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Overview of the Research Summaries on 
Public Confidence in the Criminal Justice System1 

 
Anthony N. Doob 

Centre for Criminology & Sociolegal Studies 
University of Toronto 

 
This overview is designed to provide a ‘road map’ to the set of research summaries from 
Criminological Highlights that are attached. My own recommendation, however, is that time 
might be better spent reading the research summaries themselves rather than this overview. 
 
 
Section A: Public Views of the Criminal Justice System 
 
As in any complex public policy area, it is clearly understood that many members of the 
public do not have a full understanding of the complexities, the goals that sometimes are in 
conflict with one another, the social and financial costs of various courses of action, and the 
simple “facts” of the criminal justice system.  This section demonstrates that although 
people are quick to express views about the operation of the criminal justice system, their 
underlying values and views are almost certainly more complex.   
 
At the same time, when we think about attempting to modify public confidence in criminal 
justice institutions, it is important to consider the likelihood that simple ‘education programs’ 
directed at the general public may not be adequate.  There are three considerations that may 
be helpful in thinking about the likely impact of short-term education plans.   
 
1) People’s views of something as complex as the criminal justice system may be formed 
more on the basis of individual high-profile cases and a small number of interactions with 
the formal system, than they are by aggregate systematic data (which is in any event generally  
are not available).   
 
2) The experience that people have with the criminal justice system – both direct and 
vicariously through the experiences of others – may be more important than material that 
they receive through education programs. 
 
3) People are influenced by what trusted leaders – defined broadly  - say about the criminal 
justice system.  In other words, if trusted spokespeople – whether politicians, police, or 
others whom they trust – say something, that may be more important than systematic 
educational information.  
 

                                                 
1 The views expressed or implied in this commentary are mine and do not necessarily reflect the 
views of the International Centre for Criminal Law Reform and Criminal Justice Policy or of funders 
of Criminological Highlights.   
 
.  
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I am not suggesting that trying to educate the public about the criminal justice system is not 
useful.  Instead, what I am suggesting is that ‘education’ should be defined more broadly 
than just a simple ‘information’ campaign of short duration.  
 
Notwithstanding these concerns, we often ask people simple questions about the criminal 
justice system.  These questions often deal with matters that are the subject of a fair amount 
of controversy for which we know beyond reasonable doubt that people have inadequate 
systematic information to form a ‘reasoned’ conclusion.  Sentencing is the obvious example.  
Survey companies and governments ask members of the public questions that may be 
impossible for them to answer in a meaningful way.  Few pollsters or politicians would 
bother asking ordinary members of the public whether they thought “Drug A” or “Drug B” 
was better at treating some disease, nor would most politicians routinely assert that “Drug 
A” should be made publicly available simply because the public demands it.  
 
Yet we are perfectly willing to ask members of the public what are, in fact, complex – and 
largely un-answerable – questions such as “Do you think that sentences handed down by the 
criminal courts are too harsh, too lenient, or about right?”  As was pointed out a few years 
ago,  
 

The irony … is that every five years or so, Statistics Canada asks members of the 
public (in its victimization survey), “In general, would you say that sentences handed 
down by the courts are too severe, about right or not severe enough?”  
Unfortunately, one of the alternative responses that is not offered or recorded is the 
quite reasonable, “How the [expletive deleted] am I supposed to know? You folks 
don’t make these data available to anyone.”  Canadians, instead, are compliant with 
the Statistics Canada interviewer and generally offer an opinion on something for 
which [adequate] systematic information does not publicly exist.  Only about 9% of 
Canadians in the 2004 survey refused to venture an opinion on an issue - sentence 
severity – that is essentially unknowable by any Canadian.  
 

More generally, though, even if a member of the Canadian public did have “full” 
information, the appropriateness of sentences generally would be impossible to evaluate 
since the public would not know what the range of cases actually looked like and whether 
the sentences, in any systematic way, were appropriate for the facts of each case.  
Furthermore, looking simply at ‘sentencing statistics’ would not adequately inform members 
of the public whether some combination of purposes that are listed in the Criminal Code 
would be the same purposes that they would invoke, nor, of course, could they relate the 
sentence to the purpose or purposes that the judge might have invoked.  
 
What we do know, however, is that the public is not as naïve as the questions that are put to 
them would imply.  Without much encouragement, most members of the public are willing 
to be much more nuanced in their views of sentences, and probably of other parts of the 
criminal justice system. As the research described in the attached Criminological Highlights 
summaries demonstrates, sometimes all ordinary people need is a little encouragement to 
think about a question in more depth.  
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In the past eight years or so, it has been suggested that Canadians like and want mandatory 
minimum penalties. The studies summarized on pages A1-A22, however, suggest that they 
may say that they like mandatory minimum penalties, but given a choice they would like these 
penalties not to be mandatory.  In essence, members of the public appear to want flexibility 
in sentencing.  
 
Similarly, the government recently – with support from some opposition MPs – repealed the 
so-called ‘Faint Hope Clause’ (dealing with parole ineligibility periods for those convicted of 
murder).  Presumably, this was a popular decision, though data would suggest that those 
members of the public having the closest first-hand knowledge of the working of this (former) 
provision – jurors in Section 745.6 “faint hope” hearings – seem to have been 
overwhelmingly sympathetic with prisoners’ proposals to reduce parole ineligibility times 
(Page A3).  
 
Generally speaking, it would appear that the manner in which people are asked questions 
about the criminal justice system is crucially important as a determinant of what responses 
are received (Pages A4-A7). 
 
It turns out that, in various ways, attitudes about punishment are more complex than the 
public is often given credit for.  For example, support for harsh sentences (e.g., agreeing with 
the statement that “If judges would impose higher penalties, we would have fewer 
criminals”) is essentially unrelated to support for rehabilitative approaches to crime (Page 
A8).  
 
Even in the US, with its high – and, until recently, growing – overall imprisonment rate, 
support for prevention and treatment is quite strong (Page A9-A11).  Support is, in 
particular, strong for treating youths differently from adults and for providing preventative 
programs (page A12-A15).  
 
Part of the opposition to non-prison sanctions appears to be that the public does not 
necessarily believe that community punishments involve meaningful sanctions that are 
adequately monitored (page A16, see also A4).   
 
It is sometimes assumed that politicians are attempting to placate an uninformed public with 
harsh penalties. It also seems that politicians are at least partially responsible for convincing 
people that ‘tough on crime’ works (page A17).  
 
Knowledge about the criminal justice system.  
In many countries (including Canada), people indicate on surveys that they believe that 
sentences are too lenient.  It is interesting to note that jurors in one Australian state 
(Tasmania) were quite content with the sentences that were handed down in the case that 
they observed as jurors.  Presumably, if the Tasmanian judges had been ‘too lenient’ 

 
2 Page numbers referred to for the purpose of this commentary are located at the bottom right of 
each page of the summaries. The summaries are contained in this document immediately after page 
ix. These summaries are taken directly from the published Criminological Highlights, and, therefore, 
have the original (Criminological Highlights) source (and page number within the issue) noted on the top 
(and sometimes on the bottom of the page).   
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generally, jurors – who had the whole story about the cases they were hearing – would have 
said that the sentences were too lenient. There was no overall trend in this direction (Page 
A18).  Not surprisingly, those with the least amount of knowledge about the criminal justice 
system are the least confident in its operation (Page A19).  
 
Views of the justice system are linked to other concerns. 
It would be nice to think that if only people had more knowledge of the justice system, they 
would conclude that all is well with the criminal justice system. Such an assessment implies, 
of course, that there are no serious problems with the operation of the system. But in any 
case, it would appear that people have more complex views even of the courts.  Different 
groups in Canadian society appear to view the problems of the courts in different ways (see 
Page A20). 
 
More importantly, people’s views about how to respond to offenders relate, not surprisingly, 
to their views of why people commit crime (pages A21-A23). This, in turn, is linked, in part, 
with religion (A24).  In addition, views of the justice system are intimately related to race.  In 
Canada, for example, certain groups hold more negative views of the justice system than do 
others (Page A25).  Race enters the equation in other ways: support for harsh penalties 
relates also to views that people hold about racialized groups (Pages A26-A28).  
 
In the end, then, policies are associated with politics (see Page A29 for an example). Not 
surprisingly, therefore, American prosecutors (many of whom are elected) request harsh 
sentences in cases that get a lot of press coverage (Page A30). To the extent that pressure 
from the public comes, in part, from citizens with high levels of fear of crime, the media – in 
this case local television news – is implicated as an important source of fear (Page A31).  
 
It is important to consider that public views can affect the manner in which the public 
interacts with the justice system (see Page A32).  
 
Finally, it should not be assumed that simple education will convince members of the public 
that all is well with the justice system.  A large scale and rather elaborate study carried out in 
Australia demonstrates that information campaigns can have an effect, but that the effect is 
not long-lasting (Page A33).  Single, one-shot ‘information campaigns’ may have few long-
lasting effects in part because their impact is over-whelmed by information received on an 
almost daily basis from other sources.  
 
 
Section B: Legitimacy, transparency, and effectiveness of the system 
 
Few would argue against the importance of people trusting their justice systems. Most 
dramatically, when people don’t feel that the law is available to them, they may resolve 
grievances privately through violence (Page B1).  
 
Achieving legitimacy needs to be integrated into everyday operations of criminal justice 
operations. Attention to ordinary members of the public – victims, for example – has to be 
meaningful.  Receiving - but then ignoring - victim impact statements does not appear to be 
good policy (Page B2).  This is not to suggest, obviously, that to achieve legitimacy, 
sentences must flow directly from the content of victim impact statements.  However, when 
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the justice system invites people to submit such information, it would seem sensible for 
those receiving them to demonstrate that they, at a minimum, considered the information 
that was received.  
 
The criminal justice system clearly cannot assume that its decisions will automatically be seen 
as legitimate. However, when substantial efforts are made to explain the process by which 
decisions are made, the public clearly does listen and appears to be influenced by what they 
hear. In the study described on page B3, a researcher described the issues relevant to 
sentencing generally and a judge described some serious cases involving serious offending.  
In three of the four cases described, the members of the public would have sentenced more 
leniently than did the judge.  
 
Judges in some jurisdictions are realizing that for people to understand what is going on in 
their courts, they, as judges, need to find some way of communicating directly with the 
public (Page B4) about these individual cases.  More complete communication in ways that 
does not necessarily depend fully on members of the press (who, themselves, may not fully 
understand what something means) may be a method of allowing certain decisions to be 
more fully understood and accepted.  Conditional sentences of imprisonment, for example, 
are not very popular when the public does not know what they are. However, when the 
actual (punitive) conditions are the focus of a description, conditional sentences are seen in 
quite a favourable light (Page B5).   If the public sees a conditional sentence of 
imprisonment simply as the absence of a normal prison sentence, and does not believe that 
the non-custodial conditions imposed on the offender are designed to insure that the 
sentence is proportionate to the offence and the offender’s responsibility for it, then it 
should not be surprising that, at first blush, this sanction appears to be unpopular. Perhaps 
all that is necessary for the public to understand this particular sanction is for its actual 
conditions to be explained adequately and for people to weight the benefits to society of 
keeping offenders out of prison.  
 
Engaging the public in a respectful way.   
Obviously, on a day-to-day basis, most members of the public do not have direct contact 
with the criminal justice system.  Nevertheless, when they do have contact with the justice 
system, it is important to consider what people might take away from this experience.  Many 
people, for example, have contact with traffic court. There is no good reason for members 
of the public to differentiate between the treatment that they get in traffic court and the 
treatment of people in criminal courts.  
 
Courts, themselves, appear sometimes to be designed in a manner that excludes the public 
(Page B6). People who are in court may well conclude that the public is not really meant to 
be able to view and hear the proceedings adequately.  The court appears to be set up in such 
a way as to exclude the general public.  
 
Similarly, courts – or the criminal justice system more generally – often use terminology that 
people do not understand (Page B7).  We hold youths criminally responsible for what they 
have done, but then describe criminal justice processes and personnel in a manner that many 
youths (and, perhaps sizable numbers of adults) do not adequately understand.  
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There are things that can be done to ensure that courts run smoothly.  At times, courts order 
people to do things (e.g., to report to certain offices at certain times) without apparently 
considering the difficulty ordinary people without much money (or without an automobile) 
may have in doing so.   If courts want people to comply with non-custodial programs, for 
example, they should make efforts to make it easier for people to comply.  One way is to 
ensure that these programs are easily accessible to those required to travel to them (page B8).  
In this study it was shown that youths were more likely to drop out of a treatment program 
required of them if they lived far away from the program than if it was very close to where 
they lived.   
 
Similarly, courts assume that all members of the community are efficient at recording or 
remembering appointments that they have.  If courts want people to show up for court, they 
can do what many professionals (e.g., dentists) do: send a reminder (Page B9).  This 
obviously is not legally required.  But given the cost of a ‘failure to appear’ to the court 
system, and the findings that suggest that a post-card reminder (or, these days, an email 
reminder) can reduce the numbers of failures to appear by about one third, one wonders 
whether such an ordinary courtesy might not be sensible.  There is no reason to believe that 
people fully appreciate that missing a court appointment is more serious than missing a 
dental appointment.   They may simply assume that the courts, like the dentist, will simply 
re-book the appointment.   
 
From the perspective of ordinary language, courts have very peculiar ways of getting people 
to tell them what they know about something.  Part of the problem – but perhaps not the 
whole problem – may relate to rules of evidence.  But if courts are truly interested in getting 
witnesses to tell the court what they experienced, they might consider ways in which they 
can ask witnesses to recount their experiences in a manner that is meaningful and 
understandable to the witness (Page B10).  As the summary on Page B10 concludes, “given 
the evidence favouring the accuracy of the narrative approach to gathering evidence, 
permitting a greater measure of uninterrupted narrative testimony could raise evidential 
quality and improve lay people’s courtroom experience.” 
 
It is reasonable to believe, given the research on procedural fairness and on the interaction 
between members of the public and criminal justice system, that these same ‘good practices’ 
might have applicability across different parts of the justice system.  Hence I would suggest 
that the studies on a group of ordinary citizens who routinely interact with the courts – 
ordinary jurors in criminal trials – might be useful in thinking about how ordinary citizens, 
more generally, interact with the justice system.  
 
The research on jurors suggests that ordinary people are capable of understanding what is 
going on and doing what is asked of them.  At the same time, however, following some 
principles of good communication would help citizens (as jurors – or as participants in other 
ways in court) do a better job (Pages B11-B13).  For example, jurors complained that they 
were not given – at the outset of the case that they heard – an adequate description of the 
factual and legal framework that they were going to have to apply in the case.  Similarly, 
although judges often ask questions to clarify what is said, jurors are seldom encouraged to 
do so.  
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Section C: Treating People Fairly and with Respect 
 
Much, but not all, of the research on ‘fair treatment’ and ‘treatment with respect’ by the 
justice system focuses on treatment of the public by the police.  However, given the research 
that does exist on other parts of the system, there is no reason that I can see that the general 
principles would be expected to be different for other components of the system. 
 
Ordinary people judge the justice system largely by whether it appears to be fair in the 
manner in which it uses its authority.  In this context, it may well be that people do not 
differentiate very much between various actions or parts of the system.  The manner in 
which a police officer responds to a question or the manner in which the officer treats a 
person in a routine traffic stop may be very important for that person’s overall assessment of 
the police.  Similarly, as noted above, people may not differentiate between various levels of 
court (traffic court vs. criminal courts) and, for that matter, may not differentiate between 
the way in which they are treated by court clerks and Judges or Justices of the Peace.  
 
Procedural fairness in the treatment of citizens by the justice system appears to be more 
important than specific competences or outcomes (Page C1).  In one study summarized on 
page C1, for example, American survey respondents who had been in court were asked 
whether they felt that they would get a fair outcome and be treated justly if they were to go 
to court in the future. Ratings of the procedural fairness of their own experience were, in all 
cases, more important than their perception of having received the desired outcome.  
 
Hence, satisfaction with the justice system depends to a significant degree on the manner in 
which people are treated, not so much other measures (e.g., police ‘effectiveness’  - see Page 
C2 and C3).  Fair treatment and being taken seriously by the police appear to be important in 
achieving cooperation with the police and being seen in a favourable light (Page C4-C6). 
 
The problem for those working in the criminal justice system is that the concept of “being 
treated fairly” may be complex.  The police, for example, sometimes use language to achieve 
compliance by members of the public that, in effect, tricks them into doing things that they 
would not otherwise do (Page C7-C8).   Racial profiling, as well, reduces both citizens’ 
assessments of the legitimacy of police actions and citizens’ general support of the police 
(Page C9). Unfortunately, it appears that it is negative experiences that drive public views of 
the police (page C10) perhaps because positive experiences are presumed to the norm (and 
hence do not affect public views very much).  In other words, a few negative experiences 
with the police – and perhaps with the criminal justice system more broadly – may have 
long-lasting negative impacts on people’s views of the justice system.   
 
In a post-911 age, the research suggests that treating suspects fairly is particularly important 
(C11-C12) even in situations in which citizens face terrorist threats and attacks (C13).  In the 
study described on page C11 (carried out in New York City after 2001), for example, it was 
concluded that “Even when police confront grave threats, both minority and majority 
populations expect law enforcement officers to respect procedural justice values and are 
more likely to withhold their cooperation if they do not…. Non-Muslims, who rate the 
threat of terror as larger than do Muslims, are nonetheless sensitive to procedural justice in 
counterterrorism policing, particularly the targeting and harassment of Muslims.  Three 
elements of procedural justice – neutrality in decision-making, trust in the motives of the 
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police, and treatment with respect – remain central to the definition of procedural justice and 
its effect on legitimacy. This is just as true in dealing with terrorism as it is in responding to 
ordinary crime.” 
 
The problem with poor treatment of members of the public is not just that the poor 
treatment reflects badly on the criminal justice system. It also seems to lead to an increase in 
crime in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods (page C14).  Similarly, fair treatment by the 
police appears to be important in reducing the likelihood that men arrested by the police for 
assaulting their spouses would offend again (page C15). 
 
Ordinary citizens learn what the criminal justice system is all about in many ways. One study 
of the operation of a Canadian youth court found that when youths who were in that court 
waiting for their own cases to be called observed what the researchers independently coded as 
rude and disrespectful treatment of people by officials in court, it had negative effects on 
them.  Youths who observed the court acting badly reported that they felt less reason to 
obey the law or follow the decisions imposed on them by the court than did youths who, by 
chance, happened to be in court when the court was treating people in a respectful manner 
(page C16).  Given other research suggesting that single negative experiences can have large 
and lasting impacts on people’s views of criminal justice institutions (see Page C10), there are 
clearly reasons to be concerned when courts – or any other part of the criminal justice 
system – treats people in a disrespectful manner (e.g., by making remarks described by the 
researchers as “humiliating” about the youth’s attire or where the “Crown Attorney rolls 
eyes and impatiently sighs at the youth when the youth is trying to explain an issue.”) See 
Page C16. 
 
Many ordinary citizens who come in contact with the justice system – most notably the 
courts – do not necessarily know how things work.  Courts might also consider the more 
practical matters in interactions between ordinary citizens and the courts and might attempt 
to be more considerate of the time that ordinary citizens (e.g., jurors, witnesses, sureties, etc.) 
spend trying to be good citizens. (see Page C17).  One suspects that if studies similar to that 
described on Page C17 were carried out with sureties in bail court or witnesses more 
generally, one would find that what gets communicated to members of the public is that the 
only thing that counts is what is convenient for the court.  Similarly, some basic instructions 
to ordinary citizens on interacting with courts could be useful. 
 
Finally, as with their interactions with the police, one should not assume that those who 
have offended are much different from ‘ordinary citizens’ on questions about what is fair. 
Prison inmates appear to look at sentences in a manner that is similar to that of ordinary 
citizens (C18).  
  
Section D: Success Stories 
 
A number of criminal justice systems success stories have already been described in Part C 
of this compilation of studies.  Some of these studies have been demonstrated with what 
might be called “positive” examples (e.g., the success of reminders to accused people of 
upcoming court dates – Page B9 – or practices to ensure that court-ordered programs can be 
easily accessed – Page B8). In other cases, the manner in which courts can increase the 
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likelihood that people will respect and obey the law have been illustrated by studies on what 
not to do (e.g., Page C16).  
 
An obviously important success story – or perhaps more appropriately, a success process – is 
the diversification of police forces in North America.  It would appear that broadening the 
composition of police forces has had important effects on the occupational subculture of the 
police (Page D1). 
 
By keeping victims (and perhaps other interested people) apprised of the progress and 
outcomes of cases, police – and the justice system more generally – can demonstrate their 
interest in the well-being of those outside of the justice system (Page D2).  Being responsive 
to others, however, may mean that those making decisions on how a case should proceed 
will find that they need to consider victims’ (or others’) reasons for involving the criminal 
justice system (Page D3). 
 
Simple education programs – though attractive because they are independent of the justice 
system and do not demand any important changes in the justice system – have not shown a 
lot of success.  One large, intensive, multi-method, attempt at education seemed to have no 
clear impact on people’s understanding of the system.  People did, however, appear to 
appreciate the fact that the criminal justice system had attempted to reach out to them (Page 
D4).   It may be important, therefore, to think of ‘education’ as involving a process rather 
than an event.  In the Netherlands, for example, judges have decided that to communicate 
effectively with the press (and hence with the public), they should have a ‘press judge’ who 
can speak to and help explain decisions and court processes (Page D5).  
 
In terms of the effectiveness of court operations, courts in some locations have taken 
matters into their own hands – at times with quite favourable results.  In one American city 
in which the size of the pretrial detention population had become an issue, court hours in 
one court were expanded such that initial court hearings (e.g., bail hearings) could be held at 
any time (24 hours a day, 7 days a week).   Obviously this required cooperation of various 
groups, but the result was that the time to an initial decision was reduced considerably (Page 
D6).  
 
Successes can be even more local, however.  It has been demonstrated that thoughtful 
judges who are motivated to complete the cases before them can effectively manage long, 
and unpredictable case lists (Page D7), and they can reduce dramatically the number of 
adjournments – in this case from about 31% of cases on an average day to about 7% of 
cases (Page D8).  
 
Perhaps the most dramatic example of what courts can do, if motivated, comes from the 
experience in the New York City courts in the days immediately following September 11, 
2001.  With leadership from the top, and creativity and hard work at all levels, the courts 
located near the World Trade Centre in New York were able to open and make individual 
decisions about each case on the docket only a few days after September 11, 2001 (Page D9-
D10). 
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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Criminological Highlights Item 6 December 2003
Volume 6, Number 2

Beware of the soundbite question. The picture that one gets of the public’s views of mandatory 
sentencing laws depends on the questions which are asked. Simple, general questions tend to 
portray the public as harsh and vengeful. In contrast, specific questions about particular cases 
demonstrate a more thoughtful and nuanced set of public attitudes.
Background. Most western nations have at least some mandatory sentencing laws. This legislation has 
typically been created for political reasons rather than as a result of a careful assessment of justice needs. 
Indeed, given that public opinion polls in many countries indicate that people perceive sentences to be too 
lenient (p.486), it could be argued that mandatory sentencing laws – which invariably seem to be harsh in 
nature – are consistent with public wishes. Further, this type of legislation promises certainty and severity -
two sentencing principles apparently favoured by the public. 
This paper examines the public’s views of mandatory sentencing laws. It begins by noting that people in 
many countries - including Canada – are not able to identify those offences which carry mandatory 
minimum sentences. Further, opinion polls do not typically ask people to consider the actual or 
opportunity costs of these sanctions or the fact that many mandatory laws violate the principle of 
proportionality in sentencing. In addition, survey respondents are rarely given a choice between 
mandatory sentences and the obvious alternative (i.e. allowing judges to determine sanctions).
These initial observations are particularly relevant in light of the fact that some of the support for this type 
of legislation may come from those who do not consider the implications of mandatory sentences or their 
alternatives. In one study, it was clear that part of the popular support for 3-strikes sentencing laws is 
derived from people who only think about this legislation in broad, abstract terms. For instance, 88% of 
respondents supported the notion of harshly punishing third-time felony offenders. In contrast, only 17% 
of these same people indicated support for concrete sentences presented to them that would be imposed 
as a result of 3-strikes laws. Clearly, it would appear that people may not be thinking of actual cases when 
indicating support for harsh mandatory sentences. As an illustrative example, most people polled in 
Canada favour the mandatory life sentence for murder. However, approximately three quarters of 
Canadians also indicated being opposed to this legislation in the Robert Latimer case (i.e. an individual 
charged with killing his severely disabled daughter who was experiencing chronic severe pain). In other 
words, “[t]he mandatory sentence appeals to the public in principle, but once confronted with actual cases, 
people quickly [abandon] their position and express a preference for less punitive punishment” (p.501). 
This phenomenon may be explained – in part – by the fact that consideration of mandatory sentences for 
individual cases calls attention to violations of proportionality – a principle that the public has been shown 
to strongly support. 
Conclusion. Though “it would be overstating the case to conclude that the public strongly opposes 
mandatory sentences” (p.505), it would appear that the public responds quite differently to individual 
cases in which a mandatory sentence might be imposed and to the concept more generally. Given that 
most members of the public do not immediately consider the full consequences of a mandatory 
sentencing regime, this apparent inconsistency is not surprising. One might suggest that a legislature which 
is considering mandatory sentences should go beyond the slogan of being “tough on crime” and take into 
account both the broader implications of mandatory sentences and the public’s response to those cases 
falling under such a regime. 
Reference: Roberts, Julian V. (2003). Public Opinion and Mandatory Sentencing. Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
30, 483-508.
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This paper looks carefully at public 
support for mandatory minimum 
sentences in the context of a larger 
inquiry into public attitudes to 
sentencing.  Over the past 30 years, 
about 60-80% of Canadians have told 
pollsters that they want the courts 
to hand down harsher sentences. 
When asked which specific crimes are 
sentenced too leniently,  about 80% 
of Canadians in a recent poll answered 
‘gun crimes.’ These are interesting 
findings in a country in which there 
are no national sentencing statistics 
for crimes generally or for crimes 
involving firearms. 

However, Canadians do not appear to 
be as enthralled with deterrence-based 
sentencing as some might expect. 
When asked to rate the importance 
that they would give to various 
sentencing purposes, Canadians’ most 
popular choice was “making offenders 
acknowledge and take responsibility 
for crime.”  General deterrence ranked 
a distant fifth in Canadian citizens’ 
priority of sentencing purposes.  

Respondents to a nationally 
representative survey were given a 
detailed definition of ‘mandatory 
minimum sentence’ and then were 
asked to name which offences, 

other than murder, had mandatory 
minimums.  43% could not name 
any of the 31 offences that carry 
mandatory minimums, and only 19% 
mentioned impaired driving offences.  
Only 6% mentioned any of the 
firearms offences that currently have 
these penalties.  Nevertheless, 58% of 
the respondents in the national poll 
indicated that they thought mandatory 
minimum sentences were a ‘good idea’ 
– a finding that echoes similar research 
in the U.S. and Australia.

After being asked a number of other 
questions relating to mandatory 
minimum sentences, respondents were 
asked whether they “agree or disagree 
that there should be some flexibility 
for a judge to impose less than the 
mandatory minimum sentence under 
special circumstances” (p. 96).  The 
results show “strong support for the 
concept of judicial discretion” (p. 
96): 74% agreed with the idea (30% 
strongly agreed, and 44% somewhat 
agreed).  Similarly, 72% agreed with 
the idea that a court should be allowed 
to impose a lesser sentence if the judge 
had to provide a written justification 
for a decision in which he or she 
goes below the mandatory minimum 
sentence. 68% agreed with the idea 
that judges should be able to sentence 

below the mandatory minimum 
term “if Parliament had outlined 
clear guidelines for the exercise of 
discretion…” (p. 97).  

Conclusion.  It would seem that the 
Canadian public wants Parliament to 
give some guidance on sentencing. If 
told that there are only two choices –  
no guidance on minimum sentences 
or mandatory minimums –  they will 
choose the latter.  On the other hand, 
if the public is given a middle ground 
option of what is in effect a presumptive 
minimum sentence – an option similar 
to those available in other countries – 
Canadians clearly prefer a sentencing 
structure that blends guidance and 
discretion. Most Canadian politicians, 
however, in the past two years of 
minority governments, appear to have 
been too busy to listen carefully to 
Canadians to find out what kind of 
sentencing structure they prefer.  The 
public, it would seem, agrees with 
most sentencing scholars that rigid 
sentencing structures are likely to 
create unnecessary injustices. 

Reference: Roberts, Julian V., Nicole Crutcher 
and Paul Verbrugge. (2007) Public Attitudes 
to Sentencing in Canada: Exploring Recent 
Findings. Canadian Journal of Criminology and 
Criminal Justice, 49, 75-107. 

Canadians do not want strict mandatory minimum sentences of the kind 
that exist in the Criminal Code of Canada.  They prefer to leave some 
discretion with judges on whether the mandatory minimum sentence should 
be imposed. 
In Canada, as in the U.S. and other countries, legislators from various political parties have been enthusiastically 
implementing mandatory minimum sentences for certain serious offences.  Although they often make the argument that 
these will reduce crime (by way of general deterrence), the evidence strongly refutes this argument (e.g., see Criminological 
Highlights, 1(6)#7, 3(4)#6, 6(2)#1).  But politicians have another justification: they often suggest that the public wants 
mandatory minimum sentences.  For these and other reasons, then, mandatory minimum sentences may be more 
effective politically than they are as crime prevention measures. It would appear, however, the public’s support is more 
nuanced than the politicians would lead us to believe. 
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If ordinary Canadian citizens really think that sentences and the parole system are not 
harsh enough for the most serious cases, why don’t they act that way?  
Background. Public opinion surveys in Canada and elsewhere have suggested, for the past 35 
years, that the public is dissatisfied with sentencing and with parole decisions, and would like 
both processes to be made harsher. In the area of parole, therefore, it would be easy to 
conclude that the public is “implacably opposed to granting parole [especially] to offenders 
convicted of those most serious crimes” (p. 104).  Most Canadians, in a public opinion poll 
conducted in 1987 said that murderers should not be eligible for parole (p. 108). Nevertheless, 
Canadian law allows all those serving life sentences to apply for parole.  Those convicted of 
murder and given parole ineligibility periods of more than 15 years can apply, after they have 
served 15 years, to go before a jury of 12 citizens and have the parole ineligibility period 
reduced – from an initial period of up to 25 years down to as little as 15 years.  
This study examines the results of the hearings held under S. 745 of the Criminal Code – best 
known in Canada as the “faint hope clause.”  Until 1 January 1997, the prisoner was successful 
in having the parole ineligibility period reduced if at least 8 of the 12 jury members were in 
favour of this outcome. Only about 25% of those eligible for a hearing applied. But of those 
cases (before 1 January 1997) in which hearings were held, 80% were successful in achieving at 
least some reduction in their parole ineligibility periods.  
After 1 January 1997, the rules were changed for those serving life sentences such that those 
convicted of multiple murders are ineligible to apply for an earlier parole hearing and a superior 
court judge must agree that there was a “reasonable prospect” for success.  Finally, the jury of 
12 citizens has to be unanimous.  These changes were legislated immediately after one of 
Canada’s most notorious serial killers (Clifford Olson) had applied (unsuccessfully) to have his 
25 year parole ineligibility period reduced.  The main effect of these changes appeared to have 
been to reduce the number of hearings: In the first three years after the rules changed, only 
about 12% of eligible prisoners had hearings.  But of those who did apply, 77% were successful.   
Conclusion.  Most Canadians indicate, in public opinion polls, that, in the abstract, they are in 
favour of keeping those convicted of murder in prison forever without allowing them to be 
eligible for parole.  Nevertheless, when given a chance to respond to individual cases, juries – by 
majority vote before 1997 and unanimously thereafter – are very likely to reduce the parole 
ineligibility period for those convicted of murder, even for those convicted of first degree 
murder.  When placed on juries, members of the public appear to be able to “discharge their 
duties to react as disinterested decision makers, even in cases involving prisoners serving life 
terms for the most heinous crimes” (p. 110).   “There may be an advantage in allowing jurors, 
rather than criminal justice professionals to make this decision.  If the decision to reduce the 
time served prior to parole eligibility is made by members of the public, the criticism that the 
parole system is too lax… loses much of its power” (p. 111).   Canadians, it seems, are not as 
tough as they sometimes sound. 
Reference: Roberts, Julian V.  (2002). Determining Parole Eligibility Dates for Life Prisoners: 
Lessons from Jury Hearings in Canada.  Punishment and Society, 4, 103-113. 
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Ask Canadians sensible questions about sentencing and they give sensible, measured 
answers.  Canadians do not really expect sentencing judges to keep them safe.  They 
do, however, want their political leaders and judges to use resources sensibly.  
Sensible sentencing appears to be more important to Canadians than “harsh” or 
“lenient” sentencing. 

Background. Every public opinion poll carried out in the past 35 years that has asked 
Canadians whether sentences are sufficiently severe has found “discontent” with 
sentencing: a majority of Canadians always say that sentences in criminal courts are not 
harsh enough.  The irony of this answer is, of course, that almost nobody knows what the 
sentences in Canada actually are.  Only recently have we had any systematic information 
about sentencing patterns in criminal courts.  Part of the problem is that most Canadians 
think that sentencing can accomplish a great deal: deterrence is seen by most Canadians 
as being an important purpose of sentencing, notwithstanding the evidence which shows 
that variation in sentencing practices does not have a significant impact on crime levels.  
This study looks at an Ontario public attitudes survey in which respondents were asked 
questions that focused largely on adult and youth crime issues.  For both adults and 
youth, non-punitive approaches (increasing the availability of social programs, 
addressing unemployment, increased use of non-prison sanctions) were seen as being 
better strategies for controlling crime than making sentences harsher.  In fact, in 
addressing both youth and adult crime, most Canadians would prefer to invest in 
prevention or non-prison sanctions rather than pay the cost of a harsher sentencing 
structure (more prisons).  
Moreover, when Canadians appear harsh, one of the reasons may be that they have not 
thought about the consequences of their harshness.  This same survey found that by 
reminding Canadians that an offender would, if imprisoned, be released after a few 
months, prison became a less attractive sentence.  Similarly, when Canadians are told the 
cost of imprisonment, the preferred sanction shifts somewhat away from imprisonment.    
Harsh sentences (typically involving prison) appear to people, at first blush, to be 
attractive for a number of reasons.  First, they appear to promise something – 
incapacitation and punishment, at a minimum.  In contrast, community sanctions (e.g., 
community service orders) are viewed by many Canadians with much skepticism. Over 
60% of Canadians think that half or fewer community service orders for adults or youth 
are actually carried out.
Conclusion.  Canadians appear to want a “response” to wrongdoing by adults and youth.  
It need not involve imprisonment. In fact, a focus on the fact that the offender will soon 
be in the community makes prison less attractive.  However, the sanction must be seen as 
being carried out.  Therefore, it is not surprising that – at least for minor offences – 
family group conferences are seen as more sensible responses to offending:  such 
“accountability” sessions have the elements that are important to the public. Perhaps 
what is needed, then, are policies that respond to the public, rather than pander to it. 
Reference: Doob, Anthony N.  Transforming the Punishment Environment: 
Understanding Public Views of What Should be Accomplished at Sentencing.  Canadian
Journal of Criminology, 2000, 42, 323-340.
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This study looks at the effect of different 
wording of questions about sentence 
severity on the proportion of people who 
think that sentences are too lenient.  In 
two earlier surveys in the US, half of 
the sample was asked a version of the 
standard ‘sentence severity’ question: 
“In general, do you think the courts 
in this area deal too harshly or not 
harshly enough with criminals?”  Even 
though they were not offered a “Don’t 
know” alternative, in the first of these 
surveys about 7% volunteered that 
they didn’t know.  The other half of the 
respondents to this survey were asked a 
question which explicitly encouraged 
them to think about whether they 
had enough information: “In general, 
do you think that the courts in this 
area deal too harshly, or not harshly 
enough with criminal, or don’t you have 
enough information about the courts 
to say?”  In this case, 29% indicated 
that they couldn’t say.   Looking at the 
overall findings, 78% of the first sample 
indicated that they thought that courts 
were not harsh enough.  This dropped 
to 60% in the other sample which was 
offered a “Can’t say” option.  The results 
of the second survey were similar.

 

In the current study, equivalent groups of 
students in Florida were asked about their 
views of sentences.  The respondents, on 
a random basis, were asked about their 
views using different questions. When 
asked a question that focused on harsh 
treatment – “In general, do you think 
the courts in this area deal too harshly 
or not harshly enough with criminals?” 
– 43% indicated that they thought 
that sentences were not harsh enough.  
However, when asked what is logically 
the same question, except in a form 
that focuses on leniency – “In general, 
do you think the courts in this area are 
not lenient enough or too lenient with 
criminals” – only 30% of an identical 
group of students indicated that they 
thought that courts were too lenient.   

There was some indication that the 
questions were tapping into somewhat 
different attitudes.  For example, there 
was a significant relationship between 
politician conservatism and belief 
that sentences were too lenient when 
respondents were asked the second 
question (with its focus on leniency).  
However, there was no relationship 
between political conservatism and the 
question of whether the courts dealt too 
harshly or not harshly enough with those 
being sentenced. 

Conclusion: These findings, taken in 
the context of other studies suggesting 
that expressions of harshness are often 
based on an inadequate understanding 
of alternative approaches to sentencing 
or inadequate information (e.g., 
Criminological Highlights 8(6)#1, 
12(8)#5, 12(4)#3, 12(4)#5), suggest 
that harsh treatment of offenders is 
unlikely to make the public content 
with sentencing. Not only do members 
of the public not know about patterns 
of sentences (Criminological Highlights, 
7(6)#4), their assessments of sentences, 
generally, depend on exactly what they 
are asked. 

Reference: Applegate, Brandon K, and Joseph 
B. Sanborn (2011).  Public Opinion on the 
Harshness of Local Courts: An Experimental Test 
of Question Wording Effects.  Criminal Justice 
Review, 36(4), 487-497.

The proportion of people who indicate that they think that criminal courts are, in 
general, too lenient depends on how the question is asked.

Public opinion polls in many western countries have found that most people indicate that sentences in criminal 
courts should be harsher than they are.  Though this finding may be fairly consistent across time and place, it is not 
clear what it means.  For example, few, if any, respondents in any country have sufficient information to evaluate 
the appropriateness of sentences generally.  The desire for harsh sentences is affected by relevant information made 
available to respondents such as the costs of imprisonment (see Criminological Highlights, 4(1)#5). And people may 
want harsh sentences because they believe, incorrectly, that harsh sentences reduce crime.
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A representative sample of 1023 adults 
in England & Wales read descriptions 
of one of three di!erent cases: a serious 
assault, a serious household burglary, 
or a fraud involving a substantial 
loss of money.  Only about a third of 
respondents indicated that all such 
o!enders should be imprisoned.  Most 
of the rest of the respondents thought 
that the decision maker should have 
discretion as to whether the o!ender 
was imprisoned.  Respondents 
were given a list of 13 potentially 
mitigating factors and were asked, 
for each factor, whether it justiÞed 
a more lenient sentence in all, most, 
some, or no cases.   "e majority of 
respondents thought that most factors 
(e.g., the o!ender has no criminal 
record, or the o!ender was a victim 
of abuse in childhood) would justify a 
more lenient sentence in at least some 
cases.  Being a young person (deÞned 
as being 18 years old) was the only 
factor for which a majority thought 
that it should never result in a more 
lenient sentence.  Clearly respondents 
wanted personal factors to have some 
weight in determining the sentence.  

In another part of the survey, 
respondents were told that a judge had 
decided to impose a prison sentence 
on an o!ender (for either an assault 
or a fraud).  "ey were then given a 
list of factors (e.g., the o!ender had 

no record, the victim did not want 
the o!ender to be imprisoned, the 
o!ender is caring for young children) 
and they were asked if the factor 
justiÞed a community service order 
instead of prison.  "e majority of 
respondents thought that each of 6 
mitigating factors would probably or 
deÞnitely justify the imposition of a 
community service order instead of 
imprisonment for the assault. For the 
fraud, the fact that the o!ender was 
young was seen as probably justifying 
community service instead of prison 
by only 48% of respondents. 

In another part of the survey, 
respondents had a relatively serious 
case described to them that would 
typically have resulted in a prison 
sentence.  Not surprisingly about 4/5 
of the respondents chose prison as the 
preferred alternative (over community 
service or a Þne).   However, about half 
of those who preferred prison found a 
detailed non-custodial order involving 
compensating the victim and doing a 
substantial number of community 
service hours to be acceptable instead 
of imprisonment. 

"e public is pragmatic about criminal 
penalties:  Most respondents thought 
that the costs of administering 
sentences should be taken into 
account when imposing sentences. 
However, there was more support for 

considering costs in the case of a social 
security fraud than there was in the 
case of an assault. 

Conclusion:  "e public clearly wants 
many or most mitigating factors to be 
considered in most cases. ÒWhile the 
public may Ôtalk toughÕ in response 
to opinion polls which ask whether 
sentencing is harsh enough, when 
considering speciÞc criminal cases 
and individual circumstances, there 
is considerable support for mitigating 
punishmentsÓ (p. 194).  When details 
of non-custodial sanctions are made 
salient to members of the public, they 
will tolerate them.  Members of the 
British public appear pragmatic: they 
generally want costs to be considered 
when sentences are being imposed.  It 
would appear that Òmembers of the 
public react thoughtfully to questions 
relating to sentencing Ð and not 
simply with reßexive punitivenessÓ 
(p. 195).  "ose policy makers whose 
approach to sentencing does not go 
beyond Ôreßexive punitivenessÕ may, 
therefore, not be representing public 
sentiment.

Reference: Roberts, Julian V. and Mike Hough 
(2011). Custody or Community? Exploring 
the boundaries of public punitiveness in 
England and Wales.  Criminology & Criminal 
Justice, 11(2), 181-197. 

!e use of custodial sentences for o"enders is often justiÞed by the assertion that 
Ôthe public demands it.Õ   But public support for custodial sentences in many cases 
may be about as thin as the evidence that custodial sentences deter o"enders.

"ose responsible for sentencing policy Ð either as part of sentencing councils as in England & Wales or judges elsewhere 
Ð often talk about the need to promote public conÞdence in the justice system.  "is assumption is supported by simple 
surveys that suggest that in many countries (including Canada) the majority of the public responds to simple poll 
questions by saying that most sentences are too lenient. "is study goes beyond these simple surveys to help understand 
better the circumstances when the public is content to use a sanction other than imprisonment. 
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Empirically, however, there is little 
evidence of a negative relationship 
between support for repression and 
support for rehabilitation. !is study, 
using a nationally representative 
sample of 1,892 Dutch residents 
surveyed in early 2005, tests the 
relationship between support for 
rehabilitation and repression. 

Support for ÔrepressionÕ was measured 
with 6 questions such as ÒIf judges 
would impose higher penalties, 
we would have fewer criminalsÓ 
and ÒMinors committing serious 
crimes should be punished as if they 
were adultsÓ (p. 827).  Support for 
rehabilitation was measured with 12 
questions such as ÒO"ering good 
educational opportunities prevents 
people from wrongdoing,Ó  Ò!e 
judiciary should make e"orts to 
prevent ex-convicts from feeling 
excluded from the community,Ó and 
ÒDeveloping consciousness of norms 
is a very important form of crime 
preventionÓ (p. 828).

Not surprisingly, support for 
ÔrepressiveÕ approaches was 

considerably stronger among 
supporters of right-wing political 
parties and those endorsing 
authoritarian values than among 
supporters of left-of-centre parties and 
those rejecting authoritarian values.  
However, there were essentially 
no di"erences in the support for 
rehabilitative approaches among 
supporters of the various political 
parties or among those who varied on 
authoritarian values.  Furthermore, 
support for repressive approaches and 
support for rehabilitative approaches 
were uncorrelated. People who saw 
crime as being caused by factors 
internal to the individual (e.g., those 
who endorsed such items as ÒOnce 
a thief, always a thiefÓ) tended to 
support repressive approaches.  !ose 
who saw crime as externally caused 
(endorsing such items as ÒCriminals 
often come from broken homesÓ) were 
more likely to endorse rehabilitative 
approaches.

Conclusion.   ÒMany criminologists 
and policy makers conceive of 
public support for repression and 

rehabilitation as two diametrically 
opposed optionsÓ (p. 832).  !is 
analysis suggests that such a view 
is without empirical foundation 
and that Òrehabilitation is equally 
popular among the constituencies 
of conservative political parties as 
among those of progressive onesÓ 
(p. 832). It would appear, then, that 
support for rehabilitative approaches 
to crime or approaches that improve 
o"endersÕ life chances is more evenly 
distributed across the population 
than previously thought.  From the 
perspective of ordinary people, then, 
support for repressive approaches does 
not automatically mean a rejection of 
rehabilitation. 

Reference: Mascini, Peter and Dick Houtman. 
(2006) Rehabilitation and Repression: 
Reassessing their Ideological Embeddedness.  
British Journal of Criminology, 46, 822-836. 

When members of the public think about crime policies, their level of 
support for repressive measures tells you nothing about whether they support 
rehabilitation.

In jurisdictions in which judges decide which purposes of sentencing to emphasize, they are often encouraged to 
conceptualize their sentences as primarily focusing on harshness for deterrence purposes (repression) or on rehabilitative 
principles (measures that might improve an o"enderÕs life, foster ties with the community, or provide treatment to the 
o"ender). Hence it is not surprising that these two constructs are often seen as being polar opposites, where the presence 
of one implies the absence of the other.
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Americans are beginning to tire of Ôtough on crimeÕ policies and are turning to prevention rather than 
prisons as a more appropriate response to crime. 

Background. American politicians have successfully run election campaigns using crime as their vehicle to 
public office. It appears that things have changed somewhat since the peak of crime in the early part of the 
1990s. Since that time, crime Ð particularly violent crime in the U.S. Ð has leveled off in many states while 
imprisonment rates have hit all time highs (with 2 million Americans in state or federal prisons or jails). A 
recent survey of public attitudes shows the following: 
¥ Preferred approach to crime:  ÔTough on crimeÕ strategies (with an emphasis on strict sentencing, capital 

punishment and less parole) - 42% in favour in January 1994 versus 32% in September 2001. ÔTough on 
causes of crimeÕ strategies (with a focus on job training, family counseling, etc.) Ð 48% in favour in 
January 1994 versus 65% in September 2001. Even Republicans are more likely to be in favour of 
addressing the causes of crime than simply adopting a tougher approach to crime itself. 

¥ Current top priority for dealing with crime: Prevention - 37%; Rehabilitation - 17%; Enforcement (such 
as putting more police on streets) - 19%; Longer sentences and more prisons - 20%. 

¥ Support for mandatory sentences: 55% (in favour) in June 1995 versus 38% (in favour) in September 
2001.

¥ A majority (54%) of Americans presently think that AmericaÕs approach to crime is on the wrong track. 
In contrast, 35% think that it is in the right direction and 11% are not sure.  

¥ In particular, the war on drugs is currently seen by 70% of Americans as more of a failure than a success. 
Only 18% thought that it was more of a success while 9% saw good in some parts and not in others. 3% 
were uncertain.  

¥ People presently view prisons simply as warehouses with 58% seeing attempts at rehabilitation as having 
been very unsuccessful or somewhat unsuccessful. Only 34% thought that they were successful while the 
rest (8%) were not sure. 

In terms of what to do now, the picture is clear: 
¥ Most (76%) want mandatory treatment rather than prison time for drug possession and 71% also want 

treatment instead of imprisonment for selling small amounts of drugs.  
¥ Alternatives to prison were favoured for youthful offenders (85% in favour) and non-violent offenders 

(75% in favour). Other similar programs (e.g., intermittent custody) which reduce prison sentences for non-
violent offenders were also favoured by the majority of the American public.  

¥ Most Americans (56%) want to get rid of mandatory minimum sentences. Again, this attitude was even 
true of Republicans (51%). 

¥ The majority of Americans favour job related rehabilitation programs such as mandatory prison labour 
(94%), required classes (91%) and job training for released prisoners (88%). 

¥ Most Americans (77%) agree that the expansion of after-school programs and other crime prevention 
strategies would lead to long term savings by reducing the need for prisons. An equal proportion of the 
American public believes that treatment programs for drug offenders would save money.  

¥ The events of September 11, 2001 did not alter AmericansÕ views with regard to the best way of dealing 
with crime.  

Conclusion. ÒThere is widespread agreement that the [American] nationÕs existing approach to criminal 
justice is off-targetÓ (p.6). It would seem that Americans are looking for effective ways of addressing the real 
problems of crime. Public opinion surveys in the past year suggest that there has been a shift from 
punitiveness to effectiveness. In the past, politicians appear to have led rather than followed the public 
toward harsh policies (see Beckett, Making Crime Pay. Oxford, 1997).  Currently, they would seem well 
advised to change direction if they wish to stay in step with their constituencies. 
Reference:  Peter D. Hart Research Associates (2002). Changing Public Attitudes Toward the Criminal 
Justice System.  The Open Society Institute.
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In this study, 1300 interviews were 
carried out during the summer of 2000 
with a representative sample of  U.S. 
adults. Respondents were asked to put 
themselves in the shoes of their local 
mayor and imagine that the Federal 
Government had just given their 
municipality a sum of money which 
could be allocated to crime control or 
crime prevention, or it could be given 
back to local residents in the form of 
a tax rebate.  Five strategies were listed 
for each respondent and respondents 
were asked to allocate the money across 
these strategies. Across the sample, 
37% of the money was allocated to 
prevention programs to keep youths 
out of trouble, 22% to drug treatment 
for o!enders convicted of non-violent 
crimes, 21% for more police on the 
street, and 8% was allocated for more 
prisons. Residents allocated 12% for a 
cash rebate to local residents.  

Black Americans were more likely 
than white and Latino Americans to 
want to allocate funds for programs 
to keep youths out of trouble, and 
were less likely than members of 

these groups to want to allocate funds 
for prisons. "ose who indicated 
that they worried a lot about crime 
indicated that they would spend more 
of the money on prisons and on drug 
treatment for non-violent o!enders 
and on the police, and less money on 
prevention programs to keep youths 
out of trouble. ÒIt appears that those 
who currently worry about crime are 
more concerned about immediate 
responses to crime at the expense of 
long-term youth crime preventionÓ 
(p. 327).  On the other hand, those 
who had reported having been victims 
of crime Òtended to give less money 
to prisons and police and more to 
prevention (though these [e!ects] 
are signiÞcant only for certain groups 
of victims)Ó (p. 330).  Income had 
very little impact on the allocation of 
funds: Òthe lowest income levelsÉ had 
remarkably similar responses to these 
questions as those with the highest 
incomeÓ (p. 330). 

Conclusion. "ese Þndings are 
consistent with other studies carried 
out with less nationally representative 

samples which showed that Òdespite 
the overall punitiveness of the 
public toward criminals, there is 
also signiÞcant support for both 
rehabilitation of o!enders and early 
intervention programs designed to 
prevent high risk youth from later 
engaging in criminal activityÓ (p. 
333).   "ough the public would spend 
considerably more of any allocation of 
funds on the police than they would 
on the building of more prisons, even 
the police would not receive as high 
a proportion of any special Ôcrime 
preventionÕ funds as would prevention 
programs.

Reference: :  Cohen, Mark A., Roland T. Rust, 
and Sara Steen (2006). Prevention, Crime 
Control or Cash?  Public Preferences Towards 
Criminal Justice Spending Priorities. Justice 
Quarterly, 23 (3), 317-335.

  

A nationally representative sample of U.S. residents report overwhelming 
support for increased spending on preventing youth crime, for drug treatment 
for non-violent o!enders, and for the police, but they show little support for 
spending money on building more prisons. 

A serious problem with many public opinion polls concerning public policy is that members of the public are typically 
not forced to make tradeo!s among programs that they favour.  For example, a question like ÒShould more money be 
spent on the police to reduce crime?Ó doesnÕt o!er the respondent any choices of other strategies that they might prefer. 
It is easy to be in favour of something if nothing has to be given up.  If one wants to know what the public would do if 
faced with real Þscal choices, one needs to ask how they would allocate a Þxed budget to various priorities. In an earlier 
study it was found, for example, that Canadians would generally prefer to invest in the prevention of crime or in non-
prison sanctions rather than pay for more prisons (Criminological Highlights, 4(1)#5).   
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Contrary to the views expressed by the far right, public views suggest that rehabilitation 
should remain as an integral part of correctional policy. 

Context.  We are repeatedly told (in Canada as elsewhere) that people want a ÒtougherÓ criminal 
justice system and that prisoners should not be coddled.  At the same time, however, there are 
numerous public opinion polls that suggest that rehabilitation should be valued within a 
correctional setting.  Unfortunately, in Canada, we do not have much carefully conducted 
research on this issue, though we do know that people would rather spend money on alternatives 
to prison rather than prison construction (for both adults and for youth).   

This study was carried out in Ohio, a state that does not have the reputation of being liberal on 
criminal justice matters.  People were asked ÒgeneralÓ questions about the relative weight that 
should be given to rehabilitation in prison (in contrast with  ÒpunishmentÓ and ÒprotectingÓ 
society).  They were also given short ÒvignettesÓ -- that varied on a large number of dimensions 
(gender of accused, criminal record, drug use, employment history, current offence, sentence, and 
type of rehabilitation program).  They were asked a number of questions about the vignette 
dealing, in effect, with whether they supported the use of rehabilitation with the offender.  

The results are simple.  People were more likely to list ÒrehabilitationÓ than other factors as what 
they thought should be the Òmain emphasisÓ in most prisons (41% listed ÒrehabilitationÓ first; 
32% listed Òprotect societyÓ as the Òmain emphasisÓ and 20% listed ÒpunishmentÓ as the Òmain 
emphasisÓ, with 7% indicating they were not sure). At the same time, when asked to indicate how 
important the various purposes were,  it should be noted that protection and punishment were 
each listed as being very important (or important) goals of imprisonment by about 95% of the 
respondents.  Rehabilitation was listed as being important or very important by fewer people -- 
about 83%.  It appears that people are, in effect, saying that one must punish and protect -- these 
come naturally from being in prison -- but that rehabilitation is also very important and, 
therefore, needs to be the Òmain emphasisÓ of prisons.  

The other more specific findings suggested that people valued rehabilitation more for juveniles 
than for adults and seemed generally supportive of rehabilitative efforts in prison and in the 
community.  The respondents also generally supported the expansion of rehabilitative programs. 

Conclusion. Those who suggest that the public is Òfed upÓ with rehabilitation programs for 
offenders misrepresent the public view. As the authors suggest, although Òthe public desires 
punishment and... people want to be protected from predatory criminals, it appears... that the 
public still is receptive to treating offenders; the appeal of the rehabilitative ideal remains 
widespreadÓ (page 253). 

Reference: Applegate, Brandon K., Francis T. Cullen, and Bonnie S. Fisher.  Public support for 
correctional treatment: The continuing appeal of the rehabilitative ideal.  The Prison Journal,
Volume 77 (3), September 1997. 237-258. 
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American politicians are jumping on the Òget toughÓ bandwagon in juvenile justice 
by increasingly treating youth as adults.  At the same time, residents of one of the 
countryÕs more conservative states favour putting more emphasis on rehabilitation 
in juvenile corrections.  Are the politicians listening? 

Background.Confidence in the juvenile justice system in the U.S. has, apparently,  been 
declining and, perhaps as a result,  there has been a widespread erosion of the differences 
between the juvenile and adult justice systems.   At the same time, some national polls 
have suggested that Òthe public continues to support the correctional treatment of 
juvenilesÉ [but] is less willing to support rehabilitation when this option is portrayed as 
a lenient response to crime or when it is suggested that an emphasis on rehabilitation will 
lessen the punishment given to youthsÓ (p.43).  

This study examined residents of Tennessee. The respondents were primarily white and 
politically conservative.  Respondents overwhelmingly favoured a rehabilitative
approach over a simple punishment or Òpublic protectionÓ model of juvenile corrections. 
When asked what the main emphasis in juvenile prisons should be, 63% said it should be 
rehabilitation compared to 19% who favoured punishment and 11% who favoured 
Òprotecting society from future crime [the youth] might commit.Ó  At the same time, most 
respondents (92%) indicated that they agreed with the statement that Òyoung offenders 
deserve to be punished because they have harmed societyÓ (p. 48).   When asked 
Òwhether the main priorityÉ should be to build more prisonsÉ to lock up as many 
offenders as possible or to invest in ways to prevent kids from committing crimesÉÓ 
most respondents (94%) chose to invest in preventive measures. 

Conclusion.  The finding from this survey -- that people prefer to have a justice system 
which favours prevention and which combines rehabilitation with holding young 
offenders accountable for their actions -- is not unique to the U.S.   Similar results have 
been reported in Canadian surveys (Sprott: Crime and Delinquency, 1998; Doob, Sprott, 
Marinos, and Varma, 1998; Centre of Criminology).  It would seem that people are 
interested in reducing youth crime and, when given choices about how to respond to 
crime, they choose prevention over vengeance. 

Reference: Moon, Melissa M., Jody L. Sundt, Francis T. Cullen, and John Paul Wright. Is 
child saving dead? Public support for juvenile rehabilitation.Crime and Delinquency,
2000,46 (1), 38-60. 
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Even though political leaders sometimes suggest otherwise, members of the 
public do not generally want youths to be treated as adults in criminal justice 
matters. 

Many youth justice systems have mechanisms whereby young people who commit certain o!ences can be dealt with 
as adults Ð at trial, sentencing, and/or for correctional purposes.  In the United States, treating increasing numbers of 
youths as adults for criminal justice purposes became popular toward the end of the last century, challenging the purpose 
and the value of having separate justice systems for youths accused of o!ending.  

Simple surveys of ordinary citizens 
support the conclusion that many 
people want youths charged with 
certain serious o!ences to be dealt 
with as adults, though this support 
seems to vary with the age of the 
o!ender and certain circumstances 
of the o!ence.  However, it would 
appear that support varies somewhat 
depending on how a question is 
asked. "e public appears to be 
more punitive in response to Ôglobal 
questionsÕ than to questions in which 
they are given information on speciÞc 
characteristics of the youths or the 
circumstances of their crimes. 

In this study of public attitudes (in the 
state of Florida), peopleÕs views about 
whether youths should be handled in 
a separate system were measured in a 
number of di!erent ways.  "ey were 
asked whether Òhaving a separate 
court system to handle juvenile cases 
makes good senseÓ and whether 
Òjuveniles who commit violent crimes 
should be tried as adultsÓ (p. 58).  In 
addition, people were given a speciÞc 
case described in a short vignette 
that varied by o!ence and various 
characteristics of the youth (age, 
race, sex, criminal record, whether 
the o!ence was committed alone or 
with other youths, and the relative 
maturity of the youth). 

Most respondents (79%) approved in 
principle the policy that there should 
be a separate youth court, but most 
(73%) also thought that youths who 
commit serious crimes should be tried 
as adults.  At the same time, by far 
the most popular sentencing goal for 
youth sentencing was rehabilitation 
(95% saw it as Òextremely importantÓ). 
Other goals (retribution, speciÞc and 
general deterrence, and incapacitation) 
were seen as relatively important, but 
the proportion of the population 
seeing them as extremely important 
was considerably lower (ranging 
from 57% for retribution to 22% 
for incapacitation). "e perceived 
importance of these punishment 
goals did not, however, relate to 
the respondentsÕ views of whether a 
youth should be transferred to adult 
court.  Youths who were described as 
having a criminal record or who were 
perceived as relatively mature for their 
age were seen as more appropriate 
candidates for transfer to adult court. 
Not surprisingly, those who were 
described as having committed a 
violent or drug o!ence also were seen 
as more appropriately dealt with in 
adult court. 

Even though all of the o!enders 
described in the vignettes were 
eligible for transfer, only those who 

were described as having committed 
very serious o!ences and those with 
extensive criminal record were seen 
by the majority of respondents 
as appropriate cases for transfer.  
"ose who believed that adult court 
would be more likely to impose the 
punishment that the youth deserved 
were more likely to want youths to 
be transferred.  Similarly, those who 
thought that the youth would be 
more likely to be rehabilitated in the 
adult system favoured transfer.

Conclusion: It would appear that 
ÒPeople want juveniles who are 
accused of serious o!ences to be held 
responsible for their actions, and 
they see transfer as a mechanism for 
achieving this goal. "us, the extent 
of transfers in the future may hinge, 
at least in part, on the capacity of the 
juvenile justice system to show that 
is an instrument of accountabilityÓ 
(p. 72-73).

Reference: Applegate, Brandon K., Robin 
King Davis, and Francis T. Cullen (2009). 
Reconsidering Child Saving: "e Extent and 
Correlates of Public Support for Excluding 
Youths From the Juvenile Court.  Crime and 
Delinquency, 55(1), 51-77. .
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The public wants tougher laws to deal with violent and repeat juvenile offenders, 
doesnÕt it? No, not really.

Background. The United States Congress apparently is interested in passing laws to show 
the public that it takes crime committed by youth seriously.  A Senate bill, introduced by 
two prominent Republicans,  would, among other things, allow youth to be imprisoned 
along with adults, make juvenile records available to colleges that the youth might apply to 
later in life, provide funds for prison construction, and give federal prosecutors sole 
discretion to decide whether those youth charged with offences would be tried as adults or 
as youth. 

This paper provides survey results from February 1998 on a representative sample of U.S. 
adults designed to determine what level of support there is for the various provisions of the 
bill.  The results suggest that ÒtoughÓ may be ÒgoodÓ in the abstract, but when it comes 
down to specific provisions, ÒtoughÓ doesnÕt sound so good. 

The results show that the American public: 

x Disagreed with the proposal that would allow youth to be housed in adult jails on arrest 
(67% disagreed with this proposal).  This finding was similar to that obtained in a 
survey of 548 American police chiefs, 83% of whom agreed with the view that the 
focus for youth should be rehabilitation and the avoidance of placing youth with adult 
criminals. 

x Disagreed with the proposal (70% disagreed) to allow the sharing of juvenile records 
with colleges the youth might apply for later in live. 

x Agreed (74%) with the suggestion that the bill should earmark money for prevention. 

x Disagreed (72%; mostly strongly) that youth be expelled from school for using 
tobacco.

x Tended to disagree (56% disagree, 41% agree, 3% undecided) with the proposal to give 
prosecutors total discretion on whether to try youth as adults or as youth. 

One may well hear statements that we should be Òtough on crimeÓ but when it comes down 
to particular ways in which this might be done, people seem more pragmatic than tough.  
Canadian data on this are quite similar.  See, for example, Sprott [Crime and Delinquency,
July 1998] and Doob, A. N., J.B. Sprott, V. Marinos, and K. N. Varma  [An exploration of 
Ontario residentsÕ views of crime and the criminal justice system. Centre of Criminology, 
1998].

Conclusion. Just because people say that they want to be ÒtoughÓ on youth crime does not 
mean that these same people will endorse ÒtoughÓ strategies.  This survey, carried out on a 
nationally representative sample of Americans, suggests that ÒtoughÓ federal standards for 
the youth justice system are not endorsed by the majority of American citizens.  We 
suspect, based on other work (See Doob et al. cited above), that people are more interested 
in effective proposals. 

Reference:Schiraldi, Vincent and Mark Soler. The will of the people? The publicÕs 
opinion of the violent and repeat juvenile offender act of 1997. Crime and Delinquency, 44
(4), October 1998, 590-601. 
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The public supports the use of tax money to provide social programs aimed at providing help to 
children at risk of developing into offenders.  Data show that, at an aggregate level, children at risk 
can be identified. Programs exist which can reduce the incidence of delinquency in a community.  
Those programs that are likely to reduce offending will provide a direct benefit to the children 
themselves that go far beyond delinquency.  So why is it so hard, politically, to invest in the 
prevention of offending by young people? 

Context.  Criminologists can sometimes be accused of being overly pessimistic about two aspects of 
crime prevention.  They have a tendency not to be supportive of programs that may show incremental, 
sometimes small, but beneficial effects on young people.  Second, they often are exceptionally concerned 
about increased state intervention in the lives of children and others.  Notwithstanding these views, three 
empirical conclusions can be supported that suggest that early intervention is to be encouraged: 
x ÒThe origins of serious delinquency and adult crime can often be traced to childhood....Ó(p. 189). 
x Researchers can predict who will become delinquent, though obviously such predictions are not 

perfect.
x ÒCrime is highly concentrated within [certain] familiesÓ (p. 189). 

Early intervention has other justifications: ÒBecause of the link between offending and numerous other 
social problems, any measure that succeeds in reducing crime will have benefits that go far beyond this.  
Any measure that reduces crime will probably also reduce alcohol abuse, drunk driving, drug abuse, 
sexual promiscuity, family violence, truancy, school failure, unemployment, marital disharmony and 
divorce...Ó(David Farrington, quoted here on p. 189).  What is needed, however, is public support.  Does 
it exist?

This study reports survey results of 390 Tennessee residents.  They were generally a rather punitive lot: 
most identified themselves as moderate or conservative, and most favoured capital punishment. 

About three quarters of respondents favoured Òspending tax dollars on programs that try to prevent crime 
by identifying youths early in life and rehabilitating them....Ó rather than Òspending tax dollars to build 
more prisons so that more criminals can be locked up for longer periods of time.Ó  This finding is very 
similar to recent University of Toronto Centre of Criminology findings from an Ontario survey. 

When faced with specific early intervention programs, more than three quarters of respondents favoured 
each of the following: expanding preschool programs, giving special services to troubled kids, education 
programs to help parents of troubled kids deal with them effectively, school programs to identify 
troublesome youth and provide services, after school recreational programs, drug education programs, 
programs to keep delinquent kids in school, and rehabilitation programs for youths and parents of those 
convicted of offences. 

Conclusion: Even in conservative parts of the U.S., there is enormous support for early intervention 
programs for youth rather than the building of more prisons.  It is hard to imagine that a government in 
Canada or the U.S. could not achieve public support for progressive crime prevention rather than punitive 
approaches if it were willing to do so. 

Reference: Cullen, Francis T., J. P. Wright, S. Brown, M. M. Moon, Michael Blankenship, B. K. 
Applegate.  Public support for early intervention programs: Implications for a progressive policy agenda.  
Crime and Delinquency, 1998, 44, 187-204. 
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Community based sanctions are acceptable to members of the public when the public is 
asked about ÒrealÓ cases and is not asked, simply, whether Òsentences are harsh enough.Ó 
The sanctions, however, must have real consequences for the offender in order to be 
acceptable to the public. 

Context. Broad public opinion poll questions about whether people think the courts are harsh 
enough almost always find that people want harsh penalties. ÒGiven these numbers, it is 
understandable why virtually every elected official has jumped aboard the Ôget toughÕ 
bandwagon and is wary of supporting policies that appear to treat offenders leniently.Ó  These 
opinion questions, however, may assess Òa general anger at, or a desire for protection from, the 
stereotypic chronic violent offender often portrayed in the mediaÓ (p. 7).  These broad questions 
seldom assess support for rehabilitative approaches, and seldom give any details about offenders. 

This study.  A survey in Cincinnati, Ohio, asked respondents to read a short vignette describing a 
crime and the offender.  Respondents were asked not only about their preferred sentence, but 
also which sentences they would tolerate.  The vignettes varied across respondents.  There were 
four crimes (two types each of robbery -- a purse snatching --  and burglary of a store).  In some 
vignettes, the offender was described as carrying a gun; in others he was not.  In some of the 
robberies, the victim suffered a physical injury; in some she did not.  The amount taken in the 
burglary varied.  Finally, the age, presence of a drug problem, prior record, and employment 
status of the offender varied. 

Findings. Every respondent indicated that there should be some form of punishment imposed 
Across vignettes, prison was the preferred option for 34-56% of the cases.  Generally speaking, 
however,  the data support the conclusion that Òthe public is reluctant to tolerate community 
based sanctions that do not include close monitoring of offendersÓ (p. 17). The data suggest, 
then,  that community based alternatives are supported (even in a population that typically says 
that sentences are too lenient) even for relatively serious cases. There were, however, big 
differences in the preference for, and acceptability of, different community sanctions.  ÒRegular 
probationÓ -- where the only real consequence was that the offender had to meet with the 
probation officer once a month for two years -- was seldom seen as preferred or acceptable.  The 
authors suggest that community based sanctions need to be Òdeveloped and applied 
meaningfully.Ó 

Conclusion: In this survey (as in surveys carried out by the Centre of Criminology, University 
of Toronto recently in Ontario), ordinary people -- even those who say that they think that 
sentences are not harsh enough -- are quite supportive of the use of community sanctions.  These 
sanctions must have meaningful consequences.  And the publicÕs support for community 
sanctions is more evident when they are responding to actual cases.   

Reference:  Turner, Michael G., Francis T. Cullen, Jody L. Sundt, and Brandon K. Applegate.  Public 
tolerance for community-based sanctions. The Prison Journal, 1997, 77,6-26.
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!ose citizens Ð jury members Ð who have intimate knowledge of speciÞc 
criminal cases are quite content with sentences imposed by judges in  
those cases.

Public opinion polls in most western countries suggest that the vast majority of people Ð typically about 70-80% Ð say 
that sentences, in general, are too lenient.  Extensive research carried out in many countries suggests that the answers 
to such questions reßect a belief based on inadequate knowledge of cases and the sentences actually handed down. 
Instead, the answers that people give to questions about Ôsentence severityÕ appear to be based on peopleÕs beliefs about 
sentences or the sentencing process rather than being carefully considered conclusions based on evidence of what goes 
on in court.  

!is study Ð carried out at the 
suggestion of the Chief Justice of the 
High Court of Australia Ð examines 
how sentences, as handed down by 
the courts, are perceived by a group of 
ordinary citizens who have extensive 
knowledge of a single case: jurors in 
the Australian state of Tasmania who 
decided on the guilt of the accused 
in criminal trials.  Before the judge 
handed down the sentences in 138 
trials in which there was a guilty 
verdict, jurors were asked to indicate 
the sentence they thought should 
be imposed.  Overall 52% chose a 
sentence that was more lenient than 
the sentence actually imposed by 
the judge, 44% chose a more severe 
sentence, and 4% gave exactly the 
same sentence as the judge. !ere was 
some variation across o"ence types 
but in all cases about half or more 
of the jurors recommended the same 
or a more lenient sentence than did 
the judge.  Ninety percent thought 
that the actual sentence handed 
down by the judge was very or fairly 
appropriate. 

!ose whose preferred sentence 
was more lenient than the sentence 
actually handed down by the judge 
were signiÞcantly more likely to say 
that the judgeÕs actual sentence was 
very appropriate than were those who 
had selected a more severe sentence 

than the judge. ÒIn other words, 
jurors who were more punitive were 
less tolerant of the judgeÕs sentence 
and less malleable in their views than 
the more lenient jurorsÓ (p. 5). 

!e responses of the jurors in this 
study to questions about sentencing 
generally were typical of those who 
answer such questions on public 
opinion polls.  !ese jurors were 
asked their opinion about sentences 
in general.  !e majority thought 
that, in general,  sentences were too 
lenient for all o"ence types, most 
notably for sex and violence where 
80% and 76%, respectively, thought 
sentences were too lenient.   !ough 
jurors were slightly less likely to say 
that sentences generally were Òmuch 
too lenientÓ after they heard the 
judgeÕs sentence in ÒtheirÓ case, the 
majority of jurors still believed that, 
in general,  judgesÕ sentences are too 
lenient.  Hence it would seem that 
this one exposure to a ÔcompleteÕ case 
did not have a dramatic impact on 
jurorsÕ overall views of sentencing. 
Apparently, in general, the 698 jurors 
who participated in the study saw 
their case as being exceptional in the 
sense that the judge handed down an 
appropriate sentence. 

As in other studies, those jurors who 
thought that sentences, generally, were 

too lenient were more likely to think 
that crime in their state had increased 
(when, in fact, it had decreased in 
recent years).  !inking that sentences 
were too lenient was also correlated 
with overestimating the proportion 
of crime that involves violence and 
underestimating the likelihood of 
imprisonment for those convicted of 
rape.

Conclusion:  !e basic Þndings Ð that 
jurors are not more punitive than 
judges in recommending sentences 
for actual cases when jurors and 
judges have the same information Ð 
are consistent with other Þndings on 
public attitudes to sentencing. !ese 
Þndings underline the importance of 
responding sensibly to public opinion 
on sentencing. Most citizens have little 
if any information about the details 
of criminal cases. Hence their view 
that sentences are too lenient is best 
thought of as a ÔbeliefÕ rather than an 
attitude based on a careful assessment 
of information.

Reference: Warner, Kate, Julia Davis, Maggie 
Walter, Rebecca BradÞeld, and Rachel Vermey 
(2011).  Public Judgement on Sentencing: Final 
Results from the Tasmanian Jury Sentencing 
Study. Australian Institute of Criminology: 
Trends & Issues in Crime and Justice, No. 407.  
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!is study looks at the relationship, in 
a sample of ordinary people, between 
public conÞdence in the (Australian) 
criminal justice system and the 
publicÕs knowledge about crime and 
criminal justice.  ConÞdence in the 
criminal justice system was assessed 
on the basis of peopleÕs answers to 
questions in Þve areas:  sentence 
severity, bringing o"enders to justice, 
meeting the needs of victims, treating 
accused people fairly, and respecting 
the rights of those accused of crimes.  

Knowledge was assessed with six 
questions about local crime and 
justice: changes in the level of 
property crime (actual: a decrease); 
the proportion of reported crime 
involving violence (actual=7%); the 
proportion of burglars brought to 
court who were convicted (actual = 
73%); proportion of those brought to 
court for assault who were convicted 
(actual = 74%); proportion of those 
convicted of home burglary who were 
imprisoned (actual =61%);  and the 
imprisonment rate for assault (14%).  
Responses were categorized according 
to how far (in either direction) they 
were from the correct answer. 

After controlling statistically for 
education, age, income, and whether 
the respondent lived in a metropolitan 
area, high levels of knowledge of these 
dimensions tended to predict peopleÕs 
conÞdence in the criminal justice 
system.  For example, those who knew 
that property crime had decreased and 
that violence constituted only a small 
portion of all crime reported to the 
police, and those who were accurate 
about assault and burglary conviction 
rates and burglary imprisonment 
rates were most likely to think that 
the severity of sentences was Ôabout 
rightÕ even when controlling for 
demographic variables. !is Þnding 
also held when factors such as whether 
the respondent was university educated 
were controlled for statistically.

Conclusion: It would appear that 
part of the lack of conÞdence that 
people have about the operation of 
the criminal justice system comes 
from a general lack of knowledge 
about how it operates.  !e impact 
of knowledge is large and appears to 
exist when other factors were held 
constant.  For example, of those 
people in their 40s, who were less 

than university educated, earned less 
than the median income, and had low 
knowledge about crime and justice, 
only 4% thought that sentences were 
about right in their level of severity.  
About 60% of identically placed 
respondents with high knowledge 
thought that sentences were about 
right. It is not terribly surprising that 
there is a general lack of knowledge 
about the criminal justice process and 
that many people lack conÞdence in 
this public institution: much public 
discourse about crime and criminal 
justice appears to be ill-informed 
and, therefore, the public can hardly 
be held responsible for their lack of 
knowledge.  But clearly judgments 
about the operation of the criminal 
justice system from those who know 
how it operates are likely to be very 
di"erent from those who express views 
but do know how it actually operates. 

Reference: :  Jones, Craig and Don Weatherburn 
(2010). Public ConÞdence in the NSW 
Criminal Justice System: A Survey of the 
NSW Public.  !e Australian and New Zealand 
Journal of Criminology, 43(3), 506-525. 

People who have little conÞdence in the criminal justice system and are most 
critical of sentences being handed down by the courts are likely to have very 
little knowledge of the operation of the criminal justice system.

A wide range of studies carried out in a number of countries have found that most people think that sentences in 
their countries are too lenient. Previous research would suggest that when people say this, they are thinking about 
unusual cases, often cases involving extreme violence.  At the same time, it is well known that people have very little 
information about sentencing practices in court (Criminological Highlights 4(1)#5).  When they do get adequate 
information about sentencing and the sentencing process, it appears that they are often quite likely to di"er very little 
from the courts in the sentences they prefer (Criminological Highlights, 9(4)#2, 6(2)#6, 8(6)#1, 3(3)#4). 
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CanadiansÕ views of the criminal courts are more complex than we had previously thought: 
Wealthy people are more likely than poor people to think that the courts are doing a poor 
job of helping victims of crime, whereas poor people are more likely than wealthy people to 
think that courts are doing a poor job of protecting the rights of the accused. 

Public support for the criminal justice system is clearly important.  Courts are seen as being too 
lenient by a majority of Canadian adults. Members of racial minority groups in Canada believe 
that racial discrimination is a problem within the criminal justice system.  VictimsÕ groups are 
often critical of both the manner in which victims are treated and the rights that accused people 
have in the courts.   These views of the courts (or of the police) tend to be expressed in broad 
terms rather than in terms of specific attitudes.  This paper, instead, looks at two specific attitudes 
of Canadians: views of how well the courts help victims of crime and how well the courts protect 
the rights of the accused.

This paper starts with the assumption that CanadaÕs upper classes will identify more with victims 
of crime, suggesting that Òthe upper classesÕ identification with victims of crime is based on 
stereotypes which cast offenders as members of the lower classesÓ (p.370).  On the other hand, 
Òindividuals of lower socio-economic status are predicted to identify more closely with accused 
individuals and [are] also more likely to perceive that the rights of accused individuals are not 
being protectedÓ (p.370).  

The data used in this paper come from the 1993 Statistics Canada General Social Survey, a 
nationwide survey of 10,385 adults over the age of 15.   Among other questions, people were 
asked to Òrate the courts in helping victims of crimeÓ and Òrate the courts in protecting the rights 
of accused.Ó   Many more people saw courts as doing a poor job in providing help to victims 
(49%) than in protecting accusedsÕ rights (13%).   

The findings show that members of high and low socio-economic groups had quite different 
views.  Those from higher household income groups were more likely than those from poorer 
households to think that courts were doing a poor job in helping victims of crime.  On the other 
hand, those from poorer households were more likely than those from richer households to think 
that courts were doing an inadequate job of protecting the rights of the accused.  Similarly, it is 
the relatively highly educated who are most likely to think that the courts are doing a poor job of 
providing help to victims of crime.  ÒIncome remained a significant predictor of public attitudes, 
even when other important variables such as victimization, court contact, and  perceptions of 
crime were controlledÓ (p.379).  On the other hand, Òconsistent with previous studiesÉ, 
respondents with court contact were also more likely to be dissatisfied with the courtsÕ treatment 
of victims and accused personsÓ (p.380).  

Conclusion.  When we hear concerns being expressed about the courtsÕ treatment of victims and 
accused persons, we should remember that these concerns are, to some extent, class based: it is 
disproportionately the wealthy and highly educated who are most concerned about the success of 
the courts in providing help to victims.  Those from poor households are most likely to think that 
the courts are doing a poor job protecting the rights of the accused. 

Reference: Kaukinen, Catherine and Sandra Colavecchia. Public perceptions of the courts: An 
examination of attitudes toward the treatment of victims and accused. Canadian Journal of 
Criminology, 1999, 441, 365-384. 
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Criminological Highlights Item 6
Volume 2, Number 1 December 1998 
_________________________________________________________________________

People differ on how they view crime: some see crimes as varying in how Òmorally 
wrongÓ each crime is; others tend to see crimes as being equally morally wrong, even 
when the crimes are quite different from one another.  This latter group of people 
tend to identify themselves as Òconservative Protestants.Ó 

Context.  Survey data in the U.S. has identified a group of people Òwho did not 
discriminate among crimes on their perceived wrongfulnessÓ (p. 454).  Knowing that such 
a group exists and are identifiable may help us understand public responses to various 
crime policies.  Various Government of Canada policy statements, for example, 
differentiate among crimes -- and suggest a more severe response to Òmore seriousÓ 
crimes.  If, on the other hand, all crimes are seen as equally reprehensible, such policies 
may not receive support.  And, in the context of this paper, particular groups may differ 
from others on this dimension. 

This paper examined public attitudes in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, in 1993.  Respondents 
to a survey were asked to Òindicate how morally wrong [they thought] it was for a person 
to commit [each of 12 of crimes]Ó such as shoplifting, breaking into a house and stealing a 
television, robbing a store and killing two employees, etc.  Separate measures were also 
obtained of Òconservative ProtestantismÓ and of more general Òreligiosity.Ó  ÒConservative 
ProtestantismÓ was operationalized largely in terms of a literal interpretation of events and 
ideas from the Bible (page 456).  

The findings were clear: Those who were most likely to believe in a literal interpretation of 
the Bible (High on the scale of conservative Protestantism) were most likely to rate the 
average severity of the 12 crimes very high, but, more importantly, were less likely to 
differentiate among the different crimes.   

Conclusion:  An identifiable group of people -- who, typically, would be described as 
fundamentalist Protestants -- view crime in different ways from others. First they see 
crime, generally, as being more morally wrong than others see it. Second, they tend not 
differentiate among crimes: All crimes are equally Òwrong.Ó   Other data suggest that this 
same group believes that sins (which include crimes, presumably) deserve punishment, and 
they believe in Òpunishment as retribution, rather than for deterrence or rehabilitationÓ (p. 
462).   ÒThis movement represents a shift away from the previous paradigm of 
rehabilitation, deterrence, and crime prevention through social programs and it presents 
lengthy incapacitation of criminals (all of them) as the alternative.  This message has an 
appealing ring for a public weary of crime and skeptical of past liberal rehabilitative 
efforts, as well as for politicians who are eager to exploit fears of crime and who advocate 
retributive solutions for the crime problemÓ (p. 462).  ÒManifestations of increased 
punitiveness, such as mandatory sentences... and the Ôthree strikes and youÕre outÕ 
provisions, can be understood as stemming from the successes of the conservative 
Protestant social movements, which has operated to form public opinion and to influence 
lawmakingÓ (p. 462-3). 

Reference. Curry, Theodore R.  Conservative Protestantism and the perceived 
wrongfulness of crimes: A research note.  Criminology, 1996, 34 (3), 453-464. 
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Criminological Highlights Item 5
Volume 1, Number 3 January 1998 
________________________________________________________________________

The desire for tougher laws in the U.S. relates more to factors such as the publicÕs 
belief in the decline of morality and increases in the diversity of the population than 
it does to perceptions of fear and risk.  

Background.  There are two broad, but not mutually exclusive, ways in which punitiveness within 
the general population might be explained.   
x It is possible that people are punitive because they believe that punitive approaches to 

wrongdoing will create a safer and more secure society.  Punitiveness, if this view is correct,  
should be linked to views about crime and to fear.  

x In addition, people may be punitive because they feel the need to reassert social values and to 
re-establish the obligation to obey the law.  Punitiveness, then, would be linked to social 
values -- such as judgements about the cohesiveness of society and views of the family. 

This paper.  This was a relatively small scale (166 respondents) survey in Northern California.  
Although the survey size was small, and the location was quite specific, the respondents appear to 
be a reasonably representative sample of adults in this area.  Furthermore, and most importantly, 
the respondents were diverse in terms of education, race, etc. 

The authors used, as their measure of punitiveness,  support for CaliforniaÕs Three Strikes law, 
some measures of Òoverall punitivenessÓ and respondentsÕ Òwillingness to abandon procedural 
protectionsÓ in the criminal law.  

They also obtained measures of peopleÕs views about crime, the courts, whether their 
neighbourhood and state are cohesive and caring, as well as measures of whether they feel 
traditional family values have disappeared and the acceptance of diversity in their state.   Finally, 
measures of authoritarianism and dogmatism were obtained. 

Findings.  The findings are somewhat complex, but the following results were quite clear: 
x Support for three strikes,  support for general punitive policies, and willingness to abandon 

procedural protections were all reasonably related to one another. 
x Authoritarianism and dogmatism were strong predictors of support for the three strikes 

initiative, support for general punitive policies, and the willingness to abandon procedural 
protections.   

x Other concerns about social conditions -- especially the view that traditional family values 
have disappeared -- predict support for all three types of punitive responses (3-strikes, general 
punitiveness, no procedural safeguards). 

x Above and beyond these concerns, crime-related concerns at best have a modest relationship 
with punitive responses. 

Conclusion.We tend to explain views about crime by looking to crime-related beliefs and 
attitudes.  This paper argues that such an approach is not sufficient. Social values, and views of 
the community and the family are, according to this study, more important in explaining punitive 
attitudes.  When we hear members of the Reform Party, for example, arguing for certain punitive 
policies, we must look beyond the ReformerÕs views of crime for an explanation.  Their punitive 
views may be related, much more strongly, to their broadly based views that their communities 
and their country have deteriorated morally.   

Reference.  Tyler, Tom R. and Robert J. Boeckmann. (1997)  Three strikes and you are out, but 
why?  The psychology of public support for punishing rule breakers.  Law and Society Review, 
31,237-265. 
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Criminological Highlights Item 7 
Volume 3, Number 6 February 2001 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Religious attitudes, like those of criminal justice, are complex.  People who are 
ÒreligiousÓ may be seen as showing support for rehabilitation as well as for 
punitiveness.  The issue comes down to what we mean by Òreligious attitudes.Ó 

Background:  Religion has never been very far from criminal justice attitudes.  On the 
one hand, the new U.S. president identifies himself closely with organized religion and 
has brought this into the White House by focusing on religious groups as recipients of 
federal social service money. This same individual was also responsible for more 
executions than any other American governor in recent history.  On the other hand, 
Canadians can claim the father of the youth who was killed in the 1999 school shooting 
in Taber, Alberta. An Anglican minister, he has been speaking out for forgiveness and 
understanding while also suggesting that the ÒlessonÓ from Taber is to comprehend why 
the shooting took place and to address those causes rather than focus on punishing the 
boy who killed his son.

This study examines religious attitudes in detail.  Data from previous studies differentiate 
what are typically referred to as ÒfundamentalistÓ religious views (e.g., those accepting a 
literal interpretation of the Bible) and those that are non-fundamentalist.  Fundamentalist 
Protestants, for example, are more favourable toward capital punishment than other 
religious groups.  In this survey of Ohio residents, people were asked a number of 
detailed questions about their support for punishment (e.g., ÒPunishing criminals is the 
only way to stop them from engaging in more crimes in the futureÓ) and rehabilitation 
(e.g., ÒIt is important to try to rehabilitate juveniles who have committed crimes and are 
now in the correctional systemÓ). They were also asked about religious forgiveness (e.g., 
ÒGod teaches that even if someone has lived a life of crime, they should be forgiven for 
their offences if they are truly sorryÓ) and Bible literalness (ÒI believe the miracles 
described in the Bible actually happened just as the Bible saidÓ), as well as their beliefs in 
a punitive God and the salience of religion in their lives.

The results show that religious views had effects above and beyond demographic 
variables (age, sex, race, income, political affiliation, victimization and fear).  Religious 
ÒforgivenessÓ predicted lower support for capital punishment, less support for 
punishment and more support for rehabilitation (generally, and as the main goal of 
prisons). On the other hand, ÒBible literalismÓ predicted less support for rehabilitation.

Conclusion: Being ÒreligiousÓ is not useful as a way of understanding a personÕs criminal 
justice attitudes.  Rather, it appears that the ÒtypeÓ of religion is important: those who 
support religious forgiveness support rehabilitative goals of imprisonment and are less in 
favour of simple punitiveness.  Belief in the literal interpretation of the Bible appears to 
describe those least in favour of rehabilitation in prison.  With respect to criminal justice 
attitudes, it is clearly not useful to talk in simple terms about those who are ÒreligiousÓ or 
not.

Reference: Applegate, Brandon K., Francis T. Cullen, Bonnie S. Fisher, and Thomas 
Vander Ven.  Forgiveness and Fundamentalism: Reconsidering the Relationship between 
Correctional Attitudes and Religion.  Criminology, 2000, 38, 719-753. 
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Criminological Highlights Item 3 
Volume 3, Number 1 March 2000 
_______________________________________________________________________

Black residents of both the U.S. and Canada are more likely than white residents to 
perceive that the criminal justice system is biased on racial grounds.  In Canada, contact 
with the police or the courts increases the perception of bias for black residents. 

Background.  It has been suggested that social class has become more important than race in 
determining perceptions of criminal justice agencies.  Some have suggested, for example, that it 
is class, not race, that determines the targets of Òpolice misconductÓ and the perception that the 
system is biased.  These two studies suggest otherwise. 

These studies, one carried out in Canada, the other in the U.S., both look at the role of race (and 
educational achievement) on respondentsÕ views of discrimination by the police.   The American 
study examined opinions regarding the role of the police in providing security in neighbourhoods, 
confidence that the police treat people of both races equally, unfair treatment by the police, and 
the perception of how widespread the problem of racism against blacks is among police officers.    

The Canadian study looked at the perception that certain groups are treated worse (e.g., the poor, 
the young, blacks) by the police and the courts.  Generally speaking, Canadian respondents 
perceive more discrimination by the police than by criminal court judges.  In addition, Òblack 
respondents are much more likely to perceive police and judicial discrimination than either 
Chinese or white respondentsÓ (p. 446-7).  Canadian blacks Òare more likely than their white and 
Chinese counterparts to report that discrimination is both severe and commonplaceÓ (p.448).   
The American data are similar: controlling for education, income, age, gender, region of the 
country, and  political orientation, ÒBlacks are significantly more likely than whites to view 
themselves as being the brunt of harsh treatment at the hands of the criminal justice system.... and 
to believe that racism among police officers is very or fairly commonÓ (p. 500).   

Education does make a difference.  In the US, the more educated a respondent is, the more likely 
it is that there will be negative appraisals of the criminal justice systemÕs treatment of blacks 
generally.  Similarly, in Canada, those who were best educated were most likely to perceive the 
criminal justice system as being unjust. 

The most dramatic finding for Canada, however, was that contact with the police or the courts 
was likely to increase perceptions of criminal injustice, particularly for blacks.  This may not be 
too surprising given that blacks were much more likely to report that they had been stopped by 
the police (43% of males reported being stopped at least once in the past two years) than were 
whites (25%) or Chinese (19%).  Hence the problem is not that blacks hold an uninformed 
stereotype of the police and courts based on no direct experience.  When they actually have 
contact with the criminal justice system, their views become even more negative.   

Conclusion. These findings -- that blacks are much more likely than whites to perceive racial bias 
on the part of the police and courts -- are important for a number of reasons including the fact that 
Òpeople obey the law [in part] because they believe that it is proper to do so... People are more 
responsive to normative judgements and appeals than is typically recognized by criminal legal 
authorities...Ó (p. 461).  Given that most people believe that it is the responsibility of the police 
and others in  the criminal justice system to maintain confidence in the system,  these perceptions 
of injustice cannot be ignored.  They are also important because they are one more indicator of 
differential treatment of blacks by the police and other parts of the justice system.  

References.  Wortley, Scot.  Justice for all?  Race and perceptions of bias in the Ontario criminal 
justice system -- a Toronto study.  Canadian Journal of Criminology, 1996, 439-467.  Weitzer, 
Ronald and Steven A. Tuch.  Race, class, and perceptions of discrimination by police. Crime and 
Delinquency, 1999, 45, 494-507.
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Criminological Highlights Item 4 Volume 5, Number 2 
October 2002 

It is people, not crime rates, who account for white residentsÕ perceptions of crime. Studies in three 
American cities show that oneÕs perception of the level of crime is associated with the proportion of 
young black men in a neighbourhood, even after controlling for the amount of actual criminal 
activity. 

Background.  Fear of crime is an important determinant of peopleÕs everyday lives as well as their views 
about the ways in which those who offend should be handled by the criminal justice system. This 
recognition may be important in shedding light on the tendency of whites to avoid living in 
neighbourhoods with high proportions of black residents. Indeed, this behaviour raises the question of 
whether part of this avoidance is due to the perception that black Americans are associated with crime.  

This study examines the relationship between the racial composition of a neighbourhood and the 
perceptions of white residents of neighbourhood crime levels. Unlike neighbourhood crime rates, Ò[a] 
neighbourhoodÕs racial composition is a readily observable characteristicÓ (p.721). Furthermore, evidence 
suggests that Ò[t]he stereotype of blacks as criminals is widely known and is deeply embedded in the 
collective consciousness of Americans, irrespective of the level of prejudice or personal beliefsÓ (p.722). 
Data from surveys in three cities Ð Chicago, Seattle, and Baltimore Ð were examined in an attempt to 
understand the way(s) in which people infer their neighbourhoodÕs crime rate. The actual level of crime in 
the neighbourhood was controlled for by examining official statistics and, in two cities, victimization 
measures from the survey. The effects of other factors (e.g., income, the physical deterioration of the 
neighbourhood) were also removed. The study hypothesized that the proportion of young black men in 
the neighbourhood would be used by residents as an indicator of the crime rate. More specifically, high 
numbers of young black men would be interpreted as indicating a high level of crime. 

The results in all three cities supported this hypothesis. In Chicago, for example, both the proportion of 
young black men and the crime rate as well as indicators of general disorder or incivilities (e.g., noise 
problems and insults among persons on the street) were predictors of the perception that crime was a 
problem (p.740). The results for Seattle were similar. Over and above crime rates and victimization 
experience, the percent of young black men predicted respondentsÕ perception of neighbourhood crime 
rates. In addition, individuals who reported numerous teenagers hanging out in the street were also more 
likely to report that their neighbourhood had a serious crime problem (p.742). Further, the Baltimore data 
showed that above and beyond crime rates, the percent of black residents as well as personal victimization 
had an impact on perceived levels of crime. There was some evidence in Seattle and Baltimore that these 
effects were stronger for white residents than for black residents (p.744).  

Conclusion.  It would appear that Òwhites are averse to black neighbours in part because certain 
neighbourhood problems, namely crime, are perceived to be worse in black neighbourhoodsÓ (p.748). 
However, the results Òcontradict the assumption that this perception simply reflects actual differences in 
neighbourhood crime levelsÓ (p.748). Thus, it seems that whites Òsystematically overestimate the extent 
to which perceptible black and neighbourhood crime rates are associatedÓ (p.749). Indeed, it would seem 
that perceptions of crime levels are still very Ôblack and whiteÕ.  

Reference: Quillian, Lincoln and Devah Pager (2001). Black Neighbors, Higher Crime? The Role of 
Racial Stereotypes in Evaluations of Neighborhood Crime. American Journal of Sociology, 107, 717-767.
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In contrast with overt racist behaviour, 
symbolic racism Òstems from a blend 
of anti-Black a!ect and traditional 
valuesÓ (p. 438) in which Whites 
attribute high levels of violation of 
social norms to Blacks (e.g., on such 
dimensions as work ethic, respect for 
authority, self-reliance), and in which 
Whites view Blacks as getting too 
many special privileges.  "is study 
suggests that Òsymbolic racism is a key 
determinant of crime policy attitudesÓ 
(p. 439).  Using data from white 
respondents to surveys carried out in 
Los Angeles in the late 1990s, support 
for tough criminal justice polices was 
assessed with questions related to the 
enforcement of the death penalty 
for persons convicted of murder and 
Òthree strikesÓ sentencing practices. 
Support for preventative policies was 
assessed with questions about reducing 
poverty and providing prison inmates 
with education and job training as 
ways of reducing crime.  

In addition to symbolic racism, various 
other possible explanations for support 
for harsh criminal justice policies 
(and opposition to preventative 
policies) were measured, including 
the perceived seriousness of random 
street violence, political conservatism, 

whether the respondent had been 
victimized, and the frequency with 
which the respondent watched local 
news. Respondents were also asked 
about their own theories of the causes 
of crime (e.g., breakdown of family 
structure, lack of good schools or 
jobs).   Symbolic racism was assessed 
with such questions as ÒBlacks are 
demanding too much from the rest of 
societyÓ and ÒDiscrimination against 
Blacks is no longer a problem in the 
U.S.Ó

When looking at support for punitive 
policies, the respondentsÕ own 
explanations for crime correlated with 
support for such policies.  "ose who 
attributed crime to individual deÞcits 
(in contrast with structural di#culties 
such as lack of well-paying jobs) 
were more supportive of punitive 
crime policies. Similarly, those who 
described themselves as conservative 
and those who watched a lot of local 
news saw the crime problem as being 
more serious and in turn were more 
likely to support punitive policies.  
However, above and beyond these 
e!ects, those who scored high on 
Ôsymbolic racismÕ were more likely to 
support harsh policies. "e e!ect of 
symbolic racism on endorsement of 

punitive policies was especially strong 
for those whose income was lowest.  
Support for preventative policies came 
from those who attributed crime to 
structural problems and from those 
who saw crime as coming from such 
factors as the breakdown of the family.  
Political conservatives were less likely 
to support preventive policies.  Once 
again, however, above and beyond 
these factors, those who were high 
on symbolic racism were less likely to 
support preventive policies.

Conclusion.  "e Þndings suggest that 
Òin a present-day society in which there 
is broad general support for abstract 
principles of racial equalityÉ, the 
inßuence of racism remains important, 
even on ostensibly race-neutral issues 
like crime policyÓ (p. 449).  

Reference: Green, Eva G.T., Christian StaerklŽ, 
and David O. Sears (2006).  Symbolic Racism 
and WhitesÕ Attitudes Towards Punitive and 
Preventive Crime Policies.  Law and Human 
Behaviour, 30, 435-454. 

Support for harsh criminal justice policies and opposition to preventive 
crime policies within the American white community are each associated with 
symbolic racism. 

"e media coverage of crime is often tinged with racism.  A white victim of a violent crime committed by a black 
o!ender is often highlighted (e.g., TorontoÕs ÒJust DesertsÓ killing in the early 1990s or the killing of a young white 
woman in downtown Toronto in December 2005) but similar killings of black victims, or violent crimes committed by 
Whites, often receive less coverage.  It is suggested that such coverage may support a particular kind of racism Ð symbolic 
racism Ð which, in turn, may lead to support for harsh criminal justice policies. 
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Watching local television news increases viewersÕ fear of crime, particularly for 
people who live in high crime areas or who have been victims of crime. 

Background. What makes people think that they are likely to be victims of crime?  Very 
few people have enough ÒdirectÓ experience with crime to allow reasonable inferences 
about their likelihood of being victimized.  It has been suggested that for those most 
vulnerable Ð and most fearful Ð, media influences are Òovershadowed by direct personal 
and interpersonal experience with the reality of crimeÓ (p. 758).  Others have suggested 
that TV representations of crime resonate only with, and therefore only affect, those 
whose lives are congruent with those images. This would suggest that only those who 
live in high crime areas or who have been victimized would be influenced by television 
images of crime. Finally, one could expect that only those who believe that TV images 
reflect reality would be affected by them. 

This study examined fear of crime as measured by responses of Florida residents to 
questions concerning the likelihood that they would be victimized in six different ways. 
They were also asked about their television news (local and national) viewing as well as 
various demographic questions.  ÒActual crimeÓ was assessed by using official crime 
rates for the city or county in which the respondent lived.

Several of the control variables Ð amount of actual crime, age, sex, and being Hispanic Ð 
impacted on the personÕs perceived likelihood of victimization.  The amount of local 
television news which a person watched had an impact above and beyond these other 
variables. More interesting is the fact that the effect of TV news viewing seemed to be 
largest in certain groups.  Those who lived in high crime areas, those who had been 
personally victimized or had a family member who had been a victim of crime, and those 
who believed that local news reflects the reality of crime were more likely to show 
ÒeffectsÓ of viewing local TV news. In other words, members of these groups who 
watched a lot of local television news were more likely to be fearful of being victimized 
than were members of these groups who watched little local TV news.  Those whose 
beliefs or lives did not resonate with the image of local crime stories (those who lived in 
relatively safe areas, who had not experienced victimization, or who didnÕt believe in the 
ÒaccuracyÓ of local TV news) were relatively uninfluenced by the amount of local TV 
news which they watched.

Conclusion:  ÒReality and TV are not competing explanations for peopleÕs perceptions 
about crimeÉÓ (p. 780). Instead, they are Òfactors that interact in the social construction 
of fear and possibly other meanings about crimeÓ (p. 780). The effects of local TV news 
on fear of being victimized overwhelmed any effect of viewing national news.  ÒLocal 
news effects are most often significant for viewers who live in high-crime areas, have 
recent victim experience, or who perceive news accounts as realisticÓ (p. 780).  

Reference: Chiricos, Ted, Kathy Padgett, and Marc Gertz.  Fear, TV News, and the 
Reality of Crime.  Criminology, 2000, 38, 755-785. 
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Everyday knowledge -- and everyday misunderstandings of the law -- can affect the 
way in which decisions are made.  Jurors in capital cases in the state of Georgia 
often have strong, and largely incorrect, views of the likelihood of release of an 
offender given ÒlifeÓ instead of the death penalty.  The legal fiction that the 
consequences of a decision are not relevant to the jury members is clearly not 
followed:  Death is recommended by juries in part because they do not know what 
the meaning is of a sentence of life in prison.  

Background.  Folk knowledge Ð everyday, taken-for-granted understandings of the world 
Ð shapes the way in which people make decisions and can shape the way in which 
governments respond to people. ÒRecent public opinion research reveals increasingly 
punitive attitudes in the United States.  Since the claim that punishment is too lenient is 
embedded in cultural understandings rather than experience with crime [or the criminal 
justice system], the implication that we are not now imposing enough punishment is a 
cultural tenet, a value judgement, not subject to empirical refutationÓ (p. 465).  

This study examines citizensÕ views of the release of offenders who have been convicted 
of murder.  The public generally believes that dangerous offenders are released soon after 
their conviction and return to their communities to commit additional crimes.   Public 
opinion polls in the U.S. show that large numbers of people believe that convicted 
murderers will be released from prison considerably earlier than they actually are under 
the law.  ÒCitizens clearly do not trust the criminal justice system to act predictably in 
accord with legal requirements, to the extent that they actually know what state law 
requiresÓ (p.473).   Most people believe that murderers are released too early.

Jurors in capital cases, in the state of Georgia, for example, appear to believe that 
murderers are released after 7 years when, in fact, some of them are only first considered
for parole (typically at 15 years.  Furthermore, capital murderers not given the death 
penalty have not been eligible for parole since 1994.  The problem is that jurors deciding 
on whether an offender should be executed want to know what the consequences of a 
decisionnot to execute would mean.  Judges are not able to tell them since the law 
appears to imply that such ÒconsequencesÓ are irrelevant.  

Conclusion.  When people are making decisions, the consequences of those decisions are 
taken into account.  When those consequences are misperceived, it is the misperception 
that will affect the decision. Courts have repeatedly been reluctant to allow Òordinary 
jurorsÓ to take into account the consequences of their decisions.  Thus, for example, when 
deciding between two possible charges, decision makers may well take into account 
expectations based on Òfolk wisdomÓ rather than facts when crafting a decision that is 
designed to accomplish a particular goal. 

Reference: Steiner, Benjamin D., William J. Powers, and Austin Sarat.  Folk knowledge 
as legal action: Death penalty judgements and the tenet of early release in a culture of 
mistrust and punitiveness.  Law and Society Review, 1999, 33, 461-505. 
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Providing ordinary citizens with authoritative information about crime, the 
e!ect of harsh sentences, and mandatory minimum sentences appears to have 
an immediate impact on their general satisfaction with sentences and the 
courts. However, these e!ects are not long-lasting. 

In some western countries (e.g., Canada, the U.S., Australia), most residents, when asked to give their views about 
sentencing, tell pollsters that sentences are not harsh enough.  It has often been asserted Ð and sometimes demonstrated 
Ð that when people are given some information about sentences, their views of sentences become more moderate.  For 
example, when people are given information showing that having the death penalty does not reduce crime, there is an 
immediate reduction in support for the death penalty. However, a number of such studies suggest that the e!ect is not 
long lasting.  

Some have suggested that to achieve 
lasting impact, people need to 
engage with the information through 
discussion and deliberation.  However, 
little evidence exists that Ôonce onlyÕ 
engagement with issues surrounding 
sentencing will have lasting impact. 
In this study, the impact of discussion 
and deliberation about sentencing 
matters is examined over a relatively 
long time period (5-8 months).

A representative sample of 6005 
Australian adults were interviewed 
(on the telephone) in 2008-9 (Time 
1). "ey were asked questions about 
three aspects of sentencing: (1) their 
conÞdence in sentencing, (2) their 
preferences for harsh sentences, and (3) 
their willingness to accept alternatives 
to imprisonment for certain types of 
o!enders.  Most of those interviewed 
agreed to be interviewed at a later 
time.  

Approximately 9 months later (Time 
2) a random sample of 815 of this 
group were interviewed a second time 
(the Ôinformation sessionÕ).  "ey 
were provided information about 
the purposes of sentencing and given 
some sentencing scenarios, and then 
they were asked to indicate which 
purposes should guide sentences. 

Next, they were provided some key 
facts about sentencing (e.g., relative 
costs of prison and alternatives, the 
ine!ectiveness of high imprisonment 
as a crime control technique, 
problems with mandatory minimum 
sentences).  "ey were also asked to 
consider the importance of these facts 
in directing policy (e.g., whether to 
build more prisons). Finally, they gave 
their views on the same three issues 
they had been questioned about 9 
months earlier. 

About 7 months later (Time 3) 
these same people, and a randomly 
selected control group of people 
who had not been contacted for the 
(Time 2) Ôinformation sessionÕ were  
interviewed.  "e views of members 
of both groups were assessed using the 
same scales.

"e results are quite consistent across 
measures.  "e immediate impact of 
the information deliberation at Time 
2 was signiÞcant on all three measures. 
People expressed more moderate 
views after engaging with sentencing 
information and sentencing 
purposes.  However, at Time 3 Ð 7 
months after people had been given 
information and had been induced 
to think about it Ð these moderating 

e!ects of information disappeared 
almost completely: ÒNo substantial 
di!erences could be observed between 
the group exposed to the intervention 
and the control group some 6-9 
months after the interventionÓ  
(p. 160).

Conclusion: It would appear 
that although information and 
deliberation about sentencing has an 
immediate impact, its e!ect is short 
lived, presumably, in part, because in 
many communities the assumption 
that harsh sentences are good is the 
dominant publicly expressed attitude. 
ÒEmotions of fear, anger, and disgust 
areÉ easy to elicit on topics of crime 
and punishmentÓ (p. 161) and these 
emotions can lead to the expression of 
punitive attitudes toward sentencing.  
But a focus on these emotions ignores 
the fact that, when engaged with the 
issue of sentencing, the public appears 
to have more moderate views. 

Reference: Indermaur, David, Lynne Roberts, 
Caroline Spiranovic, Geraldine Mackenzie and 
Karen Gelb (2012). A Matter of Judgement: 
"e E!ect of information and Deliberation on 
Public Attitudes to Punishment.  Punishment 
& Society, 14(2), 147-165.  
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Variation across neighbourhoods in legal cynicism Ð i.e., lack of support for 
the legitimacy of laws and lack of conÞdence in the police Ð helps explain why 
some Chicago neighbourhoods maintained high homicide rates even when 
homicide rates elsewhere were decreasing.

Previous research has shown that residents of socially disadvantaged neighbourhoods with high rates of violent crime 
have low levels of tolerance for violence or crime.  However, Òwhile individuals may believe in the substance of the law, 
antagonism toward and mistrust of the agents of the law may propel some individuals toward violence simply because 
they feel they cannot rely upon the police to help them resolve grievancesÓ (p. 1191), an argument similar to that made 
to explain the relative reduction, over time, of homicides by the elite (see Criminological Highlights 1(3)#3).  Legal 
cynicism is part of the culture of a neighbourhood.  !is conceptualization of culture views it Ònot as values but as a 
repertoire of tools that ultimately serve as a guide for actionÓ (p. 1195).  

Residents of a neighbourhood 
Òacquire culture relationally, through 
their interactions in social networksÓ  
(p. 1195).  !us, for example, 
Òcynicism toward the law does 
not directly cause neighbourhood 
violenceÉ.Ó  Instead, the culture 
of a neighbourhood may be one of 
mistrust of agents of the law, such 
that Òindividuals will resort to illegal 
violence to redress a problem instead 
of abiding by the letter of the lawÓ  
(p. 1203). 

!is study examines the homicide 
rate of 342 neighbourhoods in 
Chicago, looking at characteristics 
of neighbourhoods rather than 
of individuals.  In Chicago, in 
the early 1990s, there was, not 
surprisingly, a positive correlation 
between concentrated poverty of a 
neighbourhood and legal cynicism, 
but a small negative relationship 
between legal cynicism and tolerance 
for deviance.  

!e level of legal cynicism was 
positively related to the homicide 
rate in the late 1990s above and 
beyond the impact of concentrated 
poverty, tolerance for deviance and 
other neighbourhood characteristics. 
More importantly, although the 
neighbourhood homicide rate in the 
early 1990s was a predictor of the 
neighbourhood homicide rate in the 
late 1990s, legal cynicism (measured 
in the middle of the decade) remained 
a predictor of late-1990s homicide 
rates even after controlling for the 
earlier homicide rate. In fact, the level 
of legal cynicism of the people in the 
neighbourhood predicted the change 
in homicide rates from the early 1990s 
to the early 2000s: neighbourhoods 
in which the culture was one in 
which the law and police were not 
trusted tended to be those whose 
homicide rates remained high, while 
neighbourhoods not characterised 
by legal cynicism tended to have 
decreased homicide rates. 

Conclusion: It is important to 
remember that Ôlegal cynicismÕ and 
Ôtolerance for deviance or violenceÕ are 
quite separate constructs. But Òwhen 
the law is perceived to be unavailable 
Ð for example, when calling the police 
is not a viable option to remedy oneÕs 
problems Ð individuals may instead 
resolve their grievances by their own 
means, which may include violenceÉ 
In this sense, cultural frames have 
a constraining inßuence; cynicism 
constrains choice if individuals 
presume that the law is unavailable 
or unresponsive to their needs, thus 
pushing individuals to engage in 
their own brand of social controlÓ  
(p. 1128).

Reference: Kirk, David S. and Andrew V. 
Papachristos (2011).  Cultural Mechanisms 
and the Persistence of Neighbourhood 
Violence.  American Journal of Sociology, 116 
(4), 1190-1233.  
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Completing a victim impact statement does not make victims more satisfied with the 
criminal justice system. Those victims who expected the victim impact statement to have an 
effect, but did not believe it had, were particularly dissatisfied with the sentence.  
Dissatisfaction with the sentence was the main determinant of dissatisfaction with the 
criminal justice system as a whole.   

Background.It is often presumed that allowing victim impact statements will ensure that victims 
are more satisfied with the criminal justice system because they are no longer legally excluded.  
On the other hand, some have argued that giving victims an opportunity to express their views 
may create the expectation that their advice will be followed.  If their advice is then not followed, 
it may lead to increased disillusionment with the system. 

This paper.  Cases with an identifiable individual victim were chosen from the South Australian 
higher courts.  Some had filed a victim impact statement, some had not.  A survey questionnaire 
was sent to them by the Director of the Office of Crime Statistics in the Attorney GeneralÕs 
office.

Findings.  Not surprisingly, most victims (96%) said that they wanted their victim impact 
statements used in sentencing, and most (71%) indicated that they expected it to have an impact 
on the sentence.  Fewer than half (46%), however, thought it had affected the sentence.  The net 
result was that for 34% of the victims, their expectation that they would have an impact was, in 
their view, unfulfilled.  Most importantly, there was no significant difference between those who 
had filled out a victim impact statement and those who had not, in the mean satisfaction rating of  
the way in which the criminal justice system had handled their case.   

Satisfaction with the sentence was the main determinant of their overall satisfaction with the 
criminal justice system.  Satisfaction with the sentence was not significantly affected by whether 
or not the victim had filled out a victim impact statement.  However, those victims who expected 
the victim impact statement to have an impact on the sentence but believed it had not had such an 
impact (i.e.,  those with unfulfilled expectations) were  particularly dissatisfied with the sentence.  
And,  of course, dissatisfaction with the sentence was the main determinant of dissatisfaction with 
the criminal justice system as a whole. 

Conclusion.  Some might believe that regardless of whether victim impact statements are helpful 
to the court, they may help demonstrate to the victim that the system is responsive to their 
concerns.  This does not seem to be the case.  The paperÕs authors suggest that Òif the victim 
impact statement practice is continued, efforts to prevent raised expectations, which result in a 
decrease in satisfaction with justice need to be takenÓ (p. 56).  The authors also noted that 
Òalthough the victims wanted more and longer prison sentences than were actually imposed..., 
they also desired more orders of restitution, community service and license revocations than the 
court provided.... It suggests that other, more constructive outcomes such as restitution and 
compensation... or community service... are of considerable importance to the victimsÓ (p. 56-7). 

Reference: Erez, Edna, Leigh Roeger, and Frank Morgan (1997).  Victim harm, impact statements 
and victim satisfaction with justice: An Australian experience. International Review of 
Victimology,  5, 37-60. 
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Ordinary citizens who are fully informed about the sentences that are handed 
down in criminal cases are likely to be relatively content with those sentences. 

Survey data collected in Great Britain, Canada, and Australia, among other countries, suggest that a majority of ordinary 
citizens think that criminal sentences are too lenient.   !ough these surveys undoubtedly suggest real dissatisfaction on 
the part of citizens with the sentences of the court, the reasons for this dissatisfaction are not clear.  Previous research 
shows quite clearly that people do not know much about sentencing principles, sentencing practices, or the various 
factors that traditionally are part of judgesÕ decisions on the appropriate sentence.  Nevertheless, British and Australian 
survey evidence suggests that a substantial portion of people think that judges are out of touch with the views of 
the public. 

In this study, carried out in Victoria, 
Australia, actual cases were presented 
to ordinary members of the public 
by the judge who handed down the 
sentence.  Cases were chosen that 
involved serious o"ending (an armed 
robbery with minimal violence with 
an unloaded gun, rape at knifepoint 
by a neighbour of the victim, multiple 
stabbings, and a theft of a million 
dollars worth of goods from a company 
by two employees). 

Employees in 32 workplaces 
participated by attending two sessions, 
typically a week apart. In the Þrst, the 
employees listened to a 70-minute 
general talk about sentencing. In 
the second, the judge presented his 
sentencing judgement which included 
the facts of the case, the circumstances 
of the o"ender, and information 
about the law and current sentencing 
practice. !e judge did not point to a 
particular sentence or possible range of 
sentence.  Participants were told that 
they were not bound by sentencing 
law or practice.  

In three of the four cases, the median 
of the sentences imposed by over 100 
participants per case was less than 
the courtÕs actual sentence. In these 
three cases between 63% and 86% of 
the respondents would have handed 
down a sentence more lenient than the 
sentence of the court.  In the fourth 
case (in which only 35% suggested 
a sentence more lenient than the 
actual sentence) the median sentence 
recommended by ordinary people 
was 3.2 years compared to the courtÕs 
sentence of 3 years.  !ere was huge 
variation among the participants as to 
what the appropriate sentence was. In 
addition, many participants wanted 
o"enders with personality disorders 
to receive a program of treatment 
along with a custodial sentence. Ò!e 
community does rely on o"ender 
factors favouring leniency, not only 
o"ence seriousnessÓ (p. 777). 

Conclusion:  Ò!e results cast doubt 
on the populist view of judicial 
sentencing as lenient, and, hence, the 
wisdom of increasing the severity of 

sentences to satisfy what was believed 
to be a harsher publicÉ.  What the 
present study also says about the 
move to harsher sentencing [in many 
countries] at least for certain types of 
o"ence, is that it may not represent 
the general publicÕs sense of justiceÓ 
(p. 779).  

Reference: Lovegrove, Austin (October 2007).  
Public Opinion, Sentencing and Lenience: An 
Empirical Study Involving Judges Consulting 
the Community.  Criminal Law Review, 
769-781. 
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Judges in the US appear to be considering the possibility of being more active in speaking 
publicly about their roles. Most American judges who responded to a recent survey believe 
that they are under more pressure to be accountable to public opinion, and there appears to 
be a growing belief that judicial independence does not necessarily require judicial public 
silence.

Background. A recent survey of federal and state judges in the Midwestern United States 
Òdemonstrates the difficulties for courts in relying on third parties to represent their functioning to 
the publicÓ (p. 113).   The suggestion is made that Òin contemporary society the ability of courts 
to act as independent decision makers depends on their involvement in local communities through 
various public outreach effortsÓ (p. 113).  As many commentators have pointed out (in the US 
and in Canada) judges have a difficult time, when they act as if they have sworn an oath of public 
silence, in responding to irresponsible or uninformed criticism of their judgements.  There is 
questioning of the  traditional view of judges roles, that Òwhen individual judges render decisions 
fairly, responsibly, and competently, the courts as an institution will presumably enjoy the respect 
and goodwill of the citizensÓ (p. 113).  The opposing view appears to be gathering support: 
Òisolation from society is increasingly insufficient for maintaining supportÓ (p. 113).  

This survey of judges suggests that most (91% of those surveyed) judges would feel comfortable 
speaking with a reporter about an area of law or judicial process that is generally misunderstood.  
This is obviously quite different from defending a specific decision, but does suggest that these 
judges would be comfortable venturing down from their benches.  Part of the reason that so many 
judges may be willing to take the plunge into public debate is that most (73%) reported that there 
had been recent attacks on judges in their states and most (81%) feel that these attacks do serious 
harm to the publicÕs opinion of the judiciary.  Judges in the US, like those in this country, 
generally do not respond publicly to criticism: only 9 of the 88 judges who had been Òrecently 
and publicly criticizedÓ responded in any way to the criticism.  Only two felt that their responses 
were effective.  

Judges think that the future looks bleak unless they do something.  Most (84%) thought that 
courts Òshould devote more resources to public relationsÓ (p. 116).  It would appear that US 
judges are not satisfied with leaving their defence to others (e.g., lawyers).   

Conclusion. Clearly there is tension between judicial independence and public accountability.  
However, the argument is made that the ÒcourtÕs legitimacy rests on their independence and 
fairness.... At the same time, simply asserting the importance of judicial independence and 
accountability... rings hollow given democratic expectations for accountability.  Judicial 
independence itself is vulnerable to the claim that judges are Ôout of touch.Õ The problem of 
public criticism of courts exposes this circularity -- that judicial independence rests on judicial 
legitimacy and vice versa -- and implies that courtsÕ best institutional response is to promote both 
responsiveness and independence through greater involvement in the community and through 
public education and outreach effortsÓ (p. 117).  Clearly the issues are not simple ones. One 
wonders whether Canadian judges would, as a group, be comfortable speaking publicly about 
what they do.  

Reference: Esterling, Kevin M.  Public outreach: the cornerstone of judicial independence.  
Judicature, November-December 1998, 82 (3), 112-117. 
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All conditional sentences are not created equal: The public is much more likely to accept a 
conditional sentence as a substitute for prison if there are conditions attached that are 
clearly punitive. 

Background. The controversy surrounding the conditional sentence of imprisonment did not end 
with the recent Supreme Court of Canada decisions on the appropriateness of this sanction.  Part 
of the controversy involves questions of what a conditional sentence Òlooks like.Ó   It is 
understandable that for many members of the public a conditional sentence may look remarkably 
like a term of probation since, after all, both involve sanctions served in the community.  What 
courts seem to be saying is that a conditional sentence must involve a visible component of 
Òpunishment.Ó  The punishment, in turn, is meant to serve the purposes of denunciation and 
deterrence Ð sanctions typically associated with prison. 

This study examined, in a national public opinion survey, the public acceptability of a conditional 
sentence.  The sentence was described (to different groups of people) in two different ways. One 
group of respondents was told that a judge was deciding whether to sentence an offender found 
guilty of a break, enter, and theft to a 6 month prison sentence or to 6 months to be served in the 
community as a conditional sentence.  The other (equivalent) group was given the same choice 
but was told that the conditional sentence would include, as conditions imposed by the judge, 
each of the following: a weekend and evening curfew, restitution and community work.  

The results demonstrate that a little bit of punitiveness went a long way.  When choosing 
between prison and the conditional sentence (without punitive conditions) only 28% indicated 
that the conditional sentence was their choice.  With the additional punitive sanctions, the 
conditional sentence was endorsed by 65% of the respondents. ÒThe creative use of appropriate 
optional conditions can have a dramatic impact on community reaction to the imposition of a 
conditional sentenceÓ (p.119).

Part of the difficulty with conditional sentences, then, may be that punitive optional conditions 
are not routinely imposed.  The data from a sample of conditional sentences and probation orders 
in Ontario suggest that most optional conditions are as likely to be imposed in the case of 
probation as they are for conditional sentences.  The exceptions to this generalization are that 
abstaining from drugs and observing a curfew (both of which are no doubt seen as being 
punitive) are more likely to be used for conditional sentences.  Weapons restrictions were also 
more likely to be imposed in the case of conditional sentences (perhaps because of the severity of 
the offences involved).  There was also provincial variation in the imposition of optional 
conditions.

Conclusion.  Punitive non-carceral conditions made part of a conditional sentence order can have 
dramatic effects on the acceptability of a conditional sentence.  While the public might not like 
the idea of a conditional sentence in the abstract, these sanctions can be made acceptable if 
conditions are attached to them that appear to be capable of fulfilling the purposes traditionally 
attributed to imprisonment. 

Reference:  Roberts, Julian V., Dan Antonowicz, and Trevor Sanders.  Conditional sentences of 
imprisonment: An empirical analysis of optional conditions. Criminal Reports, 2000, 30, 113-
125.
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Certain symbols are simple and their 
meaning is unambiguous. ÒWhen a 
royal coat of arms is placed behind a 
judgeÕs chair it makes clear that the full 
authority of the state and legitimate 
force is behind the judgeÓ (p. 385). 
Such placement is not accidental: 
In England, for example, there is an 
813 page guide on court standards 
and design that imposes a detailed 
template on designers of new courts. 
Less obvious than the placement of the 
coat of arms is the manner in which 
the space for the public has become 
more peripheral and contained over 
time. Indeed it is argued that as the 
role of the press has increased over 
the years, the role of the public has 
been diminished.  For example, 
while the author of this paper was 
sometimes questioned about taking 
notes, she never noticed members of 
the press being required to explain 
their note-taking.  

!e design of courts suggests that 
courts are more concerned with the 
visibility of the spectators than they 
are with the visibility of the proceedings 
by the public.  One exception is that 
Òspectators are expected to have a clear 

view of the judge but are destined to 
get no more than a Ôgeneral viewÕ of 
the proceedingsÓ (p. 396).  Indeed, 
English courts are designed so as to 
minimize the ability of the public to 
have direct eye contact with jurors, 
just as they are designed so as to 
make lawyers and accused almost 
unidentiÞable. Courts are also 
designed to prevent the public from 
seeing the defendant while seated 
(p. 396).  When electronic screens 
are used to display evidence, they are 
often placed in a way that makes it 
impossible for the public to view the 
evidence.  In addition, it would appear 
that courthouses are constructed on 
the basis of fear of the public: the 
English guide to court architecture 
includes separate ÔzonesÕ for various 
groups, most of which are to restrict 
the accessibility of the public.  Ò!e 
sophisticated forms of segregation and 
surveillance employed allow things to 
be arranged in such a way that the 
exercise of power is not added on 
from the outside but is subtly present 
in ways which increase its e"ciency 
and transform spectators into docile 
bodiesÓ (p. 399). 

Conclusion:  ÒSince the only person a 
member of the public is sure to have a 
clear view of is the judge, it would seem 
to be the case that the observation of 
justice is now limited to observation of 
the adjudicator rather than evaluation 
of evidence and the weight which 
should be a#orded it.  It is process 
rather than substantive argument that 
the public is encouraged to observeÓ 
(p. 396). !e author argues that Òthe 
use of space within the courtroom 
tells us much about the ideologies 
underpinning judicial process and 
power dynamics in the trialÉ. Perhaps 
most signiÞcantly it helps members of 
the judiciary to maintain control over 
who, and what, is likely to be heardÓ 
(p. 398).  

Reference: Mulcahy, Linda (2007). Architects 
of Justice: !e Politics of Courtroom Design. 
Social & Legal Studies, 16(3), 383-403.

 

Courtrooms are designed in a fashion that has (purposefully?) led to the 
demise of the notion of the ÔpublicÕ trial.

Perhaps because of lawyersÕ Òobsession with the wordÓ (p. 384) there has been little research on the internal space of the 
courtroom.  !is paper argues that the conÞguration of the criminal courts, including such matters as the nature and 
height of various barriers, reßects a particular view of the role of the various participants. More speciÞcally, this paper 
suggests that Ôthe publicÕ has been marginalized by the architecture of the courtroom.  
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Adolescents who are old enough to be held criminally responsible are not likely 
to understand courtroom terminology.  

Lawyers who deal with young people often use age-appropriate terminology when speaking with very young children.  
However, they tend to believe that when a child enters adolescence there is no longer a need for adults to use special 
language when trying to communicate with them. If older children (i.e., those age 12 or older) do not adequately 
understand legal terminology, the problem may not be noticed since Òyounger children are more likely to admit their 
lack of knowledge than older children who will often try to give an answer even when they are unsureÓ (p. 654).    

!is study tested youths in two Irish 
schools: one for youths who largely 
came from poorer single-parent homes 
and lived in relatively high crime 
areas; the other school had youths 
who were predominately from middle 
class families.  Youths (age 12, 13 or 
15) were asked to indicate whether 
they recognized a legal term, and then 
were asked for a description of what 
the term meant.  Each description 
was then coded according to how 
complete and adequate it was. !e 
di"erence in the understanding of 
the terms between schools was not 
signiÞcant.  !ere were, however, 
large age di"erences both in terms 
of ÔrecognizingÕ the legal term and 
in providing a description of what it 
meant. For example:

¥ Only 26% of 12-year-old youths 
reported recognizing the word  
ÒsummonsÓ compared to 67% of 
15-year-old youths.  None of the 
12-year-olds was able to provide 
any kind of description of what it 
means.  !e average rating of this 
term for the 15-year-olds was in the 
ÒpoorÓ range, but was higher than 
for the younger children.

¥ !e term ÒdefendantÓ was recognized 
by most children (71% of the 12-
year-olds and 98% of the 15-year-
olds).  !e descriptions provided by 
the 12 year olds were rated as being 
quite inadequate.  !e 15-year-olds 
did better, with their average ratings 
being Òpoor or inadequate, but 
correct.Ó   !e term ÔdefendantÕ was 
sometimes confused with a lawyer 
(e.g., ÒSomeone who tries to defend 
the accused person and prove they 
are innocentÓ Ð a response from a 
15 year old female).  !e confusion 
between the ÒdefendantÓ and the 
defence lawyer replicates Þndings 
from other studies. 

¥ !e terms for other people in 
court Ð magistrates, defence and 
prosecution lawyers, and judges 
Ð showed similar e"ects. 

¥ Other legal terms were described 
poorly by all groups.  For example, 
Òcross examinationÓ was described as 
ÒWhen they examine the person on 
trial, i.e., their clothes, hair traces, 
Þnger prints.Ó

¥ !e term ÒallegationÓ was understood 
by almost no 12 or 13 year olds.  

Fifteen-year-olds did better, but the 
average rating of their descriptions 
was less than adequate. 

One can only imagine what a young 
witness for the prosecution might 
think if she were told that as a result 
of her allegation against the defendant, 
she would have to testify and then be 
cross examined by the prosecution. All 
four of the italicized terms were not 
well understood by youths of all ages.

Conclusion.  !e results of this study 
show that young people have a very 
poor understanding of everyday 
legal terminology that many lawyers 
apparently assume is well understood.  
It would appear, therefore, that not 
only accused youths, but witnesses 
more generally, may su"er as a result 
of their inadequate understanding of 
what is happening around them. 

Reference: Crawford, Emma and Ray Bull 
(2006). TeenagersÕ Di#culties with Key 
Words Regarding the Criminal Court Process.  
Psychology, Crime & Law, 12 (6), 653-667. 
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!is paper looks at a simple, easily-
available, predictor of successful 
completion of a program that can be 
easily determined by the court (or 
probation service) that is ordering 
the program Ð the distance that 
the youth must travel to attend the 
program. Other possible predictors of 
successful completion of programs Ð 
person variables such as race, o"ence 
history, or characteristics of the 
neighbourhood in which the youth 
lives Ð were also examined and used 
as control variables to see whether 
Ôdistance to the treatment  from 
the youthÕs homeÕ was a signiÞcant 
predictor of successful completion of 
the program above and beyond other 
traditional predictors of program 
completion.

!is study examined the predictors of 
program completion for 6208 youths 
in Philadelphia who had been assigned 
to attend one of 24 di"erent treatment 
programs. Failures to complete an 
assigned program were divided into 
two types:  those youths who were 
expelled from the program for reasons 
such as being arrested or violating the 
rules of the program, and those youths 
who did not complete it because they 
didnÕt attend the program as required. 

!e main independent variable was 
simple: how far was the youthÕs home 
from the location of the treatment 
facility.  In addition, factors such as 
the youthÕs age, sex, race, prior o"ence 
history, and parentsÕ criminal history 
were used as control factors, as were 
various measures of neighbourhood 
disadvantage.   

On average, youths lived about 7 km 
from the treatment facility that they 
were expected to attend (range about 
32 metres to about 33 km).   13% 
of the youths were expelled from the 
program they were enrolled in. !ere 
was no impact of the youthÕs distance 
from the treatment program on 
whether or not the youth was expelled 
from a program.  However, when 
looking at the question of whether 
or not a youth dropped out, two 
independent program e"ects emerged: 
dropouts were more common among 
youths required to attend many hours 
per week.  In addition, youths were 
more likely to drop out of treatment 
if they lived further away from the 
treatment facility.

Conclusion:  Previous work has found 
a relationship between the density of 
rehabilitative services in a community 
and the likelihood of successful 

reintegration of those released from 
prison on parole (Criminological 
Highlights V11N6#3).  It may well be 
that the importance of the density of 
services is that those parolees released 
into well serviced neighbourhoods 
donÕt need to go far to receive services.  
In this study, simply living close to the 
location of the rehabilitative program 
meant that the youth was more likely 
to complete the program. !ese 
Þndings suggest that those responsible 
for rehabilitative services should 
consider two things.  First, services 
should be located in close geographic 
proximity to the clients that the service 
is meant to serve.  Second, judges and 
probation o#cers who require youths 
to attend services should take into 
account the distance from the youthÕs 
home and the service. !ose assigning 
youths to rehabilitative services should 
be cautious in requiring youths to 
attend services that are distant from 
their homes.

Reference: Lockwood, Brian (2012).  !e 
Inßuence of Travel Distance on Treatment 
Noncompletion for Juvenile O"enders. 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 
49(4), 572-600. 

If courts want youths on probation to complete non-custodial treatment 
programs, it would be helpful to ensure that the program was administered at 
a location close to the youthÕs home.

Juvenile courts often spend considerable e"ort trying to determine which treatment programs are most appropriate 

for youths appearing before them.  Given that treatment programs are expensive and there are often more potential 

clients than there are spaces in the program, it is important to use these services wisely.  In the context of scarce program 

resources, it may be important to choose youths who are likely to attend the program as required.  
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Accused people are punished for not 
appearing, when required, for court 
appearances on the assumption that Ð like 
most criminal o!ences Ð the act of not 
appearing for court is a motivated one.  
"e alternative perspective is that people 
may simply forget, or do not realize that 
showing up for court is seen, by courts, 
to be a serious matter.  If either of these 
is the case, then reminding them of their 
obligation to appear and explaining the 
consequences of failing to appear in court 
might be a way of reducing the number 
of failures to appear. Studies suggest that 
many defendants Òlead disorganized 
lives, forget, lose the citation [the written 
notice they receive from the police] and 
do not know whom to contact to Þnd 
out when to appear, fear the justice 
system and/or its consequences, do not 
understand the seriousness of missing 
court, have transportation di#culties, 
language barriers, are scheduled to work, 
have childcare responsibilities, or other 
reasonsÉÓ (p. 178). 

"is study, carried out in 14 counties 
in Nebraska, randomly assigned 7,865 
accused adults who were charged with 
non-tra#c misdemeanour o!ences to 
one of four experimental conditions.  
One group was treated normally (and not 
given a reminder). A second group was 

sent a post-card simply reminding them 
of their hearing date, time, and place.  
"e third group was given the reminder 
and was told that there could be serious 
criminal consequences of not appearing.  
"e fourth group got the reminder and 
the explanation of sanctions but was  
also told that the courts try to treat 
people fairly.

"e results were simple.  All reminders 
worked, but explaining the sanctions 
that could be imposed for a failure to 
appear (with or without the ÔjusticeÕ 
message) worked better.  "e proportion 
of failures to appear were as follows:

No reminder:               12.6% 
Reminder only:            10.9% 
Reminder & sanction:   9.1%

"ese Þndings would suggest that there 
could be substantially fewer failures to 
appear if simple reminders were sent 
out that included the time and place of 
the court hearing and warnings about 
the criminal consequences of failing to 
appear. For example, if 1000 reminders 
were sent out in these jurisdictions, a 
reminder containing an explanation 
of the penalties for failure to appear in 
court would reduce the number of these 
ÔfailuresÕ from 126 (with no reminder) 
to 91 (with this reminder and message).  

Whether this is cost e!ective depends 
on how various cost estimates are made.  
For example, using the actual data on the 
e!ect of the reminder, one could compare 
the cost of mailing 1000 reminders to 
the savings (criminal justice and social) 
from having 35 fewer failures to appear 
within this group of 1000 people.

Conclusion:  It appears that simple 
reminders to those charged with criminal 
o!ences combined with educational 
material about the consequences of failing 
to appear for court can signiÞcantly 
reduce the rate of failures to appear.   
"e beneÞts, of course, accrue not only 
to the police and court system but also 
to accused people who otherwise might 
not appear in court. "e results suggest, 
therefore, that courts can contribute to 
Ôcrime controlÕ by simply adopting the 
business model of some dentists.

Reference: Rosenbaum, David I., Nicole Hutsell, 
Alan J. Tomkins, Brian H. Bornstein, Mitchel N. 
Herian and Elizabeth M. Neeley. (2012) Court 
Date Reminder Cards. Judicature, 95(4), 177-
187.

!ose who invoke criminal sanctions for accused people who donÕt show up on  
time for court might take a lesson from North American dentists and send out 
reminder cards.

Many North American dentists, who often make regular dental appointments weeks or months in advance of the 
scheduled appointment, send out postcards reminding their patients to show up for their appointments. Some even 
mention that there will be penalties for those who donÕt show up.  "is study examines whether courts could learn 
from the experience of dentists. It examines whether sending out reminder cards to those required to come to court 
reduces the Ôfailure to appearÕ rate. 
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!e challenge for the courts in receiving 
evidence from ordinary witnesses 
is to accomplish separate purposes 
simultaneously:  receiving only the 
evidence that is legally admissible and, 
at the same time, giving witnesses the 
Òopportunity to help the court see events 
from their perspective.Ó  !e origin of 
the conßict is simple: courts have rules 
that regulate testimony.  !ese rules do 
not exist in ordinary conversations and 
make the presentation of evidence quite 
unnatural to most witnesses. 

Part of the di"culty is that the limits on 
what witnesses can talk about Ð e.g. prior 
assaults that may have been declared 
inadmissible Ð make no sense to witnesses 
because they are, from the witnessÕ 
perspective, relevant to understanding 
the behaviour in question: why everyone 
acted in the manner that they did.   
Similarly, ordinary questions that might 
be asked in cross examination also make 
no sense from the perspective of the 
witness.  For example, in one of the 65 
crown court trials in England observed 
for this study, the following exchange 
occurred:

Defence lawyer: I suggest it was only 2 
punches that you saw.

Witness: No, it was a fury of punches 
[demonstrating with her Þsts]É Why 
are you calling me a liar?  You were not 
there.  It was awful.  You were not there. 

Judge: É  Counsel is not suggesting 
he was thereÉ. You are being cross-
examined in a normal wayÉ.

Or in another assault case:

Crown: What eye was hurt?

Witness: I donÕt know, as this wasnÕt the 
Þrst time I have received a black eye from 
[him]. He has quite a temper. 

From the witnessÕ perspective the 
presence of multiple incidents explains 
her failure to remember which eye 
had been blackened.  From the courtÕs 
perspective, the witness is introducing 
evidence, perhaps inadmissible, related 
to incidents not then before the court. 

In addition, witnesses frequently feel that 
they did not have su"cient opportunity 
to respond to questions from the 
other party, often because the lawyer 
interrupted the ßow of the narrative or 
because the witness had been asked to 
answer ÔyesÕ or ÔnoÕ.  ÒA feeling that they 
should have said more, that important 
things were not elicited, was a common 
feature in witnessesÕ post-trial interviewsÓ 
(p. 301). 

Although courts have a responsibility to 
establish what happened, they appear, 
for various reasons, to shun free narrative 
testimony.  !is is, of course, quite 
di#erent from the police who often ask 
witnesses, victims, and accused people to 

start by telling what happened in their 
own words.  Aside from anything else, 
this is clearly quite di#erent from the 
often fragmented, unnatural (e.g., non-
chronological) manner in which evidence 
is elicited in court in which explanations 
for behaviour are often excluded. 

Conclusion: Given the evidence favouring 
the accuracy of the narrative approach to 
gathering evidence, Òpermitting a greater 
measure of uninterrupted narrative 
testimony could raise evidential quality 
and improve lay peopleÕs courtroom 
experienceÉÓ (p. 288). To some extent, 
there may be a trade-o# between, on the 
one hand, allowing witnesses to recount 
their experiences in their own words, 
and, on the other hand, structuring 
the evidence strictly according to rules 
of evidence (e.g., by forcing people to 
respond with to questions with a ÔyesÕ or 
ÔnoÕ rather than allowing them to explain 
the nuances of their answers).

Reference: Fielding, Nigel G. (2013). Lay People 
in Court: !e Experience of Defendants, 
Eyewitnesses, and Victims. British Journal of 
Sociology, 64 (2), 287-307.

If courts are interested in hearing what witnesses experienced during an o!ence, they 
might want to consider encouraging witnesses to give an uninterrupted narrative of 
what happened. 

ÒProcedures for giving testimony taken as normative byÉ judges and lawyers run against the way accounts of such 
events are given in normal social interactionÓ (p. 287). Quite often, however, court business is conducted Òaccording 
to procedural conventions and in language that many lay people Þnd bewildering and even unjustÓ (p. 288). 
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Ordinary jurors can understand complex evidence at a trial. But it would help if certain 
basic techniques of good communication were applied to the presentation of evidence at 
trials.

Context.  Concern about jurorsÕ abilities to understand complex evidence sometimes comes from 
prosecutors who have conducted  spectacular, but failed, prosecutions.  In the U.K., for example, 
the Home Office released a consultation paper in 1998 suggesting that non-jury trials should be 
considered for certain, as yet undefined, complex cases. However,  earlier research that showed 
that jurors did not understand or recall certain evidence did not examine whether they could be 
helped to understand and recall this evidence if issues surrounding comprehension were 
addressed (p. 764). 

This paper reports the results of three studies using a representative sample of 207 adults who met 
the criteria for jury service in the U.K. Various measures of the quality of the reasoning used by 
the participants in the studies were examined. In addition, jurors were asked how difficult they 
found the presentation of the evidence to be. 

Results.  Most participants Òdid not use poor quality reasoningÓ (p. 768).  For example, on three 
different measures of jurorsÕ Òquality of reasoningÓ no more than 10% used what were seen as 
poor reasoning.   On a fourth indicator -- the use of Òweak or indirect considerationsÓ (e.g., Òit 
seems unfair to blame one personÓ [when it is clear that more than one were involved in the 
offence]) -- 25% of participants used poor reasoning.  Furthermore, depending on the criterion 
used, between 10% and 46% of participants reported some difficulty in understanding the 
evidence.  Repetition of key evidence, however, appeared to increase comprehension (p. 769).  It 
appeared that various techniques could also have been used to increase comprehension and 
adequate reasoning.  

Participants in the studies --  whether they had difficulties or not -- suggested that summaries of 
the evidence at key points and visual aids would have been helpful. It would also have been 
helpful if the court had summarized the evidence and put it in a coherent order. The authors note 
that Òthis last point is important because where jurors are simply presented with a list of 
information without clear structure...  this is likely to make it difficult for them to (a) retain it, and 
(b) interpret it meaningfully.Ó  In the absence of a ÒstructureÓ on which to place the evidence, 
jurors Òmay impose their own -- possibly inappropriate or inaccurate -- structure (ÒstoryÓ) in 
order to interpret the evidence as it is being presentedÓ (p. 771).  

Conclusion.  The authors believe that 80% of their representative group of English adults were 
competent to serve on a major fraud trial.  Obviously some screening would increase this number, 
but better presentation techniques and Òinteractive pre-instructionÓ of jurors to establish key terms 
and ideas would also have been beneficial. When courts of appeal focus solely on whether the 
instructions to juries were ÒrightÓ and ignore whether they could be understood correctly, it is 
inevitable that jurorÕs understanding will suffer. In other words, juror ÒperformanceÓ could be 
improved.  The only impediment is our failure to address this problem.   It should be noted that 
the authors did not speculate about, nor did they test,  the ability of ordinary judges to 
comprehend complex evidence and to come to a conclusion using adequate reasoning. 

Reference: Honess, R. M., R. Levi, and E. A. Charman. Juror competence in processing 
information: Implications from a simulation of the Maxwell trial.  Criminal Law Review, 1998, 
763-773.   
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Jurors need help to do an effective and efficient job.  Most jurors are competent to do their 
job, but Òmany of them confronted significant difficulties in doing so because they were not 
provided with adequate toolsÓ (p. 89). 

Background.  Juries may not be used very often, but they are seen as being a Òcornerstone of the 
criminal justice system.Ó  In Canada, we know little about the operation of actual juries in part 
because of statutory rules prohibiting the disclosure of information about what goes on during 
deliberations.

This study examines juries in 48 New Zealand trials in a variety of ways: pre-service questionnaires 
given to jurors, observations and examinations of transcripts,  and interviews with the judge and 
with jurors.  

Jurors, generally, Òfelt unprepared for the nature of the task and expressed concerns about the 
responsibilities inherent in jury dutyÓ (p. 90-91).  One difficulty is that jurorsÕ jobs -- Òpassive 
observers and recorders of information who suspend judgement on the evidence and issues until 
they retire for deliberationsÓ (p. 91) -- do not reflect the way in which research shows that people 
normally make judgements.  ÒIt is scarcely surprising, therefore, to find that a significant number 
of jurors were critical of the fact that they failed to receive an adequate factual and legal 
framework at the commencement of the trialÓ (p. 91).  Various straightforward ways of providing 
jurors with an adequate legal framework exist but are not typically used in trials (see p. 92).  Part 
of the problem jurors have is in following and remembering details of the evidence.  Hence there is 
clear support for addressing the manner in which jurors get and retain information. Almost 80% of 
the jurors said that they wanted to ask at least one question but, given that they are discouraged 
from doing so, few did.  

The deliberations in a number of trials were described as Òunstructured, disorganized and 
inadequately facilitated.  As a result the jury often foundered.... Success in [the role of the 
foreperson] rested on the extent to which the foreperson was able to bring some coherent structure 
to [the juryÕs] discussionsÓ (p. 96).   Compromises by jurors Òto produce guilty verdicts on some 
charges and not guilty verdicts on other chargesÓ (p. 97) occurred in five of the 48 cases.  At the 
same time, ÒJurors were, with few exceptions, highly conscientious, took the role very seriously, 
and were extremely concerned to ensure that they did the right thingÓ (p. 97).  ÒDespite the fact 
that jurors generally found the judgeÕs instructions... clear and helpful..., there were widespread 
misunderstandings about aspects of the law in 35 of the 48 trials which persisted through to, and 
significantly influenced, jury deliberationsÓ (p. 98).   However, Òby and large these errors were 
addressed by the collective deliberations of the jury and did not influence the verdict of the 
majority of the casesÓ (p. 98).  It appeared, however, that in 4 of the 48 cases, the verdict was 
affected by misunderstandings of their legal instructions.    

Judges were asked, before the jury returned,  what their verdicts would have been.  The most 
notable disagreement relates to 3 of the 48 trials where the disagreement was complete: in 2 cases 
the jury acquitted and the judge would have convicted, and in one case the jury convicted and the 
judge would have acquitted.  

Conclusion: The quality of jury deliberations, and perhaps verdicts, could be improved if the 
difficulties facing the jurors -- difficulties which trial judges typically do not have -- were 
addressed.  ÒIf [the necessary tools] were provided... most of the problems identified here would be 
overcome or substantially mitigated.Ó  It appears that legal change is, for the most part, not 
required.  A change in mindset is, however. 
Reference:  Young, Warren, Yvette Tinsley, and Neil Cameron.  The effectiveness and efficiency of jury 
decision-making.  Criminal Law Journal, 2000, 24, 89-100. 
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!is study, then, examines what, in an 
encounter between a citizen and the 
police, determines how the police are 
perceived by citizens. !e conclusions 
are drawn from a survey carried out 
in 2001 of 2513 citizens of Chicago, 
Illinois.  Respondents were asked 
about their contacts with the police 
in the previous 12 months (e.g., who 
initiated contact and for what purpose 
or in what situation) and they were 
asked to assess the quality of that 
interaction.  !e likelihood of being 
stopped by the police (in a car or on 
foot) was related to gender (being 
male), age (being young), and race 
(being Latino, or more dramatically, 
being black). Not surprisingly, those 
whose encounters with the police were 
citizen initiated  were more favourable 
toward the police than were those 
who experienced police-initiated 
encounters. Generally speaking, there 
was very little variation across racial 
groups, age, or gender in satisfaction 
with citizen-initiated encounters. 
In other words, for citizen initiated 
encounters, race, gender, and age had 
little e"ect on the ratings of the police 
on dimensions such as whether the 
police responded quickly or on time, 
whether the police listened to the 
citizen, whether the police explained 

their actions adequately, and whether 
the police were polite and helpful.  For 
police-initiated encounters, however, 
African-Americans and non-English 
speaking Latinos were less likely to 
be satisÞed with the encounter than 
were whites in terms of dimensions 
such as whether the police were fair 
and polite.

For citizen-initiated encounters, 
overall satisfaction with the police was 
related to whether the citizen thought 
that the police had behaved well (e.g., 
had been helpful, polite, thorough in 
their explanations, etc.) and not to age 
or race.  For police-initiated contact, 
there was a ÔraceÕ e"ect, but it was 
considerably smaller in magnitude 
than were the e"ects of the quality 
of the encounter itself (whether the 
police o#cers explained their actions, 
or whether they were perceived as 
fair and polite).   !e data would 
suggest, then, that the impact of race 
on ratings of the police is largely due 
to di"erential ratings of the quality of 
the police-initiated contact.

Conclusion. !e Þndings suggest 
that the quality of police-citizen 
contacts can have important e"ects 
on how the police are seen by 
ordinary citizens.  Giving citizens 

an opportunity  to explain their 
situation and communicate their 
views,  fair and polite treatment by 
the police, each have a direct impact 
Ð on all demographic groups Ð on 
how the police are perceived. ÒUnlike 
many of the outcomes of policing, 
including safer streets and healthier 
communities, these are factors that 
recruitment, training, and supervision 
by police departments can assuredly 
a"ectÉ  Process based reactions 
beneÞt the police, because they cannot 
always provide desirable outcomes, 
but it is almost always possible to 
behave in ways that people experience 
as being fairÓ (p. 318). 

Reference: Skogan, Wesley (2005).  Citizen 
Satisfaction with Police Encounters.  Police 
Quarterly, 8 (3), 298-321.

CitizensÕ level of satisfaction with the police depends primarily on how the 
police treat them.  

!ere are a number of reasons for caring how the police are perceived by the community. One reason is obvious: 
ÒPositive views of the police make the work of the police easier and more e"ectiveÓ (p. 317).  In addition, Ò!e degree 
to which people view the police as legitimate inßuences whether they comply with police orders or requests.  More 
generally, people accept the decisions of police when they believe the police have acted fairly and openly with themÓ 
(p. 317). 
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People may obey police either because 
they consider the police to be legitimate, 
or because they are afraid of the costs of 
non-obedience to the police. From the 
police perspective, it is clearly preferable 
if ordinary citizens believe in the 
legitimacy of the police and comply with 
them because they think it is the right 
thing to do rather than because they are 
afraid of being punished if they donÕt. 
Previous research has suggested that 
Òlegality or lawfulness [is] the Þrst and 
most basic level of legitimacyÓ (p. 108).  
But in addition, procedural justice Ð that 
decisions within the rule of law should 
be impartial, consistent, and should 
allow citizens to Òmake representations 
of their side of the case before decisions 
are madeÓ (p. 108) Ð is also seen as 
important.  

A survey of residents of London, 
England, was carried out in which 
people were asked questions related 
to police legitimacy. In addition, they 
were asked about their feelings of 
obligation to obey the police as well as 
their willingness to provide the police 
with information voluntarily.  It would 
appear that there are four separate, but 
somewhat related, aspects of police 

legitimacy: (1) Lawfulness:  assessed by 
questions including ÒWhen the police 
deal with people in my neighbourhood, 
they always behave according to the 
lawÓ;  (2) Procedural fairness Ð e.g., 
Ò!e police provide opportunities for 
unfair decisions to be corrected.Ó (3) 
Distributive fairness Ð e.g., ÒPeople 
usually receive the outcomes they deserve 
under the lawÓ, and (4) E"ectiveness Ð 
assessed by asking respondents how well 
the police address various kinds of crime.

Voluntary cooperation with the police 
(e.g., by o"ering to provide them with 
information) appears to be related to some 
extent with feelings of obligation to obey 
the police. But in addition, high ratings 
of the police on lawfulness, procedural 
fairness and distributive fairness 
were also associated with the citizensÕ 
willingness to voluntarily provide the 
police with crime-related information.  
For people who had experienced a 
criminal victimization in the previous 12 
months, those who believed the police 
were generally e"ective in dealing with 
crime were more likely to indicate they 
were willing to cooperate with the police. 
For non-victims, however, the opposite 
relationship was found.  It would 

appear that non-victims thought it was 
less important for them to voluntarily 
cooperate with the police if the police 
were, without their help, already doing 
a good job.

Conclusion:  Belief in the legitimacy of 
the police (acting lawfully, procedural 
and distributive fairness) a"ected peopleÕs 
willingness to cooperate voluntarily with 
the police. !is e"ect was over and above 
the e"ect of any feelings that people had 
of legal obligation to help the police 
Þght crime.  !ough these factors are, 
generally, important, the various factors 
that determine cooperation with the 
police vary across groups in society.  
Considering the population as a whole, 
then, cooperation with the police is 
likely to be highest if the police are seen 
as acting in a manner that is both lawful 
and fair.

Reference: Tankebe, Justice (2013). Viewing 
!ings Di"erently: !e Dimensions of Public 
Perceptions of Police Legitimacy.  Criminology, 
51(1), 103-135.

People judge the legitimacy of the police by whether the police follow the law, whether 
the police have been procedurally fair in their dealings with citizens, the fairness of 
the outcome of encounters with the police, and the e!ectiveness of the police.  "e 
perceived fairness of the police predicts voluntary cooperation with them. 

!e willingness of citizens to volunteer information to the police about crime and disorder in their communities is 
seen generally as enabling the police to carry out their function (see, for example, Criminological Highlights 12(5)#2, 
7(1)#4, 4(4)#1, 11(4)#1).  
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One of the most common reasons 
for citizen-initiated contact with the 
police is that the citizen was a victim 
of crime.  !e most important single 
determinant of citizensÕ assessment 
of the quality of the contact with the 
police was whether the police appeared 
to take the citizenÕs concerns seriously. 
Two other factors predicted citizen 
satisfaction with the speciÞc contact 
they had with the police: whether 
the citizen believed that the police 
followed up on the call and whether 
the citizen thought that the time he 
or she had to wait for the police was 
reasonable. 

Both citizen- and police-initiated 
contact with the police were related to 
lower ratings of police e"ectiveness, 
even when the citizen was, overall, 
satisÞed with the quality of the 
particular encounter.  Not surprisingly, 
people who had unsatisfactory recent 
contacts with the police were more 
likely to rate the police, generally, 
as being unfair and not involved 
with the community.   But victimsÕ 
contacts with police that were seen as 
favourable did have positive impacts 

on ratings of fairness and engagement 
of the police (compared to people 
who had not had recent contact with 
the police). 

Perhaps the most important Þndings 
are those that suggest that individual 
police o#cers can enhance the overall 
ratings of the police.  When crime 
victims believe that their concerns are 
being taken seriously by the police, 
they see police as not only being more 
engaged in the community, but also 
as more fair and e"ective.   When the 
police follow up in any way with the 
crime victim, ratings of e"ectiveness 
and community engagement are 
higher.  

Conclusion:  !e data suggest that 
individual o#cers can either enhance 
or damage perceptions that the public 
holds of the police.  ÒWhile opinions 
about police e"ectiveness may be 
challenged by any contact Ð whether 
it is satisfactory or unsatisfactory - 
ideas about fairness and community 
engagement appear to be amenable 
to change in either a positive or a 
negative directionÓ (p. 41).  ÒFairness 
and community engagement É are 

the aspects of overall conÞdence 
[in the police] that are most related 
to personal treatment during the 
[police-citizen] encounterÓ (p. 42).  
E"ectiveness in dealing with crime, 
on the other hand, is largely out of the 
control of the individual o#cer who 
interacts with the public, although 
police o#cers who communicate that 
the citizenÕs victimization is being 
taken seriously can have a positive 
impact even on this dimension of 
e"ectiveness.  

Reference: Bradford, Ben, Jonathan Jackson, 
and Elizabeth A. Stanko (2009). Contact and 
ConÞdence: Revisiting the Impact of Public 
Encounters with the Police.  Policing & Society, 
19 (1), 20-46.  

!e police have direct control over how favourably they are seen by crime 
victims.  Although victims generally think less favourably about the police 
than non-victims, the police can mitigate this e"ect by taking victimsÕ  
concerns seriously.  

It has been suggested that there are at least three somewhat distinct components of the communityÕs evaluation of the 
police: e"ectiveness in dealing with crime, fairness or integrity of the police, and police engagement with the community.  
Using measures of each of these somewhat separate components of the publicÕs view of police, this paper examines the 
impact of di"erent types of police-citizen contact on each of these constructs in a sample in London, England.  
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Previous research (e.g., Criminological 
Highlights V8N2#1, V8N5#5) has 
suggested that the quality of the 
interaction between police o!cers 
and members of the public has an 
important e"ect on how the police 
are rated, but that this e"ect is 
asymmetric: Encounters in which 
citizens believe police have not shown 
them appropriate respect have a 
much larger impact than positive 
encounters.

In one study, residents of 16 English 
neighbourhoods were interviewed 
in 2003/4 and again a year later. In 
citizen-initiated contacts that took 
place between the two interviews (in 
which citizens were victims of a crime 
or initiated contact with the police for 
any other reason), being satisÞed with 
the interaction with the police had 
very little impact on whether citizens 
thought their local police were doing 
a good job.  Being dissatisÞed with the 
interaction with the police, however, 
was a strong predictor of reduced 
ratings of the police.

In a second study, using British Crime 
Survey data from 2008/9, victims 
whose victimizations came to the 
attention of the police were asked how 
satisÞed they were with how the police 
handled their personal crime incident.  

Respondents were asked about 
whether the police seemed to show 
interest in the victimÕs incident and 
whether the o"ender was identiÞed 
and charged. For property crimes, 
victims were also asked whether the 
police recovered the stolen property. 

ÒRespondents who felt that police 
did not show enough interest were 
much less likely to be satisÞedÉ 
regardless of whether the o"ender 
had been identiÞed and/or charged. 
#ose who felt the police had shown 
enough interest, by contrast, were 
more likely to be satisÞedÉ regardless 
of what had happened in relation to 
the o"enderÓ (p. 413).  Outcomes did 
matter, but the positive impact of the 
outcome was considerably less in cases 
where police seemed uninterested in 
the case compared to cases where 
citizens thought police showed 
appropriate interest. ÒIf o!cers did 
not show enough interest, there 
was no signiÞcant di"erence in the 
probabilities of satisfaction predicted 
for cases where the o"ender was 
identiÞed and charged and those cases 
where the o"ender was not identiÞed 
at all. However, if o!cers did show 
enough interest, knowing that a 
charge had been brought appeared 
to boost the chance of being very 
satisÞedÉÓ (p. 413).   

Conclusion: Obviously, victims do 
care about the outcome of their 
cases.  However, Òa criminal justice 
outcome aloneÉ appears less likely 
to result in overall satisfaction than 
good interpersonal treatment and a 
tailored responseÓ (p. 416) on the part 
of the police.  Hence, police o!cers 
or police organizations that focus 
solely on Ògetting a resultÓ (p. 417) 
run the risk of losing the support of 
the public they serve. A policing style 
oriented toward procedural justice is 
likely to have a positive impact on 
public satisfaction. ÒPolicy makers 
and police managers might do well 
to emphasize the key role played by 
the public both in helping to detect 
crime and in cooperating with the 
police to build and maintain social 
orderÓ (p. 419).   If the police Þnd it 
is important to have public trust and 
cooperation to help them apprehend 
o"enders, then the evidence would 
suggest that it would helpful for them 
to attend carefully to the nature of 
their interaction with victims and 
other citizens. 

Reference: Myhill, Andy and Ben Bradford 
(2012). Can Police Enhance Public ConÞdence 
by Improving Quality of Service?  Results from 
Two Surveys in England and Wales. Policing & 
Society, 22 (4), 397-425.

Citizen satisfaction with the police is determined largely by how citizens are 
treated rather than by how successful the police are in locating or charging  
an o!ender.  

#ese days, the police, as with other public service agencies, are expected to do more with less. Some police managers 

have suggested that if fewer resources translates into a reduced ability to Ôget resultsÕ (e.g., locate an o"ender) the public 

will lose conÞdence in the police.  #e Þndings in this paper suggest that the police are more in control of how the public 

views them than they might have thought. 
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Research on various types of encounters 
with the police suggests that citizens 
(e.g., victims) are less a!ected by the 
outcome of the encounter with the 
police than they are by the process 
Ð how they are treated by the police.  
If the public expects professional and 
respectful treatment from the police, it 
would follow that encounters that are 
consistent with this expectation would 
have relatively little impact.  However, 
bad experiences with the police would 
be expected to have large, and lasting, 
impacts on peopleÕs evaluation of the 
police. Psychological research has 
suggested that Ò"e lessons of bad 
things are learned more quickly, and 
forgotten more slowly, than the lessons 
of positive experiencesÓ (p. 106). 

In this study, residents of Chicago 
were surveyed and asked a number 
of questions about how good a job 
they thought their local police were 
doing on such matters as responding 
to community concerns, preventing 
crime, keeping order, and helping 
victims.  "ey were also asked questions 
about interactions with the police and 

how satisÞed they were with the way 
in which the police handled the issue 
that led them to have contact with the 
police. 

Various factors known to a!ect 
evaluations of the police were Òheld 
constantÓ statistically: race, age, 
income, marital status, level of fear of 
crime, the perception of the extent of 
the local drug and gang problem, the 
perception of disorder and whether 
any recent interactions with the police 
were initiated by the citizen or the 
police.  After taking account of these 
factors, positive experiences with the 
police had essentially no impact on 
conÞdence in the police. Negative 
experiences, however, had substantial 
impacts on reducing conÞdence in 
the police. "is asymmetrical e!ect 
Ð positive interactions with the 
police having little if any impact on 
conÞdence in the police, and negative 
interactions with the police reducing 
dramatically the evaluations citizens 
give of the police Ð was replicated in 
seven other surveys Ð Seattle, New 
York, St. Petersburg (Florida), St. 

Petersburg (Russian Federation), 
Indianapolis, Washington, D.C., 
and an urban sample in England & 
Wales. 

Conclusion.  ÒFor both police-initiated 
and citizen-initiated encounters [with 
the police], the impact of having a bad 
experience is four to fourteen times 
as great as that of having a positive 
experience. "e coe#cients associated 
with having a good experience 
Ð including being treated fairly and 
politely, and receiving service that 
was prompt and helpful Ð were very 
small and not statistically di!erent 
from zeroÓ (p. 100).  It would 
appear that it is more important for 
police administrators interested in 
improving citizensÕ assessments of the 
police to focus on avoiding negative 
interactions with the public than on 
creating opportunities for positive 
interactions.

Reference: Skogan, Wesley G. (2006)  
Asymmetry in the Impact of Encounters with 
Police. Policing & Society, 16 (2), 99-126.

Negative experiences with the police have large negative impacts on the way in 
which the police are rated by ordinary citizens.  Positive interactions with the 
police, however, have little, if any, impact.

Most police administrators would agree with the assertion that it is important that the public have conÞdence in the 
police.  "ere are data that suggest that individual level factors (e.g., race and age), neighbourhood-level factors, as 
well as individual experiences with the police a!ect the way in which the police are evaluated.  "is paper explores the 
hypothesis that the relationship between how people feel that they have been treated by the police and their evaluations 
of the police are asymmetrical. "at is, citizens may have expectations that they will be treated fairly and appropriately 
by the police which would mean that positive encounters with the police would have little (additional) impact on their 
evaluations of the police. On the other hand, a single bad experience with the police may Òdeeply inßuence peopleÕs views 
of [police] performance and even legitimacyÓ (p. 100).
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Treating suspects fairly is important even in the war against terrorism.

A substantial amount of research suggests that the manner in which people are treated by the police is important in 
understanding how legitimate the police and other authorities such as the courts (Criminological Highlights 11(5)#1) are 
seen to be (Criminological Highlights, 4(4)#1,  7(1)#4).  More recently it has been shown that the willingness of members 
of the Muslim community in New York to work voluntarily with the police in combating terrorism is determined, in 
part, by how Muslims are treated by the police and others in the community (Criminological Highlights 11(4)#1).  !is 
paper explores the question of whether Òprocedural justiceÓ (e.g., neutrality in decision making, trust in the motives of 
the police, and treatment with respect) is as important in responding to threats of terrorism and in dealing with Muslim 

groups as it is in responding to ordinary criminal activity.    

Since 2001, policing strategies in 
the US have changed to include 
concern about terrorism in addition 
to ordinary crime.  Furthermore, 
policing has often focused on a new 
group Ð Muslim Americans.  Using 
data from four di"erent New York 
City surveys, this study compares 
Muslim AmericansÕ perceptions of 
the policing of terrorism to their 
perceptions of policing of ordinary 
crime.  In addition, it examines 
non-Muslim views of police 
counterterrorism e"orts.  Hence it 
allows comparisons of the importance 
of procedural justice in two di"erent 
domains (crime and anti-terrorism) 
as well as comparisons of those most 
a"ected by anti-terrorism policing 
(Muslim Americans) with those less 
likely to be targeted. 

Looking at the willingness to cooperate 
with the police (e.g., in reporting 
dangerous or suspicious activities to 
the police and in encouraging members 
of the community to cooperate with 
the police), for all groups (Muslims, 
non-Muslim minorities, and whites), 
the perceived legitimacy of the police 
was related to willingness to cooperate 
for both ordinary policing and anti-

terror policing.  Perceived legitimacy 
of the police Ð for all three groups 
Ð was inßuenced by how fair and 
professional the police were seen to 
be.  But the e"ects of perceptions of 
legitimacy relate to more than just 
the perceptions of the treatment of 
oneÕs own group: white respondents 
view the police as less fair if they 
target minority groups in addressing 
ordinary crime.  Furthermore, Ònon-
Muslims view the police as unfair 
and less legitimate if they target the 
Muslim community and if they treat 
Muslims disrespectfullyÓ (p. 429).   
Suspicion of Muslims itself was not 
viewed as being unfair by Muslims 
or non-Muslim respondents, but 
targeting the Muslim community 
reduced the legitimacy of the police. 

Conclusion: Ò!e shift in policing from 
crime control to counterterrorism 
does not appear to have changed 
public expectations of police 
behaviour or to have altered the basis 
on which police are evaluatedÉÓ  
(p. 435).   Procedural justice 
mechanisms are just as important for 
Muslim Americans as they are for non-
Muslim minorities and for whites. 
ÒEven when police confront grave 

threats, both minority and majority 
populations expect law enforcement 
o#cers to respect procedural justice 
values and are more likely to withhold 
their cooperation if they do notÉ. 
Non-Muslims, who rate the threat of 
terror as larger than do Muslims, are 
nonetheless sensitive to procedural 
justice in counterterrorism policing, 
particularly the targeting and 
harassment of MuslimsÓ (p. 436).  
Ò!ree elements of procedural justice 
Ð neutrality in decision making, 
trust in the motives of the police, 
and treatment with respect Ð remain 
central to the deÞnition of procedural 
justice and its e"ect on legitimacyÓ  
(p. 437).  !is is just as true in dealing 
with terrorism as it is in responding to 
ordinary crime. 

Reference: Huq, Aziz Z., Tom R. Tyler, and 
Stephen J. Schulhofer (2011).  Why Does 
the Public Cooperate with Law Enforcement? 
!e Inßuence of the Purposes and Targets of 
Policing.  Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 
17(3), 419-430.
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!e study focuses in large part on 
issues surrounding procedural justice.  
Research on procedural justice 
suggests that people are more likely to 
comply with the police and cooperate 
with them when they believe that 
the police authorities are acting in a 
legitimate and fair manner.  Previous 
research (Criminological Highlights, 
4(4)#1, 7(1)#4) has demonstrated 
that the more police and other justice 
authorities are viewed as legitimate, 
the more likely it is that their rules 
and decisions are accepted.

Muslim AmericansÕ views of police 
legitimacy in Þghting terrorism were 
assessed by the level of agreement with 
statements such as ÒYou should trust 
these law enforcement agents to make 
decisions that are good for everyone 
when they are investigating and 
prosecuting terrorismÓ (p. 390).  Police 
legitimacy in Þghting terrorism was 
greatest for those respondents who saw 
the police as acting in a procedurally 
fair manner (e.g., making decisions 
based on facts rather than opinions, 
applying the law consistently, giving 
people a chance to express their views 
before making decisions). Police 
legitimacy was, however, also related 
to the extent to which respondents 
identiÞed with being American and 
expressed support for U.S. policies in 
Þghting terrorism.    

!ose respondents who indicated that 
they thought that the police acted in a 
procedurally fair manner within their 
(Muslim) communities were more 
likely to indicate their willingness 
to alert the police to possible 
terrorism threats. In addition, those 
respondents who believed that anti-
terrorism policies had been created 
in a legitimate fashion (e.g., that 
the community had been given an 
opportunity to provide input and 
community views were considered) 
were more likely to cooperate with 
the police in averting terrorism and 
they were more willing to alert the 
police to possible terrorism activities.   
!ose Muslim Americans who 
reported experiencing discrimination 
at school, work, or in dealing with 
authorities, were less likely to be 
willing to cooperate with the police or 
report possible terrorism activities to 
the police. Finally, those respondents 
who had strong identiÞcation with 
America (e.g., who agreed with the 
statement that ÒBeing an American 
is important to the way I think of 
myself as a personÓ) were more likely 
to be willing to alert the police.

Conclusion:  Most New York Muslim 
respondents indicated that they 
would engage in cooperative actions 
if asked to do so by the police, and 
most indicated that they would report 

possible terrorist related activities 
to the police.  !e variation that 
did exist in MuslimsÕ willingness to 
combat terrorism appears to be in 
large part a"ected by the degree to 
which Muslims have had positive 
versus discriminatory interactions 
with others in American society. !ose 
who felt excluded from American 
society through overt discrimination, 
for example, as well as those who 
reported that the police did not 
treat them fairly were less likely to 
be cooperative on terrorism matters.   
If the cooperation of the western 
Muslim communities is important, 
therefore, it appears that western 
societies have the opportunity to 
increase that cooperation in large part 
by examining and addressing aspects 
of their own treatment of Muslims in 
their communities.  

Reference: Tyler, Tom R., Stephen Schulhofer, 
and Aziz Z. Hug (2010).  Legitimacy and 
Deterrence E"ects in Counterrorism Policing: 
A study of Muslim Americans. Law & Society 
Review, 44(2), 365-401.

!e willingness of members of the Muslim community in New York to work 
voluntarily with the police in combating terrorism is determined, in part, by 
how Muslims are treated by the police and others in the community. 

As in some other countries since September 11, 2001, ÒMuslim American communities have become a focus for anti-
terror policing e"orts in the United StatesÓ (p. 366).  Hence it is not surprising that there is interest in Òwhat circumstances 
are associated with voluntary cooperation by Muslim Americans in anti-terror policing e"orts and in particular, which 
policing strategies enhance or diminish that cooperationÓ (p. 366). !is study addresses this issue with data from a 2009 
survey of 300 randomly selected Muslim Americans living in the New York City area. 
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!e data for this study come from 
a study of public attitudes in the 
jurisdictions of 6 Israeli police 
stations, one of which (Sderot) has 
been Òa primary target for missile 
threats and attacks originating from 
the Gaza StripÓ (p. 10).  It was 
expected that Òin situations of high 
threat and insecurityÉ concerns 
for safety [would] take priority over 
issues of fair processes such as respect, 
dignity and participation [the main 
ÔpillarsÕ of procedural justice]Ó (p. 11).   
!e Þve other ÔcomparisonÕ districts 
had not experienced recent security 
threats.  Only members of Ômajority 
communitiesÕ were included in the 
analysis (i.e., Israeli Arabs, Ultra-
Orthodox Jews, and other minorities 
were excluded). 

Police legitimacy Ð the main 
dependent variable Ð was assessed with 
four questions: Ò!e police are guided 
by the publicÕs well-being;Ó Ò!e 
police carry out their job well;Ó ÒIf a 
relative/friend was a victim of a crime 
I would encourage them to turn to the 
police;Ó and ÒI have trust in the Israeli 
policeÓ (p. 15).  Police performance/
e"ciency was operationalized with 
two questions: Ò!e Police e"ciently 
handle crime in my area of residence;Ó 

and ÒPolice presence in my area of 
residence is adequateÓ (p. 16).   

Perceptions of procedural justice were 
measured with four questions: Ò!e 
police allow citizens to express their 
opinion before making a decisionÉ;Ó  
Ò!e police explain their activities 
wellÉ;Ó  Ò!e police treat all 
citizens equally;Ó and ÒO"cers treat 
citizens they encounter with respectÓ  
(p. 15). Various other controls 
were also included (e.g., previous 
contact with the police, whether the 
respondent had been a crime victim, 
and demographic characteristics of 
respondents).

!e results were quite straightforward.  
!e performance/ e"ciency of the 
police was important in both the 
Ôhigh terrorismÕ area and in the 
comparison areas, but, as predicted 
Òunder conditions of threat, 
evaluations [of performance] play a 
signiÞcantly larger role in predicting 
police legitimacy than when there is 
no speciÞc threat in the backgroundÓ 
(p. 18).  More interesting, however, 
is the fact that procedural justice was 
equally important in predicting police 
legitimacy in both the Ôhigh threatÕ 
and the Ôlow threatÕ areas. 

Conclusion:  Ò!e results of the 
present study suggest that the desire 
for procedural justice is an enduring, 
stable trait, regardless of the security 
situation. Under conditions of 
security threats, individuals do value 
police performance to a greater  
extent when forming evaluations of 
police legitimacy. However, there 
does not seem to be a zero-sum 
game between performance and 
procedural justice: under threat, while 
performance increases in importance, 
procedural justice does not decline in 
importance and indeed remains the 
primary antecedent of legitimacy, as 
is the case when there is no security 
threat in the backgroundÓ (p. 19). 
In more mundane terms, the police 
cannot a#ord to minimize the 
importance of dealing with citizens 
in a procedurally just fashion just 
because the community is facing 
serious external threats. 

Reference: Jonathan-Zamir, Tal and David 
Weisburd (2013). !e E#ects of Security 
!reats on Antecedents of Police Legitimacy: 
Findings from a Quasi-Experiment in Israel.  
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 
50 (1), 3-32.  

Even in situations in which citizens face terrorist threats and attacks, the 
legitimacy of the local police is determined, in large part, by whether the police 
are perceived to be treating people in a procedurally just fashion.

ÒIncreasing public evaluations of the legitimacy of the police is considered one of the most important goals of policing in 

democratic countriesÓ (p. 5).  A number of studies have highlighted the importance of perceptions of procedural justice 

Ð the fairness and appropriateness of police interactions with ordinary citizens Ð in understanding public assessments of, 

and cooperation with, the police (Criminological Highlights, V4N4#1, V7N1#4, V11N4#1, V12N5#2).   !e suggestion 

is sometimes made, however, that in situations in which people feel under severe threat Ð e.g., acute crises or terrorism 

threats Ð it is police e"cacy rather than fairness that is seen as important. 
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Treating accused people fairly can reduce the likelihood that these same people will 
re-offend in a similar way. Men arrested for assaulting their wives were less likely 
to assault them again if they had been treated fairly by the police.

Background.  In the early 1980s a study was done in Minneapolis, Minnesota, the results 
of which have been interpreted as supporting the notion that arresting those men who 
have apparently assaulted their spouses will make them less likely to repeat this crime.  
There have been six attempts to replicate this finding (in six other American cities) and 
the results are, at best, equivocal showing different patterns of results in different cities.  
As this paper (which includes, as one of its authors, the first author of the original 
Minneapolis study)  points out Òother than questioning the wisdom of a mandatory arrest 
strategy for spouse assault, policy makers are currently provided little or no guidance 
from this line of research as to how they should respond to such casesÓ (p. 164-5).  

Relevant findings.  There is some evidence that procedural fairness is important in 
determining peopleÕs attitudes toward authority.  There is also a little evidence that 
procedural fairness affects behaviour.  Researchers in a previous study Òfound that 
litigants in small claims court were more likely to comply with even unfavourable 
judgments if they believed the process to be fairÓ (p. 171).  

This paper.  The original study was not designed to look at procedural fairness. However, 
measures of perceived fairness of treatment were available.   The measures -- available 
only on those arrested for wife assault -- consisted of such things as whether the person 
arrested answered ÒyesÓ to the question, ÒDid the officers take the time to listen to your 
side of the story?Ó (p. 177).  Another item was whether the accused reported the use of 
physical force (p. 178).   The interest, of course, was whether those who reported being 
treated ÒfairlyÓ were less likely to commit subsequent wife assaults.    

Findings.  ÒRepeat spouse assault [was] higher for those arrestees who perceived that 
they had not been treated fairlyÓ (p. 190), and the effect of procedural fairness seemed to 
be equally evident for those who received short or long periods of detention.

Conclusion.  This study suggests that a sensible Òcrime controlÓ strategy would include 
concerns about procedural fairness.  There is a tendency of certain police spokespeople to 
focus solely on results (e.g., success in arresting someone, or success in convicting 
someone).  This paper suggests that it may be just as important -- or even more important 
-- to address the question of how people are treated. Fair treatment pays dividends. 

Reference:  Paternoster, Raymond, Robert Brame, Ronet Bachman, and Lawrence W. 
Sherman.   Do fair procedures matter?  The effect of procedural justice on spouse assault.  
Law and Society Review, 1997, 31(1), 163-204. 
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Researchers in a large youth court 
in Toronto systematically observed, 
during a 9-month period, the 
ÔatmosphereÕ in a ÔÞrst appearanceÕ 
court, presided over by a Justice of the 
Peace. !e ordinary events on each 
day were coded as being ÔstandardÕ 
or Ôsub-standardÕ.  A standard rating 
would involve such things as the court 
starting on time, no confusion about 
the court process, court personnel 
having the appropriate documents for 
the case that was called, Òthe justice 
of the peace clearly and courteously 
[explaining] the court process and/or 
issues in the case to the youth and/or 
the parentsÓ (p. 534).    

Events which would contribute to the 
day being described as ÔsubstandardÕ 
would include an extremely late court 
starting time, delays caused by the 
absence of court sta" when court was 
in session, Òjustice of the peace makes 
humiliating comments about the 
attire worn by the youthÓ,  ÒCrown 
attorney rolls eyes and impatiently 
sighs at youth when the youth is trying 
to explain an issueÓ or Òcourt clerks 
yell out into the body of the court 
making excessive comments about 
what is allowed when court is already 
in session.Ó  As such, the observed 
phenomenon Ð court atmosphere - 
was neither elicited by, nor necessarily 
directed at, any particular accused 

youth.  It was simply that there were 
some ÔgoodÕ and some ÔbadÕ days in 
court.  Youths, then, were exposed to a 
ÔgoodÕ or ÔbadÕ day in court essentially 
randomly.  !is study then examined 
the impact of good vs. bad days in 
court on youths. 

Youths were asked Ð by a researcher 
who was not responsible for the 
coding of Ôcourt atmosphereÕ Ð about 
two aspects of their experience.  First 
they were asked about procedural 
justice (see Criminological Highlights 
4(4)#1, 7(1)#4) Ð how they felt they, 
themselves, were treated by their own 
lawyer, the Crown attorney, and the 
Justice of the Peace presiding over 
the court.   Second, they were asked 
about the legitimacy of the justice 
system by assessing their agreement 
with statements such as ÒIn general, 
our laws make Canada a better 
placeÓ, ÒPeople are treated fairly by 
the Canadian courtsÓ, ÒPeople should 
support the decisions made within 
the Canadian courtsÓ, ÒI try to obey 
the lawsÓ  (p. 536). 

Not surprisingly, the youthsÕ ratings 
of their own treatment a"ected their 
views of the legitimacy of the court: 
those who didnÕt think that they were 
treated fairly rated the legitimacy 
of the court lower than those who 
thought that their treatment was 
fair.  However, both for youths who 

thought that they themselves were 
treated fairly and for youths who did 
not, experiencing a ÔsubstandardÕ court 
day reduced signiÞcantly the rating of 
the legitimacy of the court. In other 
words, compared to those youths 
who were in court on a Ôgood dayÕ, 
youths who experienced Ôbad daysÕ 
in court were more likely to indicate 
that they saw no reason to obey the 
law or support the decisions of the 
court. Said di"erently, when courts 
misbehave, youths are less likely to 
believe that they should respect the 
law or the courts. 

Conclusion:  If courts want youths to 
respect them, it would appear that it is 
necessary for them to act in a manner 
that deserves respect.  Courts that 
treat people in a disrespectful manner 
by starting late, taking Ò15 minute 
breaksÓ that last 45 minutes, and allow 
court personnel to act rudely to those 
in court, get the respect that they 
deserve.  More importantly, however, 
they teach youths that the law and the 
courts are not worth obeying. 

Reference: Greene, Carolyn, Jane B. Sprott, 
Natasha S. Madon, and Maria Jung (2010). 
Punishing Processes in Youth Court: 
Procedural Justice, Court Atmosphere and 
YouthsÕ Views of the Legitimacy of the Justice 
System.  Canadian Journal of Criminology and 
Criminal Justice, 52(5), 527-544.

Youth courts can a!ect youthsÕ perceptions of the legitimacy of the law: keeping 
people waiting without explanation and general rude behaviour on the part of court 
personnel lead youths to be more likely to conclude that the courts donÕt deserve 
their respect and that there is no reason to obey the law.
Courts in Canada have rules that appear to be designed to induce respect.  Courts can order people to appear before 
them even if nothing is likely to happen at the court hearing.  !ey can punish people who are late to court. !ey 
typically require people to stand up when a judicial o#cer enters the room to demonstrate, one assumes, respect for 
the judicial o#cer.  And they require people to behave in particular ways (e.g., removing hats or caps) that are not 
normally required. !is study examines the manner in which courts undermine their own legitimacy and lead youths to  
believe - among other things - that they should not try to obey the laws. 
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Jurors in at least one long complex fraud case appear to have been able to understand 
and evaluate the evidence that was presented to them. !ey could have used some 
help, however, with practical matters. 
!e Jubilee Line case in England Ð a case involving multiple charges of corruption and conspiracy to defraud against 
5 defendants in relation to large construction contracts for the London Underground Ð ended in March 2005 after 21 
months of hearings without going to the jury for a decision.  !is case is often cited when the suggestion is made that 
certain kinds of cases need to be heard by a judge sitting without a jury. 

Previous research has shown that 
members of English and New Zealand 
juries take their jobs seriously. When 
asked about any problems they 
encountered as jurors, they generally 
only cite such problems as practical 
employment issues (losing oneÕs job or 
source of income) or poor treatment 
by the courts.  Simulation studies 
suggest that most individual jurors are 
quite competent in major fraud trials.  
!e problems that do arise appear 
to relate to the manner in which 
evidence is presented to them. In 
addition, there is evidence that juror 
competence can easily be improved 
if certain simple practices (e.g., note 
taking or discussion amongst jurors) 
were encouraged.

In the Jubilee Line case, interviews 
were carried out with all of the jurors 
after the case was aborted.  !e jurors 
themselves were adamant they Òhad 
a very good understanding of the 
evidenceÓ (p. 259). Furthermore, the 
interviews revealed that a year after 
the case was aborted, they Òdisplayed 
quite impressive familiarity with the 
charges, issues and evidenceÉÓ(p. 
259), though there was obviously 
some variability across jurors. !ese 
results are consistent with other 
studies of jurorsÕ understanding of 
evidence (Criminological Highlights, 
V2N2#8).  !ose jurors who had 
di"culty were able to rely on other 
jurors (e.g., those who took copious 
notes) for information. !e jurors 
discussed evidence and witnesses 
frequently Òand were unanimous that 
the understanding of the jury as a 

whole was greatly enhanced therebyÓ 
(p. 261).  !ey found their ability 
to ask questions to be helpful. Note 
taking was seen generally as helpful, 
though only some jurors took notes 
(and they varied in the detail of their 
notes). !e main problem faced by the 
jurors with respect to the actual trial 
was not in understanding the evidence, 
but the slow pace and tediousness of 
the trial - in particular, some of the 
questioning by the defence.  !e jurors 
were unclear Ð as were, it turned out, 
some of the barristers Ð as to what the 
relevance of certain evidence was. 

!e most serious problems faced by 
the jurors related to the fact that the 
trial took so long.  !ere were special 
compensation rules in place for this 
jury but the rules relating to such 
matters as lost overtime, increments, 
or bonuses were never made clear to 
them.  !e jurors who were employed 
indicated that their employers were 
unhappy with the long trial; yet the 
court was unwilling to communicate 
directly with employers.  A related 
problem was the courtÕs inability 
or unwillingness to communicate 
adequately when the jury would be 
needed. Jurors wasted enormous 
amounts of time travelling to court 
when they were not needed. More 
generally, it appeared that the court 
was unwilling to address systematically 
the problems for jurors of being 
involved in long trials. Essentially 
nobody considered adequately the 
impact of the trial on the jurorsÕ 
lives.  Perhaps the largest insult to the 
jurors was their perception that they 

were treated as Òjury fodderÓ Ð Òon 
tap, but not informedÓ of what was 
happening (p. 265).   On the day that 
the prosecution conceded that the 
trial was no longer viable, they were 
at court. !ey waited 5 hours before 
they were brought into the court 
and formally discharged by the judge 
with no explanation as to what had 
happened.  It was clear to the jurors 
that everyone in the courtroom except 
them knew what had happened. !ey 
only learned about the details (that the 
defendants had been acquitted) on the 
evening news, and some of that news 
implied that the trial had collapsed 
because of problems with them Ð the 
jury (which was not true). 

Conclusion. It would appear that 
courts could, if they wished, make it 
much easier for jurors in long trials.   
Cases like this one were found not 
to be overly complex nor was the 
evidence beyond the capability of the 
jurors to understand. Comprehension 
and memory problems were easily 
overcome by the fact that the jury 
acted as a group. Many of the 
practical problems for jurors could 
be overcome if the courts were more 
respectful of the jurors as participants 
in the criminal justice process rather 
than treating them as Ôjury fodderÕ.   

Reference: Lloyd-Bostock, Sally (2007).  !e 
Jubilee Line Jurors: Does their Experience 
Strengthen the Argument for Judge-only Trial 
in Long and Complex Fraud Cases? Criminal 
Law Review, 255-273.
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Inmates in a medium security prison, when asked what the appropriate sentence would be for a 
number of different crimes, gave sentences which, on average, are not different from what they 
thought the courts would give.  However, inmates see members of the general public as being more 
punitive than themselves (or the courts). More interestingly, most inmates think that other inmates 
Òwould reject a coherent system of legal sanctionsÓ even though they, themselves, do not. 

Background.  For some time we have believed that inmates reject general societal values  -- particularly 
as they relate to crime and deviance.  The traditional notion, held by some, is that inmates Òsupport one 
another in rejecting societyÕs norms regulating crime and punishment...  They are said to reject their 
rejectors.  In doing so, they are said to adhere to an unconventional or alternative set of normsÓ (p. 482).  
This paper challenges this view. 

This study.  A random sample of inmates in a Massachusetts medium security correctional facility were 
interviewed.  They were given a series of vignettes about crime, giving information about the current 
crime, the offenderÕs race and criminal history, and the apparent motive for the crime.  Each inmate was 
asked: ÒIf you personally were allowed to decide what should happen with this man, and could decide 
anything you wanted, what would you decide?Ó  In other words, prison or punishment was not required 
by the question.  They were then asked to estimate ÒIn court today what would his sentence be?Ó  ÒWhat 
would the general public like to see happen to this man?Ó and ÒWhat would most of the inmates here like 
to see happen with this man?Ó (p. 489). Each inmate ÒratedÓ 25 vignettes.  

Findings. Most (89%) of the sanctions seen as ÒidealÓ by inmates were punitive.  They saw the courts as 
almost invariably (99%) giving punitive sanctions. Inmates thought that members of the public would 
give punitive sanctions in most (95%) of the cases.  The interesting finding, however, was that inmates 
thought that other inmates would give punitive sanctions in only 49% of the cases.   Generally speaking, 
inmates thought the offender should be incarcerated (84% of the cases), thought that the courts would 
incarcerate almost everyone, and also thought that the general public would incarcerate most (86%) of the 
offenders.  Again, of course, inmates thought that other inmates would be soft on offenders -- indicating 
that they thought that other inmates would incarcerate in only 39% of the cases.   Inmates themselves 
were responsive to crime seriousness and criminal record, and indicated that they thought that the courts 
and the general public would also respond to these factors.  They thought that other inmates would not 
sanction according to crime seriousness and thought that other inmates would give only slight weight to 
criminal history. 

Conclusion. It is clear that inmates, as a group,  are likely to have ideas about punishment which are not 
too different from what (it is likely) members of the public and the courts want.  Certainly their view that 
punishment should be proportionate to the seriousness of the offence and the criminal record of the 
offender is consistent with what the courts do and with what the public wants.  The paradox, however, is 
that ÒThere appears to be a myth of inmate lawlessness to which even inmates subscribe.  The individual 
inmate, in general, adopts the larger societyÕs stereotype of the typical inmate as relatively lawless, while 
empirical analysis indicates that as an aggregate of individuals, they reject this notion of themselves.Ó (p. 
505).

Reference:  Benaquisto, Lucia and Peter J. Freed. The myth of inmate lawlessness: The perceived 
contradiction between self and other in inmatesÕ support for criminal justice sanctioning norms. Law and 
Society Review, 1996, 30 (3), 481-511.

�3�D�J�H���&����



Volume 8,  Number 3            Article 1    November 2006

Criminological Highlights   4

!ese changes are dramatic.  In 
Washington, D.C., for example, the 
proportion of minority police o"cers 
increased from about 20% in 1967 
to about 70% in 2000.  BostonÕs 
proportion of minority police o"cers 
increased from fewer than 5% to over 
30% during the same period.  To 
some extent, minority police o"cers 
tend to be concentrated in lower 
ranks but this e#ect is not large and 
may reßect the fact that the changes 
have come relatively recently. For 
women, the change is similar except 
for the fact that the proportion of 
women in police forces generally does 
not exceed 25%. !ey, too, tend to 
be concentrated in the lower ranks, 
but on this dimension as in all others, 
there is a great deal of variation across 
police departments. 

!e e#ects of these changes are, of 
course, harder to assess. But when one 
looks at studies that compare black 
and white police o"cers, for example, 
there do not appear to be dramatic or 
consistent changes that occur when 
a police department becomes more 
diversiÞed. Ò!e scholarly consensus 
is that no evidence suggests that 
African American, Hispanic, and 
white o"cers behave in signiÞcantly 

di#erent waysÓ and that Òpolice 
behaviour is determined by situational 
and departmental factors not by raceÓ 
(p. 1226).  !e evidence on the e#ects 
of increases in the number of women 
on police forces is equally equivocal. 
When one looks at the e#ects of 
increased diversity on the credibility 
of the police in a neighbourhood, it 
would appear that the e#ects are not 
consistent. 

!ere does, however, appear to be 
some evidence that the ÒuniÞed 
occupational subculture of policing is 
being replaced by workplaces marked 
by division and segmentationÓ (p. 
1231).  It is notable that Ò!e decline 
in solidarity [of the police] does 
not seem to have impaired police 
e#ectivenessÉ [!ough] police 
o"cers are a less cohesive group 
than they used to beÉ[this change] 
makes the internal cultures of police 
departments less stißing and opens up 
space for dissent and disagreementÉ. 
Investigators rarely Þnd a single 
police perspective on any given issue, 
but rather a range of conßicting 
perspectivesÓ (p. 1232). 

Conclusion.  Police forces appear to be 
Òa striking success story for a"rmative 

actionÓ (p. 1234).  ÒBy weakening 
the social solidarity of the police, the 
growing diversity of law enforcement 
workforces makes it more likely that 
departments will be able to take 
advantage of the special competencies 
of minority o"cers, female o"cers, and 
openly gay and lesbian o"cers. And 
by weakening the political solidarity 
of the police, and the uniformity of 
viewpoints within police departments, 
police diversity greatly facilitates other 
reforms Ð including civilian oversight, 
community policing, and systematic 
e#orts to ameliorate racial bias in 
policingÓ (p. 1240).

Reference: Sklansky, David Alan (2006).  Not 
Your FatherÕs Police Department: Making 
Sense of the New Demographics of Law 
Enforcement.  Journal of Criminal Law and 
Criminology, 96 (3), 1209-1243.

Changes that have taken place in the composition of American police 
departments Ð most notably increased proportions of visible minorities and 
women Ð have probably had their most important e!ects on the internal 
workings of the departments, and not on the ability of the police to do their 
jobs or on police-community interactions.

Police forces in the U.S. and in many other countries look di#erent from the way they looked 40 years ago: they employ 
many more members of visible minority groups and women than they did in the 1960s.  
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Victims want to be recognized as participants in the criminal justice process. Police 
can improve victim satisfaction and support for themselves by keeping victims 
apprised of developments in ÒtheirÓ case.   

Background.  In the Netherlands, as in many other countries, crime is seen as a key social 
problem.  As in many other countries, most members of the public in that country think 
that sentences are too lenient.  Policy responses are predictable: Òget toughÓ practices 
have been implemented.  ÒBoth the number and the length of custodial sentences have 
increased dramatically in recent yearsÓ (p. 168). Inmate populations have increased 
dramatically. 

The major concern of victims, however, is Òa lack of interest by police and their failure to 
inform the victim of the developments in their caseÓ (p. 169).  

This study reports on interviews with 640 victims of property crimes or minor assaults.  
Although most victims (80%) wanted to be kept informed about their cases, only 33% of 
those who wanted the information actually obtained it.  

The results of the study are simple:  Those who were kept informed about the progress of 
their case were more satisfied with the performance of the police, showed more support 
for the police, and indicated that they were more in agreement with sentencing practices 
of judges.  This last finding Òmay be a result of the improved satisfaction and support for 
the authorities.  However, it may also be the result of the fact that notification provides 
victims with accurate information about sentencingÓ (p.176). As the authors point out, 
Ònotification has advantages for criminal justice authorities and policy-makers. It 
provides authorities with a simple means to enhance victim satisfaction and support 
without changing the [structure of the] existing criminal justice systemÓ (p. 176).   

Conclusion.  One humane way of treating victims that also enhances victimsÕ assessment 
of the criminal justice process is to keep victims informed about what is happening with 
their cases. When this is done by the police, the victims not only see the police in a more 
favourable light, but also see various aspects of the criminal justice system -- particularly 
sentencing Ð more positively. 

Reference. Wemmers, Jo-Anne M.  Victim notification and public support for the 
criminal justice system.  International Review of Victimology, 1999, 6, 167-178. 
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A multimedia campaign to inform the public about crime and crime control did not educate 
the public, nor did it alter their fear of crime.  However, the campaign did manage to make 
people evaluate the criminal justice system more positively.  This demonstrates that 
educating the public about crime and crime control is a complex process.  One cannot 
simply give people an extensive amount of non-specific information and expect changes in 
attitudes or behaviours. 

The Context.  The criminal justice system needs the support of the public in order to function 
adequately.  However, most people appear to be ill-informed about the limits of the criminal 
justice system Ð seeing it as Òthe solutionÓ to crime.  People also have little knowledge of the way 
the law works, the types of sanctions offenders receive, etc.  Moreover, the public usually has 
inaccurate perceptions of crime rates.  Thus, the belief that the criminal justice system is the 
ÒsolutionÓ to crime coupled with insufficient information about the law has two unfortunate 
effects. First it creates resentment toward the system for not decreasing crime. Second, it can lead 
to apathy on the publicÕs part to engage in preventive behaviours.   

This study examined a program that sought to inform the public about the nature of crime and the 
criminal justice system. It had three goals.  First, by providing accurate information about the 
nature of crime, the designers of the program hoped to decrease the publicÕs level of fear.  
Second, by providing information about the nature of crime and the role communities and 
individuals play in preventing crime, it was hypothesized that people would initiate prevention 
efforts.  Third, by providing information about the limited role the criminal justice system plays 
in reducing crime, it was hypothesized that people would develop more realistic expectations 
about the system and therefore would not be as negative in evaluations of the justice system.  

Two similar communities were chosen Ð one received information, the other did not. Information 
about crime and crime prevention was disseminated to individuals by police officers, over the 
radio and through two regional daily newspapers.  There were also community meetings, press 
releases, posters, etc. informing people about the campaign to increase knowledge of crime and 
the criminal justice system.  There was also a Òcrime preventionÓ van which gave out information 
about crime and crime prevention.   

Conclusion.The campaign was largely unsuccessful.  The results indicated that although the 
community that received the information was aware of the campaign, they were no more 
knowledgeable than the community that did not receive the information. There were no 
differences in knowledge of the criminal justice system or in fear of crime.  The only effect of the 
campaign was that people who received the information appeared to evaluate the criminal justice 
system more positively.  

These findings  demonstrate that educating the public about crime and crime control is a complex 
process.  One cannot simply give people an extensive amount of non-specific information and 
expect changes in attitudes or behaviours.  The public thinks about crime and crime control with a 
degree of sophistication which requires a thoughtful plan to educate.  

Reference: Kuttschreutter, M. & Weigman, O. (1998).  ÒCrime prevention and the attitude toward 
the criminal justice system: Effects of a multimedia campaignÓ.  Journal of Criminal Justice,
26(4), 441-452. 
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!is study reports on one U.S. 
countyÕs e"orts to control jail and 
police lock-up populations in a 
mid-size midwestern city. A new 
facility was created in which arrestee 
processing, case screening, contact 
with defence counsel, and initial 
court hearings were to be conducted 
on a 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week 
basis for misdemeanours and minor 
nonviolent felony o"ences. !e idea 
was that these matters would be dealt 
with immediately rather than over a 
period of days or weeks.  Prior to the 
opening of this special centre, cases 
had been processed much as they are 
elsewhere: screening, initial hearings, 
etc., only happened periodically 
during normal court hours. Since 
accused people are unable to schedule 
their arrests to occur only during 
normal court hours, there is obviously 
a mismatch between e#cient court 
processing and the time of arrest. On 
the assumption that it would be easier 
to change the court schedule than 
the timing of arrests, this project was 
created to deal more e"ectively with 
initial court processing. 

!e changed system involved around-
the-clock screening of cases such that 

a decision could be made almost 
instantly about whether a case should 
be prosecuted. Rather than scheduling 
all cases for one or two times a day 
(on weekdays), initial court hearings 
were scheduled for approximately 20 
di"erent times a day.  Police o#cers 
were required to Þle all paperwork 
within four hours of arrest.  Prior to 
the implementation, this process took 
an average of 27 hours with a great 
deal of variation; after implementation 
it required an average of about 4 
hours with relatively little variation.  
Prior to starting the new program, 
about 71 hours (approximately 3 
days) would elapse between the time 
that case screening took place and the 
initial court appearance. Some cases 
took much longer. Under the new 
program, this process took only four 
hours (with little variation). When 
one looks at the time spent in custody 
by those for whom no charges were 
ultimately Þled, the average person 
spent a total of 24 hours in custody 
prior to the new program. After the 
program, the average time was reduced 
to about 9 hours.  For those released 
on recognizance, people spent an 
average of 24 hours in custody prior 
to the program and 10 hours after. 

!ose who had bond set by the court 
and who had to meet this bond to be 
released spent about the same amount 
of time in custody under the new 
program as they had under the earlier 
system. 

Conclusion:  Under the new procedure, 
initial processing times for those who 
are arrested and brought to court were 
reduced considerably.  While there are 
large numbers of such people, they do 
not, because of fast turnover, consume 
a proportionately large portion of 
jail space.  Nevertheless, the most 
important factor may be that a large 
portion of those arrested were released 
quickly on a recognizance or did 
not have charges Þled against them, 
dramatically reducing their time in 
pretrial detention. 

Reference: Baumer, Terry L. (2007).  Reducing 
Lockup Crowding with Expedited Initial 
Processing of Minor O"enders.  Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 35, 273-281.

!ere are ways to control pretrial detention populations. A separate processing 
centre with around-the-clock, seven-day-a-week processing of cases reduced 
processing times dramatically for most of those who were arrested for 
o"ences.

Jail populations (those in pretrial detention and those serving ÔshortÕ sentences) in the U.S. have increased from about 
182 thousand in 1980 to about 748 thousand in 2005.  Ò!e most commonly adopted [American] response [to this 
increase] was to expand jail capacityÓ (p. 273).  
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!is observational study of Australian 
magistratesÕ criminal courts notes that 
active management of the court takes 
the judge outside the safe passive 
role and Òmay risk the legitimacy 
of adversarial authority,Ó but also 
requires cooperation of the other 
parties in the court.  Nevertheless, 
research has demonstrated that 
Òperceptions that the police or judges 
tried hard to be fair and were polite 
emerge as especially important in 
citizen contacts with the police and 
courtsÓ (p. 345).  !e problem is that 
being fair and sensibly managing the 
activities of the court conßict with 
the classic passive role of the judge in 
adversarial proceedings. 

E"ective magistrates appear to have 
searched for ways to move each 
case through the court process.  For 
example, active magistrates were able 
to turn requests for adjournments 
into delays until later in the day when 
progress could be made to move 
the case along.  Nevertheless, of the 
1287 matters that were observed 
as part of this study, about a third 
were adjourned.   !e most common 
reason for adjournment related to 
getting legal representation for the 
accused (26%), the need for more 
information (10%) or providing 

disclosure to the defence (12%).  But 
in 17% of the adjourned cases no 
reason was o"ered or given in open 
court.  Standing a matter down until 
later in the day was done most often 
to ensure that relevant parties (e.g., 
the lawyer) or required information 
was available (37%).  Although 
magistrates relatively rarely initiated 
adjournments (15%), Òthe striking 
characteristic of standing matters 
down was that it occurred most 
commonly at the suggestion of the 
magistrateÓ [62% of all stand-downs] 
reßecting the magistrates desire Òto get 
through the list in a way that does not 
delay other matters which are ready to 
go, and to move cases along toward 
Þnal resolutionÓ (p. 353). Of those 
matters that were stood down until 
later in the day 68% were completed 
or set for another procedure (e.g., trail 
or sentence).  !ough this ÔsuccessÕ 
rate is not dramatically higher than 
that of all other matters (61%),  it 
is dramatically better than simply 
adjourning the case to another day.  
Had that been done, the success rate 
would have been zero.  

Conclusion:  In exercising ÔjudgecraftÕ 
by suggesting solutions to problems 
that would otherwise keep a case 
from going forward, magistrates 

obviously run the risk of undermining 
the legitimacy of the adversarial 
process.  Nevertheless Òwhen active 
intervention is used to consider the 
defendantÕs circumstances more 
carefully, it may enhance judicial 
legitimacy to the extent that it rests 
on the fairness values exhibited when 
judicial o#cers engage with those 
whose claims they adjudicateÉ 
!e ways in which these magistrates 
exercised judgecraft sometimes 
e"ectively created a limited space 
for more meaningful interactionsÓ 
(p. 358).  In accomplishing e"ective 
time management goals, it would 
appear that magistrates were able to 
Òcreate space for a more engaged and 
therefore more legitimate decision-
making process within the limits 
of conventional adversarial norms 
and practices.  !is achievement is 
especially important in the highly 
interactive context of the criminal list 
where most members of the public 
encounter the court systemÓ (p. 359).  

Reference:  Mack, Kathy and Sharyn Roach 
Anleu. (2007) ÔGetting !rough the ListÕ: 
Judgecraft and Legitimacy in the Lower Courts.  
Social & Legal Studies, 16(3), 341-361. 

Clever criminal court judges are able to manage long and unpredictable 
case lists.

Judgecraft Ð or how judges go about their tasks in the courtroom Ð is a practical skill that is limited by the nature of 
judicial authority.  ÒConventional adversarial norms require a formally passive judicial roleÉÓ and thus Òactive judicial 
intervention can be in tension with this principle.Ó Yet Òthe legitimacy of judicial authority rests in part on the extent 
to which people perceive that they are treated fairly by judicial o#cers they encounter.  !is suggests that a more active 
engagement by judicial o#cers is required for legitimacyÓ (p. 342). 
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Adjournments in court appear to have more to do with Òcourt cultureÓ than with the case
itself.  If judges create a culture in which court adjournments are permitted, these delays
will inevitably occur.  If they want cases to be dealt with quickly and efficiently, that, too, is
within their power.

Background: Adjournments - requested by either party in a court case - can be important in that
they interfere with the efficient resolution of disputes. In criminal trials, adjournments can not
only impact the accused but also constitute an inconvenience for victims and other witnesses.
Some adjournments are clearly necessary. Studies of court delay have identified certain
predictable factors associated with case processing speed (e.g., case complexity, strength of
evidence, plea decisions). However, these studies also show variation in case processing times
between courts that cannot be explained by these structural factors.

This study examines the importance of Òcourt cultureÓ Ð Òbeliefs and practices shared by
personnel, such as judges, solicitors and clerks, working in a particular courtÓ (p. 43) - in four
Scottish SheriffÕs Courts in 1999-2001. In the context of adjournments, it is suggested that court
culture includes Òshared views about ways of doing things (such as what constitutes an acceptable
speed of case processing) and shared expectations and norms (such as solicitorsÕ expectations
regarding the likely judicial response to an adjournment request)Ó (p. 43).

The basic findings are easy to describe. One of the courts was dramatically different from the
other three. In ÒCourt DÓ, 7% of the cases were adjourned on the day that trial was set. The
average for Courts A, B, and C was 31% (range: 28-33%).  The judge has the power to adjourn or
refuse to adjourn a case Òin the interests of justiceÓ (p. 47). In Courts A, B & C, requests for
adjournments were rarely questioned and seldom opposed. Judges intervened only if the
adjournment requests were disputed. There was an expectation that the first trial date would be
adjourned. Adjournments were often agreed to in advance by the lawyers and presented to the
court as Òa done dealÓ (p.48). Conversely, judges in Court D asked for reasons as to why an
adjournment was being requested, even if the adjournment was not opposed by the lawyer on the
other side. These judges, who are described as working closely with one another, indicate that
they try to deal with as many cases as possible and see adjournments as impediments to this goal.
Lawyers indicated that they had to Òwork in a different way in order to cope with the court culture
in Court DÓ (p. 50).

Conclusion: Court culture Ð shared expectations about how things should work Ð clearly can
affect the efficiency of the criminal justice system. ÒSomething can be done to prevent
unnecessary adjournments and the power to effect change lies primarily with judges É The
prevailing culture [in these four courts] was not ÔsharedÕ as such but was judge-ledÉ [supporting]
the conclusion É that the attitude of judges is critical in setting court cultureÓ (p. 51). ÒThe
incidence of unnecessary adjournments can be lessened by a willingness on the part of judges to
question both disputed and undisputed adjournment requests more thoroughlyÓ (p. 52).  Judges, it
would seem, can lead the way toward more effective court processes, but only if they wish to do
so.

Reference:  Leverick, Fiona and Peter Duff. (2002). Court Culture and Adjournments in Criminal
Cases: A Tale of Four Courts.  Criminal Law Review, 39-52.
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The courts in New York City were able to re-open shortly after September 11 largely
because judges took control of the judicial system and challenged the views of other
criminal justice officials who argued that the courts would have to remain shut.  Judges
succeeded in demonstrating that justice was not to be another victim of terrorism.

Background.  The court system in New York City was severely threatened by the events of
September 11. Many of ManhattanÕs principal courthouses are located near the World Trade
Centre. Criminal courts depend on police as witnesses. Witnesses, jurors, lawyers, and others
need to get to court. The judicial response came from New YorkÕs Chief Judge, Judith S. Kaye
who has administrative responsibility for all courts in the state. Her decision, announced mid-
morning on September 11, was simple:  The attack had been an assault on AmericaÕs values
(including justice) and the court system had an obligation to open as soon as possible. That
statement set the tone for what happened in the next few weeks. The situation was helped by a
dramatic decrease (40%-64% across the 5 boroughs of NYC) in arrests in the month following
September 11 as compared to the previous year.

Re-opening the courts. Individual judges and court administrators did not have to make any
decisions about when to re-open: the Òunambiguous imperative to open as soon as practicableÓ (p.
5) from Judge Kaye meant that individual Òadministrative judges did not have to weigh
arguments about whether to open the courts and could instead focus on how to accomplish that
goalÓ (p. 5). Initially, the courts were told that no police would be available in court for a month.
However, this total ban was lifted several days later. Given that police were involved in rescue
efforts, and because of the difficulty in getting cases organized, prosecutors asked for blanket
delays. Following Judge KayeÕs statement, judges decided on September 12 that justice required
that cases be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. The MayorÕs Criminal Justice Coordinator was
based at the MayorÕs Emergency Command Centre - the result of a prior decision made in
anticipation of Y2K computer problems. In this way, a mechanism existed to communicate the
importance of police appearances in court for more pressing cases. The number of police officers
who would be authorized to appear in court was determined by this office in consultation with the
chief administrative judge.

Some of the work of the criminal courts in Manhattan was moved to other locations. Much of this
redistribution was made possible as a result of the leadership of the supervising judge who, along
with several prosecutors, had remained in the court during the night of September 11.  Defendants
who were in pretrial custody on September 11 were scheduled to be heard within days.  Decisions
on whether to proceed with a hearing were made on a case-by-case basis. In this way, delays were
allowed only if the prosecutor clearly had tried but could not proceed. ÒWhat was unacceptable to
the judges, however, was the blanket adjournment of all cases of jailed defendants without an
individualized determination of the inability of the district attorney to move that case forwardÓ (p.
15).  Prosecutors asked the governor to suspend the requirement that cases of detained accused be
dealt with within strict statutory limits. The governor declined, leaving the judges in charge.

On September 19, the administrative judge for the Manhattan courts had a court list of over 300
cases, 245 of which were jail-related.  An assistant district attorney asked for a blanket extension
of the statutory limits on dealing with these cases, noting that her office had no telephones, fax or
computer communications.  She noted that many police officers were not available.  Judge Martin
Murphy, who had slept in the courthouse on the night of September 11 in order to be open the
next day, denied the request. He noted that ÒI think we owe it to everyone to do each case
[individually], as laborious as it may beÉ I think that at some point we have to realize that
people have to move forwardÉ. This is a very important institution in the CityÉ.Ó (p. 15).   The
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court completed all cases at 9:30pm that evening, hearing every case.  None of the release
applications were granted over the objection of the prosecutor, but 15 of them were, in fact,
conceded (with consent).  An additional 29 cases were resolved by a guilty plea.  As a result of
this judicial decision to show leadership in providing Òjustice as usualÓ, 90% of the cases had
been dealt with in their entirety by the date that the prosecutor had suggested for the blanket
extension. A senior prosecutor and the Criminal Justice Coordinator indicated that Òno major
injustices had been doneÓ (p. 16).

Conclusion.  Leadership, in this case from the judges, was crucial.  The initial decision by the
Chief Judge to have Òjustice as usualÓ was also critical.  Equally important was the Òlocal
leadership [that] emerged among both the local administrative judges and senior prosecutorsÓ (p.
24).  Similarly, the firm resolve manifested throughout the system to plan for Òbusiness as usualÓ
was fundamental.  For example, one of the difficult matters to resolve was that of communication
(e.g., of the location of court hearings) which would reach all of those involved.  In this case,
some creativity  (e.g., posted information) and hard work were helpful as were many firm
decisions simply to do things, leaving the details to be worked out as they went along.

Reference: Root, Oren. 2002.  The Administration of Justice under Emergency Conditions:
Lessons Following the Attack on the World Trade Center.  New York: Vera Institute of Justice,
Inc.
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