In an earlier edition of the Journal of the Australasian Society of Victimology, O'Connell (1992) explored various connotations of 'victim' and 'crime'.  He dealt with novel notions of victim as well as scientific notions of victim.  He suggested agencies such as the police prefer to focus on the person who, in terms of the law, is the direct and tangible victim.  Victim, however, is not a precise term. The distinction between a victim and a criminal might not be clear-cut.

The concept of victimisation is also complex.  The sources of victimisation can be natural or human (Fattah 1991).  Victimisation has been classified as primary, secondary, tertiary and mutual, or no victimisation (Sellin & Wolfgang 1964).  It is a multidimensional term (Landau & Freeman-Longo 1990)

Likewise the scope of victimology is unclear. Fattah (2000, p24-5) maintains, "Early victimology was mainly theoretical, concerned almost exclusively with causal explanations of crime and the victim's role in those explanations."  In the mid-1980s, Elias (1986) argued for a global victimology.  In the early 1990s, Knudten (1992) proposed that the scope of victimology include: criminal / penal victimology; political victimology; economic victimology; familial victimology; and medical victimology. 

It remains contentious whether victimology is a discipline in its own right.  In the 1940s von Hentig, Mendelssohn, and Werthem argued for a new science that pays attention to both the victim as well as the criminal.  Despite the subsequent research focus on the victims of crime, victimology has not, according to some researchers (eg Cressey 1985; Rock 1994) attained the status of a social science.  Cressey (1985), for example, described it as a "hodgepodge of ideas, interests, ideologies and research methods", whilst Rock (1994, pxi) referred to it as a "relatively amorphous discipline".  Sarre (1994) views victimology as an integral component of criminology.  Fattah (2000) is, however, far more positive.  He insists, "... the study of victims and victimisation has the potential of reshaping the entire discipline of criminology.  It might very well be the long awaited paradigm shift that criminology desperately needs given the dismal failure of its traditional paradigms: search for causes of crime, deterrence, rehabilitation, treatment, just deserts, etc" (p.24). 

Over the years, through a range of articles, this journal has canvassed some of the debates and important developments in victimology.  The last edition (volume 2, number 1), for instance, broached the prospect that the 'stolen generation' might be victims of genocide, proposed a set of social values to underpin crime prevention, explored the anomalies in criminal injuries compensation in India and, in the context of a comparison law and legal precedent in South Australia and New South Wales, considered the crime victim's role in sentencing. 

This edition of the journal features articles from Australia and an article from Europe.  It is limited to criminal victimisation.  It demonstrates, however, that even this realm of victimology presents as 'fertile ground' for the victimologist.

Trevor Griffin, the Attorney-General for South Australia, outlines the findings of a Review on Victims of Crime undertaken in South Australia.  The review examined victims' rights, victims' needs, services for victims of crime, victim impact statements and criminal injuries compensation.  Griffin argues that there is a nexus between crime prevention and victimisation prevention, which requires greater attention.  Likewise, he asserts that there is a need for more research to assist with policy development. He proposes a framework for a strategic approach to improving better practical outcomes for victims of crime.  While, on the one hand, Griffin's paper details the legislative initiatives and policy changes that placed South Australia at the forefront in the flurry since the 1980s to acknowledge victims of crime, on the other hand, it shows that there remain inconsistencies in the treatment of victims.  Indeed, some of the more vulnerable victims do not fare well.  The Attorney-General has announced a number of initiatives - such as enshrining victims' rights in legislation, appointing a victims of crime co-ordinator, expanding services for victims in rural South Australia and reforming the criminal injuries compensation scheme - to address many of the concerns raised by the review. 

Sam Garkawe, a regular contributor and senior lecturer on victimology at Southern Cross University, explores some theoretical formulations of victimology.  He unravels then summarises the explanations integral to three 'paradigms' that he refers to as the conservative tendency, the liberal tendency and the radical-critical tendency.  He claims, " These broad paradigms are based loosely upon positions attached to the political spectrum - moving from the right (the conservative tendency), the centre (the liberal tendency) and the left (the radical-critical tendency)."  His critique on the policy implications of each paradigm is particularly thought-provoking.  In an approach that readers, especially students, should find useful he highlights the unique aspects of each paradigm theory and theoretical variations in a table.  He also comments on the criminology-victimology debate alluded to above.

Professor Knut Servi was a key speaker at the 1994 International Symposium on Victimology held in Adelaide.  He spoke on self-defence from a victimological perspective.  In Amsterdam in 1997 he offered to re-write his paper as an article for the journal.  The version in this journal reports on the law and legal precedent pertaining to self-defence in Europe (eg Sweden, Finland, Norway & Germany) and Australia.  Knut Servi also considers self-defence in the realm of crime prevention, which loosely complements the earlier comment by Trevor Griffin.  He recommends that the current emphasis on victims' rights offers an opportunity to consider a more consistent approach to the law on self-defence in western democracies.

Repeat victimisation is an "intriguing phenomenon" (Fattah 2000, p29).  Robyn Holder confirms the intrigue and considers some of the implications for preventing victimisation.   Analysis of victimisation data shows that crime affects certain groups and certain areas more than others.  Knowing this does not guarantee "uniform effective responses to it.  It tells who needs crime prevention help, but not precisely what help they need" (Farrell and Pease 1994, p9).  Consistent with British researchers Farrell and Pease (1994), Holder posits that a range of preventive strategies is required and ought to target those victims prone to repeat victimisation.  A number of pilot projects that seek to do this have commenced in Australia.  For example, in South Australia and Queensland respective State Governments in cooperation with the National Crime Prevention have run residential break and enter pilots in an endeavour to reduce the chance of repeat dwelling-house break-ins.  The End Domestic Violence project in Adelaide, South Australia, seeks to reduce repeat violence through a three tiered approach that responds to both victims and perpetrators.  These projects are also mentioned in Griffin's article.   Approximately 1 in 5 crimes are repeat crimes; preventing these crimes should reduce the number of victims.

In the 1950s British Magistrate Margaret Fry advocated for the introduction of state funded criminal injuries compensation schemes.  Since the 1960s schemes have been created in New Zealand, Britain, the United States, Australia, main land Europe, Canada and elsewhere.  No where, however, is there a scheme that fully compensates victims for their injuries and / or losses.  Instead, state funded criminal injuries compensations schemes are most often limited to 'innocent' victims of violent crimes who report their victimisation and agree to co-operate with investigations and prosecutions.  Moreover, budgetary restraints limit the scope of payments made to these eligible victims.  In defence of the States that offer such schemes, it has been pointed out that criminal injuries compensation schemes were never intended to compensate victims.  Rather, these schemes were intended to pay a limited recompense for the financial losses they incurred and monetary awards in recognition of the non-financial losses (e.g. pain and suffering) suffered.  

An interesting policy debate continues, however, to be played out in Australia.  The Northern Territory Government was the first to shift the emphasis from compensating victims to assisting victims, although it continues to pay monetary awards for financial and non-financial losses.  In the mid 1990s the Kennett Victorian Government significantly reformed its criminal injuries compensation scheme.  There was a fundamental shift away from payments for non-economic losses (principally pain and suffering) to payments for psychological assistance.

The next paper in this journal is a critique by Chris Corns on the Victorian scheme.  Since Corns wrote his paper the Bracks' Government has re-introduced payments for pain and suffering, although these payments are significantly less than those provided before their abolition in 1996.  Whereas the reintroduction has been applauded, the maximum sum of $7500 suggests that only token amounts will be paid.  Perhaps, more can be said for the symbolic function these payments play than the actual function, which is to alleviate the plight of victims of 'acts of violence'.

Corns' asks whether victims were better off under the Victorian scheme that aimed to assist victims rather than simply give them monetary compensation.  He raises some pertinent issues regarding the restricting definition of victim under the scheme and the practicality of widening the power for sentencing courts to order offenders to pay restitution to their victims for their injuries and losses.  Data on restitution orders suggests that this is a viable redress for only a few victims.  The tables that compare and contrast key aspects of Australia's various criminal injuries compensation schemes are extremely useful, giving an easy to follow summary of each scheme but also a stark reminder that victims continue to be treated differently across Australia.

Corns' paper is timely, despite being somewhat dated.  The Review on Victims of Crime in South Australia showed that many victims are not told about criminal injuries compensation.  Raising the profile of criminal injuries compensation was recommended (Justice Strategy Unit 2000).  Corns’ contribution will go someway towards this.

Similarly, the next paper by Michael Dawson and Jodie Zadda contributes to the monetary compensation versus psychological assistance debate that is central to criminal injuries compensation reform in Australia. The authors discuss different aspects of the debate.  They argue for a balanced system of alternatives that respond to the needs of individual crime victims and allow them to choose "what best meets their needs".  

Paraphrasing Finestone  (1995 p 198), Dawson and Zadda claim the rationale for criminal injuries compensation schemes are:

"1.
To provide an informal, compassionate and efficient forum where victims of crime can obtain some redress by way of recognition and validation of their experiences."

"2.
To provide some acknowledgment by the state, that the state has failed in its responsibility to protect the victim and acknowledge that the victim has suffered an injury."

"3.
Monetary Compensation – to provide a way in which the community can express its regret."

They assert that the rationale should remain paramount.  Furthermore, they maintain that policy shifts such as the Victorian experience (which has been partially followed in the Australian Capital Territory) fails to appreciate the therapeutic value of monetary compensation.  Of course, the jury is still out.  Little, if any, empirical data is available that shows which scheme produce the better outcomes for victims and the community at large.

The final paper reports on a survey of members of the Homicide Victim Support Group in South Australia.  O'Connell and Nitschke consolidate answers from 84 people who, due to their relationship with a murdered person, claim the status of victimhood.  The answers are a mix of praise and criticism on the operation of the criminal justice process.  Understandably some of the answers indicate that for many of these people their experience has been deeply traumatic.  O'Connell and Nitschke concede that the basis of their paper is not empirically sound, but maintain that it provides a valuable insight into the views of people who 'survive' homicide.

This journal therefore is about victims and victimology.  All of the papers deal with criminal victimisation.  This should not be construed, as indicating that victimology is only the study of criminal victimisation.  It should, however, be taken as indicative of the nature and scope of criminal victimisation, which is one field of interest in victimology.
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