?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q52a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help expressing feelings that
were troubling you?
<1> Yes
<2> No/Did not apply

[goto Q52b]
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q53a]
>Q52b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q52c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q52d]
>Q52c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q52d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for expressing
feelings that were troubling you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q52e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for expressing feelings that
were troubling you)
<1> Yes
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<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q52f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for expressing feelings
that were troubling you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q52g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for expressing feelings that were
troubling you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q52h< Did you get the help you needed expressing feelings that were
troubling you?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q53a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help obtaining information about
how your court case was going?
<1> Yes
[goto Q53b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q54a]
>Q53b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q53c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q53d]
>Q53c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q53d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for obtaining
information about how your court case was going)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q53e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for obtaining information
about how your court case was going)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
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FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q53f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for obtaining
information about how your court case was going)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q53g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for obtaining information about
how your court case was going)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q53h< Did you get the information you needed about how your court
case was going?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q54a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help getting someone to go to
court with you?
<1> Yes
[goto Q54b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto Q55a]
>Q54b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? (That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim).
<1> Yes
[goto Q54c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q54d]
>Q54c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q54d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for getting
someone to go to court with you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q54e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for getting someone to go to
court with you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q54f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for getting someone to
go to court with you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q54g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for getting someone to go to court
with you)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q54h< Did you get someone to go to court with you?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q55a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help finding out when your next
court date was?
<1> Yes
[goto Q55b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q56a]
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>Q55b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q55c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q55d]
>Q55c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q55d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for finding out
when your next court date was)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q55e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for finding out when your next
court date was)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q55f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for finding out when
your next court date was)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q55g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for finding out when your next
court date was)
<1>
<2>
<7>
<8>
<9>

Yes
No
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE FIRST)[n]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q55h< Did you find out when your next court date was?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q56a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help finding child care during
court appearances?
<1> Yes
[goto Q56b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q57a]
>Q56b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q56c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
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FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q56d]
>Q56c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q56d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for finding child
care during court appearances)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q56e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for finding child care during
court appearances)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q56f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for finding child care
during court appearances)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
>Q56g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for finding child care during court
appearances)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q56h< Did you get child care during court appearances?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q57a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help dealing with problems with
your landlord, employer, or school?
<1> Yes
[goto Q57b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q58a]
>Q57b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q57c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto Q57d]
>Q57c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q57d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for dealing with
problems with your landlord, employer, or school)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q57e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for dealing with problems with
your landlord, employer, or school)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q57f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for dealing with
problems with your landlord, employer, or school)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q57g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for dealing with problems with your
landlord, employer, or school)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q57h< Did you get the help you needed dealing with your landlord, employer, or
school?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q58a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help obtaining crisis intervention
services?
(IF NECESSARY): Crisis intervention services are counseling services delivered in
a time of emergency or great need.
<1> Yes
[goto Q58b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q59a]
>Q58b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q58c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q58d]
>Q58c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q58d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for obtaining
crisis intervention services)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q58e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for obtaining crisis
intervention services)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q58f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for obtaining crisis
intervention services)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q58g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for obtaining crisis intervention
services)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q58h< Did you get the crisis intervention services you needed?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help getting counseling or other
psychological help?
<1> Yes
[goto Q59b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q60a]
>Q59b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q59c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto Q59d]
>Q59c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for getting
counseling or other psychological help)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for getting counseling or other
psychological help)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for getting counseling
or other psychological help)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for getting counseling or other
psychological help)
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<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q59h< Did you get the counseling or other psychological help you
needed?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60a< (Because of the crime incident), Did you need help dealing with problems with
your family or children?
<1> Yes
[goto Q60b]
<2> No/Did not apply
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q61]
>Q60b< Did you get any help from the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance
Program for this? That is, the people from the State's Attorney's Office who
may have helped you with your needs as a victim.
<1> Yes
[goto Q60c]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q60d]
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>Q60c< Was the help [u]directly[n] provided, or provided by [u]referral or
information[n]?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Provided directly
Referral or information
BOTH
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60d< Did you get any help from other agencies or groups for this? (for dealing with
problems with your family or children)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60e< (Did you get any help) From the police for this? (for dealing with problems with
your family or children)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60f< (Did you get any help) From friends or family for this? (for dealing with
problems with your family or children)
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60g< Did you try to deal with this on your own? (for dealing with problems with your
family or children)
<1> Yes
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<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q60h< Did you get the help you needed dealing with your family or children?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Yes
No
PARTIALLY TAKEN CARE OF
ONGOING (STILL BEING TAKEN CARE OF)
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q61< How much contact would you say you had with the State's Attorney's VictimWitness Assistance Program, that is, the people from the State's Attorney's
Office who may have helped you with your needs as a victim?
Would you say you had . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

A lot of contact,
A moderate amount of contact,
A little contact, or
No contact at all?
[goto Q62]
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q63]
>Q62< Did the State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Assistance Program offer you any
help or information at all?
<1> Yes
<2> No
[goto Q71]
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q63< How did you first hear about the Victim-Witness Assistance
Program?
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(INTERVIEWER): IF R SAYS [u]LETTER[n], MAKE SURE TO CLARIFY IF
LETTER WAS SENT AT THE TIME OF CRIME OR THE ONE WE SENT
RECENTLY ABOUT THE STUDY.
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<6>
<8>
<9>

From Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff
From a relative or friend
From another victim of crime
From an attorney in the State's Attorneys' Office
From the police
OTHER (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q64< How did you first come into contact with someone from the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program?
(INTERVIEWER): IF R SAYS [u]LETTER[n], MAKE SURE TO CLARIFY IF
LETTER WAS SENT AT THE TIME OF CRIME OR THE ONE WE SENT
RECENTLY ABOUT THE STUDY.
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>
<8>
<9>

They called R up to offer services
R called them up to ask for services
R met them in person in branch courts
They came to the hospital
They sent R a letter
OTHER (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q65< Overall, did you accept any help at all from the Victim-Witness Assistance
Program?
<1> Yes
[goto Q67a]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q66< There may be several reasons why people choose not to use the assistance
offered by a victim services agency like the Victim-Witness Assistance
Program. What was the reason you decided to decline the help offered by the
Victim-Witness Assistance Program?
<1> R didn't think he/she needed help
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<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>
<8>
<9>

R had no way to get to the agency
The VWAP didn't have services that R wanted
R did not understand what the VWAP could do for him/her
VWAP did not offer any help
OTHER (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q67a< Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff offer different types of help and
information to crime victims. I am going to read you a list of their services and
the information they share with crime victims and I want you to tell me
whether they offered you the service or information. Answer "Yes" if they did
and "No" if they did not. Remember, I am asking whether they [u]offered[n]
you the service, not whether you decided to use it or not. Also, if the service
really didn't apply to your particular case, let me know.
Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff [u]offer[n]
to explain your rights as a crime victim . . .
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED REPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q67b< Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff let you know that you have a
responsibility to assist in the prosecution of your case . . .
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67c< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) Let you know that you have
a right to be at all court proceedings?
(INTERVIEWER): PLEASE READ CATEGORIES IF NECESSARY.
<1> Yes,
<2> No, or
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<6> This service did not apply to your case?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67d< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to explain court
proceedings to you?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q67e< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n]
to notify you of any hearings in your case?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67f< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to introduce you
to the assistant state's attorney on your case?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67g< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to accompany
you to court?
<1> Yes,
<2> No, or
<6> This service did not apply to your case?
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67h< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Inform[n] [u]you[n]
about plea negotiations in your case?
<1> Yes,
<2> No, or
<6> This service did not apply to your case?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67i< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Ask[n] [u]you for
input[n] about plea negotiations in your case?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67j< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) Let you know there was
assistance for you against offender threats and intimidation?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67k< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to help you with
problems you had with your boss or landlord due to the crime?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67l< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] you referrals for
counseling and other psychological services?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>p8< [if STID ne <6> goto Q67n]
>Q67m< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] you a chance to
participate in a support group for crime victims?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67n< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] you translation
services if needed?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q67o< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to help you
apply for public assistance if needed?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
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FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>nx2< [if STID eq <2> goto Q67q]
[if STID eq <5> goto Q67q]
[if STID eq <7> goto Q67q]
[if STID eq <8> goto Q67q]
>Q67p< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to give you
information regarding crime victim compensation?
(IF NECESSARY): Money you could get from the government to help pay for
medical bills or burial expenses.
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67q< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to explain the
preparation and presentation of victim impact statements?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q67r< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to inform you
about your rights to restitution?
(IF NECESSARY): Restitution is payment ordered by the court from the defendant
to the victim for expenses caused by the crime.
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>n14< [if Q30 eq <2> goto Q68a]
>Q67s< (Did the Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff) [u]Offer[n] to inform you
about the sentence imposed on the offender in your case?
<1>
<2>
<6>
<7>

Yes,
No, or
This service did not apply to your case?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68a< Now I would like to read you some statements about the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program. Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the
following statements:
The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff understood my problems. Would you
...
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68b< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff were sensitive to my needs.
Would you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q68c< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff were available when I needed
help. (Would you . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68d< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff really helped me get through this
case. (Would you . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q68e< Without the Victim-Witness Assistance Program, it would have been difficult
for me to cope with this case. (Would you . . )
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68f< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff listened to my feelings and
concerns. (Would you . . . )
<1> Strongly agree,
<2> Somewhat agree,
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<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68g< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff explained things to me clearly.
(Would you . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q68h< The Victim-Witness Assistance Program staff really cared about me and my
family. (Would you . . . )
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Strongly agree,
Somewhat agree,
Neither agree nor disagree,
Somewhat disagree, or
Strongly disagree?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q69< Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program and its services? Are you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very satisfied,
Somewhat satisfied,
Somewhat dissatisfied, or [goto Q70]
Very dissatisfied?
[goto Q70]
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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===> [goto Q71]
>Q70< Why weren't you satisfied? [allow 2]
(PROBE): Anything else?
===> ENTER TEXT. [specify]
>Q71< Was there any other kind of help that you needed that the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program could have given you?
<1>
<2>
<7>
<8>
<9>

Yes
[goto Q72]
No
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE FIRST)[n]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

===> [goto Q73]
>Q72< What kind of help was that? [allow 2]
(PROBE): Anything else?
===> ENTER TEXT. [specify]
>Q73< Do you have any recommendations for improving the Victim-Witness
Assistance Program and its services?
<1> Yes [goto Q74]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q75]
>Q74< What recommendations do you have?
(PROBE): Anything else?
ENTER TEXT. [allow 2]
===> [specify]

262
>Q75< I am now going to ask you a few questions about your neighborhood and about
crime in general.
How safe do you feel walking alone in your neighborhood during the day? Do you
feel . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very safe,
Somewhat safe,
Somewhat unsafe, or
Very unsafe?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q76< How safe do you feel outside at night in your neighborhood? Do
you feel . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<6>
<7>

Very safe,
Somewhat safe,
Somewhat unsafe, or
Very unsafe?
R NEVER GOES OUT AFTER DARK
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q77< Overall, would you say that the neighborhood you live in is . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Very safe,
Somewhat safe,
Somewhat unsafe, or
Very unsafe?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q78< How often does fear of crime prevent you from doing things you would like to
do? Does this happen . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q79< When you leave your house or apartment, how often do you think about being
robbed or physically assaulted? Do you think about this . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q80< When you leave your house or apartment, how often do you think about it being
broken into or vandalized while you are away? (Do you think about this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q81< When you are in your house or apartment, how often do you feel afraid of being
attacked or assaulted by someone you know such as a relative, neighbor, or
acquaintance? (Do you feel this way . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q82< Now I would like to read some statements to you. When responding to them,
think about the crime event we discussed at the beginning of the survey and tell
me how true each of the statements is.
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Since the crime, I find that if someone pushes me too far, I am likely to become
angry. Is that . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q83< Since the crime, it seems that I do not laugh or cry at the same things other
people do. Is that . . .
<1> Not at all true,
<2> Slightly true,
<3> Somewhat true,
<4> Very true, or
<5> Extremely true?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q84< I have used alcohol or other drugs to help me sleep or to make me forget the
crime. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q85< Since the crime, I have been afraid to go to sleep at night.
(Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
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<5> Extremely true?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q86< I try to stay away from anything that will remind me of things that happened
during the crime. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q87< Things I see or hear often remind me of the crime. (Is that. .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q88< I often think about the crime even when I don't mean to. (Is
that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
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>Q89< I have difficulty remembering some things that happened during the crime. (Is
that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q90< I am [u]able[n] to get emotionally close to others. (Is that..)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q91< I fall asleep, stay asleep, and awaken only when the alarm goes off. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q92< My dreams are so real that I awaken in a cold sweat and force myself to stay
awake. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
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<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q93< I enjoy the company of others. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q94< I fall asleep early at night. (Is that . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q95< Lately, I lose my cool and explode over minor everyday things.
(Is that...)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Not at all true,
Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q96< I feel alert or on guard much of the time. (Is that . . .)
<1> Not at all true,
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<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<7>

Slightly true,
Somewhat true,
Very true, or
Extremely true?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q97< People do different things to cope with stressful events. (Think again about the
crime we have been talking about.) As I read the following statements, please
tell me how often you did this in order to deal with the crime incident we have
been talking about in the survey.
You went over the crime again and again in your mind to try to understand it. Did
you do this . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q98< You prayed for guidance and strength. Did you do this . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q100< You asked yourself, "Why did this happen to me?". (Did you do
this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
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FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q101< You told yourself things that helped you feel better. (Did you
do this ...)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q102< You got busy with other things to keep your mind off the crime.
(Did you do this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q103< You concentrated on something you could learn from the experience. (Did you
do this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q104< You tried to make yourself feel better by eating, drinking, smoking, or taking
medication. (Did you do this . . .)
<1> Often,
<2> Sometimes,
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<3> Rarely, or
<4> Never?
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q105< You took it out on other people. (Did you do this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q106< You criticized or blamed yourself for what happened because of something you
did or did not do. (Did you do this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q107< You criticized or blamed yourself for what happened because of the kind of
person you are. (Did you do this . . .)
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<7>

Often,
Sometimes,
Rarely, or
Never?
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q108< Sometimes when going through a bad experience, people get something
positive out of it or they change for the better. In your case, has anything good
come out of this crime incident?
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<1> Yes
[goto Q109]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q111]
>Q109< What kind of positive changes have come from the crime
incident?
(IF NECESSARY): PROBE FOR SPECIFIC DETAILS.
ENTER TEXT. [allow 2]
===> [specify]
>p9< [if Q62 eq <2> goto Q111]
[if Q65 eq <2> goto Q111]
>Q110< Were any of these positive changes brought about by the help you received
from the Cook County State's Attorney's Victim-Witness Program?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q111< Next, I would like you to think about some things that may have happened to
you during the past year. First, I will ask you about crimes besides the one we
have been talking about. Other than that incident . . .
Has anyone broken into your house or garage to steal something, or tried to break in
during the past year?
<1> Yes
[goto Q112]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q113]
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>Q112< Did this happen before the crime incident we have been talking about, or did it
happen after that time?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Before
After
Before and after
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q113< Has anyone robbed or mugged you or attacked you in some way during the past
year?
<1> Yes
[goto Q114]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q115]
>Q114< Did this happen before the crime incident we have been talking about, or did it
happen after that time?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Before
After
Before and after
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q115< Do you personally know anyone in the Chicago area whose home or apartment
has been broken into, or who has been robbed, attacked, or killed during the
past year?
(IF NECESSARY): Anyone besides yourself.
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
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<9> REFUSED
>Q116< During the past year, have any immediate family members or other relatives
you feel close to died or been seriously ill?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q117< During the past year, have you been seriously ill, injured, or hospitalized,
except for the crime we have been talking about?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q118< During the past year, have you lost your job or experienced serious financial
problems?
<1> Yes
[goto Q119]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q120]
>Q119< Was the job loss or financial problems related to the crime
incident (we have been talking about)?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q120< During the past year, have you been divorced or experienced serious problems
with your spouse or partner?
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<1> Yes
[goto Q121]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto Q122]
>Q121< Were these problems with your spouse or partner related to the crime (we have
been talking about)?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q122< I would like to finish the survey now by asking you a few questions about
yourself. As with all of the interview, this information will be strictly
confidential.
Do you own or do you rent your living space?
<1> OWN
<2> RENT
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q123< Which of the following best describes your living arrangements?
Is it a . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<6>
<8>
<9>

Single family dwelling,
A building for two families or a duplex,
An apartment or condominium,
A mobile home,
Public housing, or
Something else? (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q124< How long have you lived at this address?
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ENTER NUMER OF YEARS.
<1-90> Years
<96> LESS THAN ONE YEAR
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q125< Including yourself, how many people live in this household?
<1> One
[goto Q128]
<2-25> Number of people
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q126< How many people living with you are under age 18?
<0> None
<1-20> Number of people under 18
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q127< How many people living with you are age 65 or older?
<0> None
<1-18> Number of people over 65
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q128< What is your date of birth?
ENTER MONTH FIRST.
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>

January
February
March
April

<5> May
<6> June
<7> July
<8> August

<9> September
<10> October
<11> November
<12> December

276
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q129< ENTER DAY.
<1-31>
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q130< ENTER YEAR.
<1900-1980>
<9997> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<9998> DO NOT KNOW
<9999> REFUSED
>Q131< What is your marital status? Are you . . .
<1> Married for the first time,
<2> Living with someone as a couple,
<3> Remarried,
<4> Widowed,
<5> Divorced,
<6> Separated, or
<7> Have you never been married? [goto Q133]
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q132< Has your marital status changed in the last year?
<1> Yes
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>Q133< What is your racial or ethnic background?
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<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<8>
<9>

Black or African-American
White
Hispanic
Asian
Other (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q134< What is your current work status? Are you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Employed full-time (even if on strike)
Employed part-time (less than 30 hours per week),
Not employed at all?
[goto Q135]
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED

>Q135< Are you . . .
<1>
<2>
<3>
<4>
<5>
<6>
<7>
<8>
<9>

Retired,
Disabled,
Temporarily unemployed,
A student,
A homemaker,
Not employed and not looking for paid employment,
Something else? (SPECIFY) [specify]
DO NOT KNOW
REFUSED

>Q136< What is the highest grade or year of school that you have completed?
<0-4> Grade
<5-8> Grade
<9> Some high school
<10> Completed technical school instead of high school
<12> Completed high school (12 years)
<13> Post-high school/business or trade school
<14> Completed GED
<15> 1-3 years of college
<16> Completed college (Bachelor's Degree)
<17> Completed advanced degree (Master's Degree, Doctorate Degree, etc.)
<97> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
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<98> DO NOT KNOW
<99> REFUSED
>Q137< We would also like to have an idea about the total income of the people living
in your household. Is your total annual household income more or less than
$30,000?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

More
[goto Q140]
Less
[goto Q138]
$30,000 EXACTLY
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto RR]
>Q138< Is it less than $20,000?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Yes
[goto Q139]
No
$20,000 EXACTLY
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto RR]
>Q139< Is it less than $10,000?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Yes
No
$10,000 EXACTLY
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto RR]
>Q140< Is it more than $50,000?
<1> Yes
<2> No

[goto Q141]
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<3> $50,000 EXACTLY
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto RR]
>Q141< Is it more than $70,000?
<1>
<2>
<3>
<7>

Yes
No
$70,000 EXACTLY
NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
>RR<

INTERVIEWER: TYPE [u]sk list[n] COMMAND FOR REFERRALS IF YOU
HAVE NOT DONE SO ALREADY DURING THIS INTERVIEW.

OTHERWISE, TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
>bye< Thank you very much for your participation in the survey. If you have any
questions or concerns about this interview you can call the project coordinator for
this study. Would you like her number?
<1> Yes
[goto phno]
<2> No
<7> NO CODED RESPONSE APPLICABLE [u](LEAVE NOTE
FIRST)[n]
<8> DO NOT KNOW
<9> REFUSED
===> [goto end]
>phno< Her name is ********** and she can be reached at (***) ***-**** during
business hours Monday through Friday. Thank you again.
TYPE <g> TO CONTINUE.
>end< [store <x> in xFIN]
[if VERS eq <1>]
[store <01> in CODE]
[else]
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[store <02> in CODE]
[endif]
[store CODE in CACL]
[goto MOD7]
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