



This assignment will focus around the response of the criminal justice system in supporting victims and how well the system provides justice and closure, predominantly looking at the Hillsborough disaster, where the system response can improve, succeeds or fails and the reasons behind it.

To understand how well or even if the criminal justice responds to victims of crime, it’s important to understand the needs of those who experience being a victim and the damage it does using the various key concepts in victimology. Hillyard et al (2005) mentions that
“Victimology ensures that the victim of crime, victimisation, and more recently those identified as experiencing social harm as well as survivors of abuse and injustices, receive much-needed academic and scholarly attention, and simultaneously, exposure to policy makers, practitioners and ultimately, state officials”. This can be simplified to that it allows those who suffer at crime to have a voice in the response they seek from being a victim in crime, which is even more important today due to role governments play in this response and how large businesses and corporations as victimisers often face no accountability in the criminal justice system or do not acknowledge their own role in being a victimiser. Looking at Hillsborough as an example, the government and criminal justice system have not only failed at the time to provide justice and closure to those who needed it and are still failing to provide it to this very day, the use of a big journalistic tabloid paper , The Sun, was used to target those involved in the tragedy and shift the blame from those actually responsible for the accident to those who died at incident, which made the response to victims even more upsetting and frustrating, this evidently shows that not only did the justice system fail, it made the experience of being a victim worse which supports Hillyard et al claim. With criminology more focused on the offender and psychological impacts in becoming an offender, which originated back in the 18th century, up until the last 40 years where victimology has grown, victims have taken a ‘backseat’ in the receiving justice. Rock (2010) argues that the pioneers of the studying of victims were human scientists and European lawyers that worked in psychiatry, law and criminology.  One of the key theories regarding Victimology was introduced by Von Hentig in the 20th century, known as the Positivist victimology, which is the concentration on ‘risk’, ‘proneness’ ‘precipitation’ and ‘lifestyle’ to explain crime victimisation, it’s an area that focuses on both roles of the offender and victim but also focusing on the why and what a victim sees as their role in victimisation. The second model completely contradicts the first model and focuses on social sciences and the areas of ‘power’ and ‘gender’ and the processes involved in creating victimisation. Walklate (2007) argues that both models agree to the problems involved with crime and victimisation but differ in regard to defining and the concept of what a ‘victim’ is. Davies et al (2017) agrees that the definition of what a ‘victim’ differs in specific victimology’s, with Conservative or positive mainly use the legal definition of crime to provide a definition for the crime victim whereas critical victimology’s prefer to breakdown the term victim and prefer to use the word ‘survivor’ than victim. Francis (2016) argues that conservative victimology has limitations in its theory model and is conceptually ‘naive’. One of the issues regarding the response of the criminal justice system towards victims is those who man not be those of ‘victim’ of the crime but victim of the processes such reporting the crime to the police or assist in building a case in court in becoming a witness, who become ‘secondary victims’ which Francis (2016) mentions that secondary victims are formed from the criminal justice process. The Criminal Justice Joint inspection (2015) suggests that far too many crimes are being ignored and forgotten about and the first step on the course of achieving on a justice for a victim for is being taken away from them. The Criminal Justice Joint inspection further argues that the service and justice for victims can be improved upon, the service varies upon the specific crime, where a victim lives and what level of support local police provides for victims within that area. The criminal justice inspection (2015) further points out those victim to domestic abuse suffer due to the first responders of the police having a lack of empathy, therefore the investigation is weak or there is no investigation at all emphasising the response to victims from the criminal justice system is not delivering the needs of those who need it with Dearden (2018) also agreeing that the police are leaving victims short of belief of ‘justice’ as 50% of crimes in England and Wales are closed without an identification on the suspect of those crimes. Conn (2019) argues that those victim of the Hillsborough disaster have been let down by the criminal justice system, not only was there a failure that lasted 23 years in finding the commander responsible for the accident through gross negligence, the victims were again blamed at the trial stage and the police commander avoided punishment. One of the major discussions that Conn (2019) points out is the little funding for legal representation with Burnham and Rotheram (2019) elaborating that those victim on Grenfell, bloody Sunday are even having issues with legal processes now, years after the incident with Baird (2020) supporting this point by mentioning that families of victims should receive equal funding in an inquest with public bodies to aid towards a fair inquest. Conn (2019) points out that judges should acknowledge the failures of the system and change the persona of themselves that act there has been no wrongdoing from themselves of the system, the system is proving to fight those who need it not support victims. Baird (2020) argues that current laws and funding from governments don’t do go far ‘enough’ in supporting victims and that one of the key areas in improving the response to victims is by ensuring all public bodies have a duty of candour towards victims. Milquet (2019) argues that there are number of failures regarding the treatment in responding to victims, one of those failures is the lack of information and guidance for victims to proceed through difficult judicial systems or not informed properly to the rights of compensation and the reasons for this issue occurring are broad and stem from authorities not taking the claim serious enough and failing to verify details of the victims’ rights which Milquet (2019) argues is through incorrect training, to the mismatch of language conducted in an interview  that is not understood by victims properly. Milquet (2019) further argues that the processes involving victims is ‘lengthy’, ‘costly’ and ‘complex’ that further dispirits those victims seeking compensation and victims of terrorism do not get the psychological support needed. 
Gender based crime and violence is another area where victims face barriers from the criminal justice system that include establishing what special organisation should be included to give basic information on compensation and also support and advice for the victims enduring long court proceedings. Bottoms and Roberts (2010) express the key needs of victims that seek , one being service needs so details based around case results, compensation and treatment, the second is to be given to platform to voice out their experience, the damage its caused and the request for support and the last section of needs, having a say in the criminal proceedings on the offender in terms of sentencing and parole. One of the main objectives of courts and the criminal justice system is provide restorative justice between the offender and the victim, but to talk in detail about whether that occurs or if there is even any justice supplied by the criminal justice system, its key to establish a definition of what the ‘restorative justice’ means. Dooling (2007) argues that the challenge is that there are multiple definitions of what ‘restorative justice’ is. Marshall (1999) mentions that:
“Restorative justice is a process whereby all the parties with a stake in a particular offence come together to resolve collectively how to deal with the aftermath of the offence and its implications for the future.”
Dignan (2005) criticises this definition on the terms “implications of the future” and “how to deal with the aftermath” as mentioning them as outcomes of restorative justice than the actual process itself, it fails to recognise that these outcomes may not be reached in all cases so using such terms in a definition is dangerous as it forces the offender to seek an apology and a victim to find forgiveness, detracting the credibility and integrity of the process involved in finding restorative justice. Daly (2016) disagrees with this definition and argues that restorative justice is best defined as some sort of ‘cog in a machine’, the machine being ‘justice’ by mentioning that:
“Restorative justice is a contemporary justice mechanism to address crime, disputes, and bounded community conflict. The mechanism is a meeting (or several meetings) of affected individuals, facilitated by one or more impartial people. Meetings can take place at all phases of the criminal process, pre- arrest, diversion from court, pre-sentence, and post-sentence, as well as for offending or conflicts not reported to the police. Specific practices will vary, depending on context, but are guided by rules and procedures that align with what is appropriate in the context of the crime, dispute, or bounded conflict”.
Garland (2001) agrees with definition and argues that values on restorative justice rely on a face to face contact and communication between the offenders, victims, families, friends and other members from the community. Rossner (2017) argues that there is too much concentration on reducing re-offending than the needs of the victims but the theory’s involved in restorative justice tend to focus on the offender and preventing crime, which may be argued is the right priority, as preventing crime, stops there being ‘a victim of crime’ in the first place. 
Garland (2001) further elaborates that there is responsibility of those involved in providing restorative justice in providing victims fairness, respect and a voice,  the victims must be able to voice their experience and feel like they have control over the process, without these needs being fulfilled by all those involved, restorative justice will fail. 
A lot of those involved in restorative justice find the process a lot of more fairer, legitimate and respectful than what is offered in a court room, which emphasises how the criminal justice system is not only failing the victims but also the offenders and Garland (2001) further mentions that the victims participating in tend to find the criminal justice system more ‘fairer’ than those who just seek the route of courts, which asks the question, maybe there are alternative and better processes involved than the courts? Restorative justice is recognised as a more ‘fairer’ and answers the needs of the victims more than within the courts, highlighting that the criminal justice system does offer some sort of response to those affected by crime. 
The issues regarding the criminal justice system response seems to be based around the authorities and those of power than can have an influence in deciding criminal proceedings and not only the failure of a system that is meant to bring justice and closure to those affected by crime, those who are responsible for this process are making the response worse, which is evident with Hillsborough, the delay of almost 30 years and still failing to hold those responsible, evidently makes the criminal justice system worse to the victims, who are now avoiding the courts and seeking restorative justice. 
Sanders (2002) argues that the introduction of Crown prosecution Service (CPS) has added another barrier to the needs of victims as the CPS took control over the prosecution of cases, which were sometimes influenced by saving money and time to getting the perpetrators on accepting a guilty plea in a less serious offence such as sexual assault for rape or theft instead of robbery, which totally undermined the justice and closure victims pursued and left them the ‘forgotten’ participant in a case, leaving them without a voice of expressing their desires and feelings unless it acted as evidence towards the case. Sanders (2002) further points out that there is barrier between the CPS and victims, which clearly emphasises that the response of criminal justice system must be more victim orientated and focused on healing and repairing the victim as well as providing justice to the offender, purely just prosecuting the offender for less serious offences for other reasons that apart of giving victims their closure, clearly highlights the disservice the criminal justice system gives to those victims of crime. 
One group of victims that are undermined by the CPS more so than any other victims are rape victims, which have seen the record low conviction rate for rape cases, which according to Kelly (2020) is leading to the decriminalization of Rape and victims rape plundering into suicidal territory which highlights that the response of the criminal justice system is not only poor, but coming to point where victims are being left so short that rape is being considered more of something to be aware of than something that is a crime. Green (2020) emphasises for victims to have faith in the criminal justice system there needs to be accountability and leadership improvements as well as recognising the thousands being left short of support from the criminal justice system. Rossetti et al (2010) argue that victims see cost effectiveness being considered in criminal proceedings has altering the course of the justice. 
Another focus is child related crime where at the policing level where Rashid (2009) argues there’s struggles in detecting child sex offenders with one of the complications being the stereotyping of adult males as the predator which doesn’t clearly represent the actually patterns of predation/paedophilia, as young people also participate in sexual predatory online. Another policing issue is the response, as police tend to base their policing model towards sexual predatory as being ‘reactive’ which I due to there being difficult distinguishing between adult predators disguising themselves as a young person and young people being involved in ‘normal’ youth sexual behaviour, this means that the children that do not report there is an issue in capturing perpetrators and protecting children in many cases, which is highlighted as an area for change where policing could be more ‘preventative’ instead of reactive in capturing sexual predators, protecting children from harm before its committed.
According to the Gauke (2018) there has been progress with the CJS responding to victims in particular the introduction of the Code of practice for victims in 2006, which opened up services from the criminal justice system to provide support for victims and the creating special procedures in place to provide support for intimidated witnesses that can be victims of crime themselves has also improved the experience of being a victim of crime but despite the progression, there are obstacles to improving the support for victims, mainly the fast changing of crime, with crime changing, the support for victims also needs adapting so whereas a crime of abuse or sexual related crimes that may have occurred in much more of a physical fashion, the majority of crime in the 21st century is now being conducted digitally, which is a completely different to the way crime would be conducted 20 years ago, so for the criminal justice system to even begin responding to victims, it must understand the fast changing crimes that make those a victim in the first place. 
There is clear there are massive areas for improvement within the criminal justice system, mainly within the courts where justice is being eliminated and the very institutions that meant to protect those victimised by crime, there’s clear evidence with Hillsborough and Grenfell that the experience and response towards victims is being made worse by the very bureaucratic institutes that have been formed to provide closure to victims, there’s also an element of the criminal justice system that lets those of power or authority such as police forces across the UK and big businesses to be withdrawn completely from any wrong doing. The total focus on the offender and crime within criminal justice system emphasises the total lack of consideration and understanding of healing the victims, who are the ones that face long lasting consequences and are still left considerably short by the criminal justice system. Policing across the UK also has their own failures in comforting those being victimised by crime, especially at the lack of investigating in sexual abuse relate crimes, Rape and child related crime, there are multiple arguments for policing to change their models to being more ‘preventative’ instead of ‘reactive’ towards online sexual predatory crimes and rape, as it stops someone becoming a ‘rape victim’ or ‘a victim from paedophilia’, switching to this preventive model would not only reduce those who would be harmed but also acting as a sort of ‘detergent’ to offenders thinking about committing these crimes, which would drastically improve public confidence within the criminal justice system especially the police. 
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