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Abstract 

Research on subjective punishment goals has focused on the perspective of third-party 

observers of criminal offenses and neglected the perspective of victims. This study 

investigates punishment goals among 174 adult crime victims (rape and non-sexual assault) 

for each participant’s real criminal case. Scales measuring support for punishment goals are 

constructed by factor analysis of an 18-item list. Results show that five highly supported goals 

can be distinguished: retaliation, recognition of victim status, confirmation of societal values, 

victim security and societal security. Analysis of relations between punishment goal scales 

and personal variables, situational variables and demanded punishment severity corroborates 

the view that the punishment goals revealed can be classified according to the two 

independent dichotomies of moral versus instrumental goals, and micro versus macro goals. 
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Punishment Goals of Crime Victims 

People demand punishment of criminal offenders for different reasons: to give the 

offender his just deserts, educate the offender, protect society or deter other potential 

offenders. Normative systems of criminal justice often cite diverse goals to justify criminal 

punishment as well. Psychological studies have investigated the dimensions, conditions and 

effects of subjective attitudes towards punishment goals. Up to now, research on punishment 

goals has focused on the perspective of third-party observers of criminal offenses, particularly 

the perspective of judges and the general population. However, an analysis of punishment 

goals from the victim’s perspective remains to be done. This victimological knowledge is 

relevant, as consideration or disregard of punishment attitudes of victims by the criminal 

justice system can affect trust in criminal justice and acceptance of legal authorities (Tyler, 

1990). 

Concepts of Punishment Goals 

Categories of punishment goals are often derived from philosophical penal theories 

(cf. Hassemer, 1990; von Hirsch, 1998). Frequently used categories are just deserts (according 

to the absolute penal theories of Kant and Hegel, i.e. the retributive penal theories), as well as 

deterrence of the offender, incapacitation, rehabilitation and general deterrence (according to 

the relative penal theories, i.e. the utilitarian penal theories). The theory of general positive 

prevention has only been introduced in recent times: here, punishment of offenders is 

intended to foster awareness of law, to stabilize moral norms of behavior, and to preserve the 

general population’s trust in criminal justice (cf. Hassemer, 1990). 

A prominent social psychological analysis was published by Vidmar and Miller (1980; 

see also Vidmar, 2000). According to the authors, one can distinguish two main motives of 

punishment reactions: retribution and behavior control. These motives correspond roughly to 

the distinction between absolute and relative penal theories mentioned above. The retribution 

motive is based on moral reflections and aims at equity and the confirmation of societal 
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values violated by the crime. The control motive aims at behavior control of the offender or 

third persons. The distinction between these two motives has been used in several studies 

(Darley, Carlsmith, & Robinson, 2000; Weiner, Graham, & Reyna, 1997; Tyler & 

Boeckmann, 1997). The retribution motive corresponds to moral goals and the behavior 

control motive corresponds to instrumental goals. 

Besides the distinction between retribution and control motives, Vidmar and Miller 

(1980) differentiate between different objects of punishment reactions: the offender and 

society. For instance, retribution can be aimed at effecting the offender’s atonement, but also 

the reduction of the population’s moral outrage. The conceptual distinction of a micro 

perspective (offender and victim) from a macro perspective (society) in retributive justice is 

often considered to be unexplored (Brickman, Folger, Goode, & Schul, 1981; Tyler & Smith, 

1998; for empirical results see Oswald, Hupfeld, Klug, & Gabriel, in press). 

Punishment Goals as Dependent and Independent Variables 

Empirical studies have determined personal and situational predictors of punishment 

goals. The weights of demographic personal factors such as age and gender were revealed to 

be low, but psychological personality variables such as conservatism and fear of crime are 

influential predictors of moral and instrumental goals, respectively (Endres, 1992). Important 

situational variables are attributed blame as a predictor of retribution, perceived 

dangerousness of the offender as a predictor of deterrence and incapacitation, and social threat 

of the offense as a predictor of general deterrence (Vidmar & Miller, 1980). 

Empirical studies have also determined the effects of punishment goals on the 

punishment severity demanded. However, the explained variance of demanded punishment 

severity was frequently low (Endres, 1992; Weiner et al., 1997). While support for deterrence 

generally leads to demands for severe punishment (for empirical results see McFatter, 1978; 

Oswald et al., in press), the effects of preference for retribution are more complicated. The 

relationship between punishment severity and retributive utility is represented by an inverted 
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U-shaped utility function: medium punishment severity corresponds best with the retributive 

goal of just deserts, whereas too lenient or too harsh punishments are assessed as 

inappropriate by judges and laypeople when considering just deserts (McFatter, 1982). 

Likewise, the utility function of the rehabilitation goal follows an inverted U-shape: the 

largest utility is assigned to medium punishment severity, whereas too lenient or too harsh 

punishments are seen as suboptimal with regard to the rehabilitation goal (McFatter, 1982). 

However, in most cases the optimal punishment severity for rehabilitation is lower than the 

optimal punishment severity for retribution (McFatter, 1982). Therefore, preference for 

rehabilitation leads to more lenient punishment demands than preference for retribution 

(McFatter, 1978; Oswald et al., in press). 

Further, empirical studies have shown that observers use the retribution goal as a 

default, if not explicitly requested to take other goals into consideration, even if they assess 

these other goals as important (Darley et al., 2000; McFatter, 1978, 1982). However, this 

result applies only for prototypical cases of criminal offenses, when the criminal liability of 

the offender is not reduced by lack of control or responsibility (Darley et al., 2000; Weiner et 

al., 1997). 

Characteristics of the Victim’s Perspective 

Punishment goals of crime victims differ conceptually from those of observers, as 

victims can take the perspective of both victim and observer. For example, victims can 

demand retribution for the purpose of just deserts (observer perspective), but also for the 

purpose of revenge (victim perspective). Indeed, criminal victimizations often cause intense 

and persistent feelings of revenge (Orth, 2001). Feelings of revenge among crime victims 

have another quality compared to empathic feelings of revenge among observers. Important 

motives for feelings of revenge among victims are re-equilibration of power in relation to the 

offender, restoration of self-esteem, and escape from psychological pain (cf. Frijda, 1994; 

Miller, 2001; Vidmar, 2000). 
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Victims may support incapacitation and deterrence of the offender in order to protect 

other potential victims against the offender (observer perspective), but also to protect 

themselves and to reduce fear of repeated victimization by the offender (victim perspective). 

Fear of repeated victimization among crime victims is frequent and criminal victimizations 

often cause anxiety disorders (Davis, Taylor, & Lurigio, 1996; Freedy, Resnick, Kilpatrick, 

Dansky, & Tidwell, 1994). Again, fear of repeated victimization among crime victims has a 

different quality compared with fear of crime among observers. 

In addition, victims can demand punishment of the offender for the purpose of public 

recognition of their victim status (Vidmar & Miller, 1980), a purpose that is usually irrelevant 

to observers. Victims could interpret the punishment of the offender as an act of societal 

solidarity (cf. Reemtsma, 1999). Frequently, refusal of victim status is experienced as 

secondary victimization (cf. Herbert & Dunkel-Schetter, 1992; Montada, 1994). 

There is an almost total lack of empirical data concerning punishment goals among 

crime victims. In a German study of victims of violent crimes, punishment goals were 

measured in passing (Richter, 1997). Support for deterrence of the offender, just deserts and 

incapacitation was high (91%, 83% and 76%, respectively), support for rehabilitation was low 

(41%). 

Objectives 

1. The first objective of this paper is to describe support for punishment goals among 

victims of violent crimes. Of interest here are not generalized and stable attitudes, but support 

for punishment goals in the real criminal cases of the participants. A comprehensive item list 

of diverse a-priori categories of punishment goals will be used. 

2. The second objective is to construct scales of punishment goals by factor analysis of 

the item list. 

3. The third objective is to validate these punishment goal scales by correlation 

analysis with personal and situational predictors and with the punishment severity demanded. 
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Method 

Participants 

The study was part of a research project on psychological consequences of criminal 

proceedings among crime victims. Victims who had received financial support from a 

German victim assistance association within the last five years were sent a questionnaire with 

the request to take part in the study. The individuals surveyed were chosen at random. The 

response rate was 32%. The sample consisted of 174 adult victims of violent crimes, 

including 84 victims of rape and 90 victims of non-sexual assault (bodily harm, robbery, 

deprivation of liberty). Eighty-four percent of the participants were women. The mean age at 

the time of the study was 37.5 years (SD = 12.2, range 17-65 years). Ninety-five percent of 

the participants were of German nationality. Forty-three percent of the participants had been 

victimized by a stranger (coded as no victim-offender-relationship); 57% knew the offender 

before the victimization (coded as victim-offender-relationship). Ninety-four percent of the 

victims reported the crime to the police themselves or agreed to having it reported. In all cases 

criminal proceedings had taken place. Mean time since victimization was 4.1 years (SD = 2.2 

years); mean time since the end of the criminal proceedings was 3.0 years (SD = 1.9 years). 

Measures 

Data were collected by self-report. The scales for sensitivity to befallen injustice and 

belief in a just world were taken from the literature; the other measures were created for the 

study. 

Punishment goals. Participants were asked to assess the importance of 18 statements 

about punishment goals, which were classified into 9 a-priori sorted categories with 2 items 

each (see Table 1). The statements referred exclusively to the punishment of the offender in 

the participant’s real criminal case. Included were the punishment goals of just deserts 

(observer perspective), revenge (victim perspective), recognition of victim status (victim 

perspective), deterrence of the offender (observer perspective), rehabilitation (observer 
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perspective), general deterrence (observer perspective), positive general prevention (observer 

perspective), victim security (victim perspective) and societal security (observer perspective). 

Answers were measured on a 6-point scale (0 = not at all important, 5 = very important). 

Sensitivity to befallen injustice. The scale measures the disposition of individuals to 

feel unfairly treated and feel victimized in a wide range of situations (Schmitt, Neumann & 

Montada, 1995; for items used see Schmitt, Maes, & Schmal, 1997). Validity was 

corroborated in laboratory and real-life studies (Schmitt, 1996). In order to keep the 

questionnaire short, the scale was limited to five items (Cronbach’s alpha = .83 in this study); 

this procedure can be justified by the scale’s high internal consistency. An item example is: “I 

feel angry if treated worse than others.” Answers were measured on a 6-point scale (0 = not at 

all right, 5 = completely right). 

Belief in a just world. The scale measures the disposition of individuals to believe that 

the world is a place where people get what they deserve (Lerner, 1980; for items used see 

Schmitt et al., 1997). Validity was corroborated in numerous studies (cf. Lerner, 1980; 

Montada & Lerner, 1998). In order to keep the questionnaire short, the scale was limited to 

five items (Cronbach’s alpha = .82 in this study); this procedure can be justified by the scale’s 

high internal consistency. An item example is: “I think that, in general, there is justice in the 

world.” Answers were measured on a 6-point scale (0 = not at all right, 5 = completely right). 

Trust in criminal justice. The scale measures trust in the moral integrity and 

competence of judges and public prosecutors, as well as trust in the justice and effectiveness 

of the criminal justice system as a whole. The scale consists of seven items (Cronbach’s alpha 

= .88 in this study): “I have trust in the investigating authorities.”, “I have trust in the courts.”, 

“I have trust in the criminal laws.”, “In the work they do, judges and public prosecutors want 

above all to ensure justice.”, “In general, judges and public prosecutors are intelligent.”, 

“With regard to delinquency the public authorities are clearly on the side of good.”, “If 
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someone commits a crime, he or she is usually taken to court.” Answers were measured on a 

6-point scale (0 = not at all right, 5 = completely right). 

Feelings of revenge. The participants were asked to assess the strength of feelings of 

revenge in the first four weeks after victimization. Feelings of revenge were measured by 

three items (Cronbach’s alpha = .93 in this study): “How often did thoughts come to mind, 

without your wanting them to, about doing something to the perpetrator?” (intrusive 

cognitions); “How often did you fantasize about getting back at the perpetrator for what he or 

she did to you?” (voluntary cognitions); “Did you experience feelings of revenge?” 

(emotional intensity). Answers were measured on a 6-point scale (0 = not at all, 5 = very often 

and very strongly respectively). 

Feelings of fear. The participants were asked to assess the strength of feelings of fear 

in the first four weeks after victimization. Feelings of fear were measured by two items 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .62 in this study): “Did you experience fear of repeated harm by the 

perpetrator?”, “Did you fear encountering the perpetrator?”. Answers were measured on a 6-

point scale (0 = not at all, 5 = very strongly). 

Feelings of guilt. The participants were asked to assess the strength of feelings of guilt 

in the first four weeks after victimization. Feelings of guilt were measured by two items 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .83 in this study): “Did you experience feelings of guilt because of the 

offense?”, “Did you think that you were to blame that the crime occurred?”. Answers were 

measured on a 6-point scale (0 = not at all, 5 = very strongly). 

Demanded punishment severity. The participants were asked what length of 

imprisonment they would demand in their own real criminal case, if a prison sentence were 

the only possible sanction. Answers were measured in years and months. Answers which 

exceeded 15 years were coded as 15 years to avoid distortion by outliers. The mean demanded 

punishment severity was 7.5 years (SD = 5.1 years), the median was 5.5 years. 

Results 
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Means of A-priori Categories of Punishment Goals 

Table 1 shows means and items of nine a-priori categories of punishment goals. All a-

priori categories receive relatively high scores of support; nevertheless differences between 

the goals come out clearly. Differences between the means of the a-priori categories are 

statistically significant when larger than approximately 0.3 (t-tests for all possible pairs of a-

priori categories were checked). The highest support is given to deterrence of the offender, 

victim security and societal security, followed by general deterrence and positive general 

prevention. Support for the victim-related goals revenge and recognition of victim status is 

lower, but still relatively high. Rehabilitation is supported least. 

Construction of Punishment Goal Scales 

 Factor analysis of the 18-item-list resulted in five factors (orthogonal extraction 

according to Kaiser’s stopping rule, Varimax rotation). Loadings followed the simple 

structure rule, and the two items of every a-priori category always loaded on the same factor. 

The rotated factors explained 56% of the variance. Deterrence of the offender, rehabilitation, 

general deterrence and positive general prevention loaded on factor 1 (eight items). Just 

deserts and revenge loaded on factor 2 (four items). Victim security, societal security, and 

recognition of victim status loaded on factors 3, 4 and 5, respectively (two items each). 

 The aim of scale construction was content homogeneity and internal consistency. 

Therefore, the empirically determined factorial structure was followed with one exception. In 

the scale that was founded on factor 1, only macro goals (general deterrence, positive general 

prevention) were included, but not micro goals (deterrence of the offender, rehabilitation). 

The first reason is based on statistics: Cronbach’s alpha goes up if three of four micro items 

are deleted. Likewise, the same three of four micro items have low loadings (.42-.48, loadings 

of all other items on this and other factors are higher). If in factor analysis extraction of one or 

two more factors is forced, the items mentioned drop out of factor 1 and build up independent 

factors. The second reason is based on content: rehabilitation is supported least by 
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participants; its importance as a punishment goal of crime victims is low (Table 1). Further, 

deterrence of the offender is confounded with the goals of victim security and societal 

security. Therefore, its deletion does not reduce the content range essentially. 

Two separate factor analyses for the subsamples of rape victims (n = 84) and victims 

of non-sexual assault (n = 90), with 5 factors extracted, show complete congruence with the 

loading pattern of the whole sample (for rape) and almost complete congruence (for victims 

of non-sexual assault). The loading pattern of the latter subsample differs in that the a-priori 

categories victim security and societal security load together on one factor while one item 

measuring deterrence of the offender builds up its own factor. 

Table 2 shows means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s alpha of the punishment 

goal scales constructed, which were called retaliation, recognition, confirmation, victim 

security and societal security. The distinction between moral goals (retaliation, recognition, 

confirmation) and instrumental goals (victim security, societal security), and also the 

distinction between micro goals (retaliation, recognition, victim security) and macro goals 

(confirmation, societal security) is reflected in the scales constructed. 

Table 3 shows the intercorrelations of the punishment goal scales. The highest 

correlations occur for confirmation and societal security (the macro goals), as well as for 

retaliation and recognition (the moral micro goals). These results corroborate the 

interpretation of the factor analysis. 

Correlation Analysis of Punishment Goal Scales 

 Table 4 shows the results of correlation analysis of the punishment goal scales. All 

scales have a distinct correlational pattern. The psychological variables generally have higher 

correlations compared with the demographic variables (age, gender, crime type, victim-

offender-relationship). On the whole, gender and crime type are uncorrelated with punishment 

goals. Age is substantially correlated with confirmation. The discussion section provides an 

interpretation of the correlation analysis results. 
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Discussion 

The results of this study suggest that punishment goals of crime victims can be 

described by the distinction of moral and instrumental goals, as well as of micro and macro 

goals. By factor analysis of a comprehensive item list, five scales measuring support for 

punishment goals were constructed, which were labeled retaliation, recognition of victim 

status, confirmation of societal values, victim security and societal security. The distinctive 

loading pattern in factor analysis can be taken as evidence that crime victims pursue diverse 

punishment goals and that preference for these goals varies individually. A methodological 

characteristic of the study is that punishment reactions were assessed in real criminal cases, 

resulting in good ecological validity. 

Figure 1 shows the interpretation of the correlational structure of crime victims’ 

punishment goals. Retaliation and recognition of victim status are moral micro goals, victim 

security is an instrumental micro goal, confirmation of societal values is a moral macro goal, 

and societal security is an instrumental macro goal. 

The emotions measured (feelings of revenge, fear and guilt) show substantial 

correlations with micro goals, but not macro goals. Victims’ punishment motivation is 

founded, among other things, on personal goals that are of less importance to observers, but 

that are related to strong emotions among victims. Through offender punishment, victims 

presumably expect reduction of aversive emotions like revenge and fear of repeated 

victimization. The relationship between feelings of guilt and the goal of recognition has a 

negative sign: presumably, feelings of guilt restrain support for this micro goal. Similarly, this 

applies for the relationship between guilt and retaliation. 

On the other hand, belief in a just world and trust in criminal justice correlate 

exclusively with macro goals. The two constructs can be interpreted as indicators of a 

generally positive attitude towards society, which is a precondition of support for goals that 

are of public interest. 
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Sensitivity to befallen injustice proves to be a predictor of moral goals, but not 

instrumental goals. Construct validation has shown that sensitivity to befallen injustice 

predicts intensity and persistency of anger and retaliation motives after harm and loss 

(Schmitt, 1996). This study shows that sensitivity to befallen injustice predicts not only rather 

aggressive moral motives like retaliation, but also less aggressive moral motives like public 

recognition of victim status. 

Demanded punishment severity depends on instrumental goals, but not moral goals. 

This result agrees with empirical findings among observers of criminal offenses (McFatter, 

1978; Oswald et al., in press), especially with findings concerning the utility functions of 

punishment goals in relation to punishment severity (McFatter, 1982). Only instrumental 

goals show a simple linear relation between punishment severity and punishment utility. In 

the subjective view of observers, harder punishment ensures security better. As mentioned in 

the introduction, the relationship between punishment severity and utility for moral 

punishment goals follows an inverted U-shape. Therefore, simple correlations are not 

appropriate to this curvilinear relation. 

The descriptive analysis of the a-priori categories of punishment goals revealed that 

instrumental goals receive higher support than moral goals among the participants. However, 

support for moral goals was also high. Further, macro goals were supported as highly as 

micro goals: societal security was as important as victim security; the moral macro goal 

confirmation of societal values received even more support than the moral micro goals 

retaliation and recognition. 

Low support for rehabilitation among crime victims, which was one of the reasons for 

not including rehabilitation in the scales constructed, corresponds with empirical findings 

(Richter, 1997) and theoretical reflections. First, rehabilitation represents a societal 

commitment in favor of the offender. This improves the outcome of the offender, and 

therefore worsens the relative outcome of the victim. Frequently, crime victims have to cope 
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with victimization and its consequences at their own expense. Second, rehabilitation of the 

offender implies that the offender was not acting reasonably at the time of the crime. 

Therefore, victims can interpret the rehabilitation goal to be inappropriate excuse of the 

offender. Whoever believes that the offender acted freely, intentionally and in awareness of 

wrong-doing tends to disapprove of the goal of rehabilitation. 

Sample characteristics account for limitations of the study. First, the response rate is 

only 32% and the non-responders might differ in some unknown way from the sample with 

respect to punitivity and preference for punishment goals. Though it is generally difficult to 

obtain high response rates in surveys with crime victims, the low response rate restricts the 

generality of the findings. Second, all participants were victimized in severe violent crimes 

and nearly all reported the crime to the police themselves or agreed to having it reported. As a 

consequence, participants demanded relatively severe punishment for the offender, resulting 

presumably in rather high support for instrumental goals, and rather low support for 

rehabilitation, compared to victims of property crimes or less severe crimes. Third, all 

participants received financial support from a victim assistance association, which might have 

influenced their preference for punishment goals. For instance, receiving support from an 

assistance association might partly satisfy the need for recognition of victim status. Therefore, 

the means of the punishment goals revealed in this study cannot be generalized to the whole 

population of crime victims. However, deviating means in a sample do not necessarily affect 

the dimensions that result from factor analysis (the punishment goal scales), and neither do 

they necessarily affect the relations between variables (the correlations with predictor and 

effect variables). 

Admittedly, this study has to be seen as a first shot at the specifics of victims’ 

punishment goals. Though the interpretation of the empirically founded categories in terms of 

moral and instrumental goals, and micro and macro goals is plausible (with respect to the 

theoretical and empirical background cited in the introduction; e.g. Darley et al., 2000; 
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Oswald et al., in press; Vidmar, 2000; Vidmar & Miller, 1980; von Hirsch, 1998; Weiner et 

al. 1997), the results would have to be validated in further studies. First, the validation should 

test whether important categories of punishment goals have been overlooked in this study. 

Second, the punishment goals from the victim’s perspective should be validated by means of 

different samples. The comparison of victims of property crimes and violent crimes, as well 

as the comparison of victims who had and had not reported the crime to the police would be 

of interest. The validation could include confirmatory factor analyses of punishment goals as 

well as discriminant and convergent validity analyses. 

For exploratory purposes, in this study punishment goals of rape victims were 

compared to punishment goals of victims of non-sexual assault. Criminal victimization by 

rape versus non-sexual assault leads to different psychological consequences (cf. Freedy et 

al., 1994; Kilpatrick, Saunders, Amick-McMullan, Best, Veronen, & Resnick, 1989). As a 

consequence, rape victims and victims of non-sexual assault might show different coping 

reactions and different punitive reactions. However, the correlation analysis included in this 

study did not suggest that crime type shows substantial effects with respect to support for 

punishment goals. Moreover, the loading patterns in separate factor analysis are almost 

congruent for these two subsamples. The sizes of the two subsamples are of the minimum 

sample size required for reliable factors (Stevens, 1996). Therefore, this issue merits further 

attention in future research. 

A further methodological point is that the punishment goal scales show substantial 

intercorrelations, although the scales were founded on orthogonally extracted factors. This 

finding suggests that the scales share some unspecific variance, which might be due to a 

general punitivity factor underlying all items. Therefore, in future research punishment goals 

could be measured by contrasting them more strongly against each other. 

The aim of the present study was to analyze victims’ goals with respect to punishment; 

thus, other legal sanctions were not referred to for reasons of conceptual non-ambiguity. 
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However, besides perpetrator punishment, victims have other claims with respect to the 

outcome of the criminal proceedings: financial compensation, information on the 

perpetrator’s intentions, admission of guilt by the perpetrator, and perhaps a request for 

forgiveness from the perpetrator (cf. Smith & Hillenbrand, 1997). Thus, the analysis of 

punishment goals and goals related to other outcomes could be combined in future research. 

The results of the present study show that there are both similarities and differences 

between punishment goals of victims and third-party observers. On the one hand, crime 

victims pursue specific goals that are not essential to third-party observers, like recognition of 

victim status and victim security, which depend on characteristic emotions after criminal 

victimization such as feelings of revenge, feelings of fear, and feelings of guilt. When 

discussing punitive reactions of victims, these goals should be taken into account in addition 

to the other well known punishment goals, which are of importance for both victims and 

observers. On the other hand, the victims’ punishment goals determined in this study match 

the typical dichotomies of moral and instrumental goals, as well as micro and macro goals, as 

described for punishment reactions of judges or individuals from the general population 

(Vidmar, 2000; Vidmar & Miller, 1980). However, in the present research, the distinction of 

micro and macro goals refers to the protection of interests (of victims and society), whereas 

Vidmar and Miller’s conception of micro and macro goals refers to the impact of punishment 

(on offender and society). In future research, it would be promising to compare punishment 

goals of both victims and observers with respect to identical offenses, thus necessarily real-

life criminal cases. 

Finally, victimological research about punishment goals has implications for the 

victim’s rights perspective (European Forum for Victim Services, 1996; United Nations, 

1999). Procedural justice includes the representation of the views and interests of all parties 

(cf. Leventhal, 1980). Thus, procedural justice also comprises the representation of victims’ 

punishment goals. The representativeness of victims’ interests may be increased by modern 
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legal reforms like victim impact statements (VIS) and victim statements of opinion (VSO), 

which allow victims to give testimony about the harm and losses caused by the victimization, 

to express their feelings towards the perpetrator, and also to state their individual expectations 

and goals with respect to sentencing (Erez & Tontodonato, 1992; Kelly & Erez, 1997). 

Moreover, recent conceptions of restorative justice (as opposed to traditional conceptions of 

retributive justice) advocate the consideration of victims’ interests in criminal justice (cf. 

Braithwaite, 1998; Cohen, 2001; Umbreit, 1989). However, whether and to what extent crime 

victims attain their goals as a result of these divergent conceptions of criminal justice remains 

a crucial question, and should be the subject of empirical study. 
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Table 1 

Means and Items of A-Priori Categories of Punishment Goals (N ≥ 171) 

A-priori categories M Items 

  “It was important to me that the offender should be 

punished …” 

Just deserts 3.8 “to even out the wrong that the offender had done.” 

“to atone for the perpetrator’s guilt.” 

Revenge 3.3 “to bring satisfaction to me, the victim.” 

“to make the perpetrator suffer, as I suffered by his 

action.” 

Recognition of victim status 3.5 “to make it clear that society is on my side.” 

“to make it clear publicly that the perpetrator did 

wrong to me.” 

Deterrence of offender 4.6 “to deter the offender from further offenses.” 

“so that the offender knows that crime does not 

remain unpunished.” 

Rehabilitation 2.9 “to allow the rehabilitation of the offender.” 

“to allow the offender to be educated according to our 

legal system.” 

General deterrence 3.9 “to show the population that crime does not pay.” 

“to deter others from committing similar offenses.” 

Positive general prevention 3.8 “to confirm the values that are important in society.” 

“so that people’s trust in the legal system is not 

frustrated.” 

Victim security 4.3 “so that I can live in security.” 

“so that I do not have to fear the perpetrator for the 

time being.” 

Societal security 4.3 “so that the offender cannot be dangerous to others. ” 

“so that the population does not have to fear the 

perpetrator for the time being.” 
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Table 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach’s Alpha of Punishment Goal Scales (N ≥ 172) 

Scale Included a-priori categories Items M SD alpha 

Retaliation Just deserts, revenge 4 3.55 1.37 .80 

Recognition of victim status Recognition of victim status 2 3.47 1.52 .64 

Confirmation of societal 

values 

General deterrence, 

general positive prevention 

4 3.85 1.26 .82 

Victim security Victim security 2 4.33 1.28 .85 

Societal security Societal security 2 4.28 1.15 .74 
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Table 3 

Intercorrelations of Punishment Goal Scales (N ≥ 172) 

 Retaliation Recognition Confirmation Victim 

security 

Societal 

security 

Retaliation --     

Recognition .47** --    

Confirmation .36** .41** --   

Victim security .33** .21** .21** --  

Societal security .27** .29** .52** .34** -- 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. (2-tailed). 
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Table 4 

Correlations of Punishment Goal Scales with Personal and Situational Predictors and 

Demanded Punishment Severity (N ≥ 167) 

 Retaliation Recognition Confirmati

on 

Victim 

security 

Societal 

security 

Personal predictors      

Age .07 .14 .31** .18* .16* 

Gendera -.08 -.08 -.14 .04 .00 

Sensitivity to befallen 

injustice 

.28** .22** .15* .04 .06 

Belief in a just world .11 .11 .17* .06 .22** 

Trust in criminal justice .14 .12 .21** .11 .22** 

Situational predictors      

Crime typeb -.05 -.14 -.19* .00 .14 

Victim-offender-

relationshipc 

-.22** -.07 -.12 -.02 -.16* 

Feelings of revenge .35** .03 -.04 .04 .13 

Feelings of fear -.02 -.02 .01 .44** .17* 

Feelings of guilt -.19* -.24** -.15 -.09 -.03 

Effect variable      

Demanded punishment 

severityd 

.14 .05 -.04 .18* .20* 

Note. a0 = male, 1 = female; b0 = non-sexual assault, 1 = rape; c0 = no, 1 = yes; dreduced N = 

149. 

*p < .05. **p < .01. (2-tailed). 
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Figure Caption 

Figure 1. Interpretation of the correlational pattern of crime victims’ punishment goals. 
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