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EXPECTED VERSUS NONEXPECTED MEDIATION

Abstract

The application of victiroffender mediation (VOM) is on its rise within the field of
restorative justice as it showed to be effective and helpfubdti victims and offenders as a
reaction to the aftermaths of a crime. To increase participation rates of victims, influencing factors
on the willingness to participate were examined in this study. This research is an answer to the
guestion: i Taowlpasty chxtl egi c al needs predict th
More, the influence of the communication channel on the perceived sincerity was investigated. The
guestion ATo what extent does the commhani cat.
victimsé perceived sincerity of the apology?bo

It was expected that individuals with a higher need for information, need to share
victimization and need to receive a genuine apology are more willing to participate in VOM.
Perceived sincety of the offender was expected to be higher when the apology was given through
a rich medium, such as through faodace contact as compared to letter exchange and phone call.
Al so, it was proposed that r ecei vunicagon forme ap ol
predicts a higher perceived sincerity. This relationship was expected to be explained by the
expectatiost owar ds t he offenderds sincerity.

An online questionnaire amorig4 German individuals aged above 18 years was,used
which theyimagined being a victim in a robbery. Then, questions about the three needs were asked.
After explaining the concept of VOM, participants had to indicate to what extent they were willing
to participate and which communication form they would prefer. All gpents were then
randomly allocated to either a visual, audio or written apology of the same (fictitious) offender,
which were identical in terms of content. Subsequently, participants received the apology through
their preferred or through their ngmeferred communication form. Prior to receiving the apology
expected sincerity was measured and after receiving the apology perceived sincerity was measured.

The results revealethat the need for information and to receive a sincere apology
significantly aml positively predicted n d i v willingekssdparticipate in VOM. All other
hypothesized relations were not supported. Hence, VOM seems to be equally effective in terms of
perceived sincerity in al/l three orepmfeedi cat i
communication forra Giving in to wishes of the offender does not seem to have negative effects.
These results can be used to increase participation rates in the future by considering the needs.

Keywords:Restorative justice, VictinDffender Mediation, Needs, Apology, Sincerity
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Introduction

Recently, the application of restorative justice programs is growing within the criminal
justice system because of many advantages and
traditional criminal justice system (Choi & Severson, 2009). Withgtorative justice, directly
involved parties of a crime, such as victims, offenders and the community, come together and
search for solutions collaboratively (Braithwaite, 2002; Ness, 2004; Zehr, ZDi&)aim of
restorative justice is to repair harm aredationships between individuals (Zehr, 2015). This is
mostly done by means of a constructive dialogue. Often, an apology is grepaitarelationships,
to right wrongdoings and to provide some form of restoration during these dialogues (Bennet, 2007;
Roach, 2000; Zehr, 2005). Restorative justice can be used in addition or as a part of the criminal
justice systemKennedy et al., 2019)n restorative justice, crime becomes a violation of the victim
rather than of the stat®éndurand & Griffiths, 2006)

There are several forms of restorative justice practice, such as family group conferencing,
restorative circles, and victhoffender mediation (VOM) (Umbreit & Armour, 2010). VOM
focuses on the interaction between victims and offenders of a crimetamdinteractionbetween
family members or members of the wider communBizdrman et al., 201&mbreit & Armour,

2010). VOM is dialogue driven and its aim is to strengthen the connection between victims and
offenders, which has promising effects (Le&i&/mbreit, 2015). In VOM, victim&nd sometimes

family members or other supporting persons of criminal offenses have the opportunity to talk with
the offender about needs, feelings, and emotions, which should help them to better cope with the
crime (Hansn & Umbreit, 2018). All parties take part on a voluntary basis and the conversation
takes place in a safe and controlled setting in the presence of a mediator (Hansen & Umbreit, 2018).

In the US and Germany, the procedure of a mediation process isivéar.sA typical
mediation session is-1,5 hours in length and requires a proper preparation of both victims and
offenders (Bundesministerium der Justiz und fur Verbrauchers¢BMdV], 2020; Choi &
Severson, 2009). In the preparation, the mediatos tdbarately to the offender and the victim to
build trust, to provide information about the mediation process and to learn more about their life
circumstances. Also, the victimsé and offendel
the mediato makes sure that their decision to participate in mediation is voluntary (Hansen &
Umbreit, 2018). In a typical mediation session, the victim first conveys the impact of the crime.

Then, the offender acknowledges the harm and, in the end, both partéspdewritten plan to
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repair the harm (BMJV, 2020; Choi & Severson, 2009). During the dialogue the mediator provides

gui dance and directions in the sessChmetal, t o en

2010b)

Participating in VOM is volatary and not everybody is willing to participate in a mediation
process. Possi ble reasons are that the cri me
fear of meeting the offender, the wish of a harsh punishment for the offefodexample court
- or the time elapsed since the crime is too long for less harmful offenses or too short for more
harmful offenses Qoates & Gehm, 1985; Umbreit, 1996; Zebel et al., 2017). However, many
victims are glad to get the opportunity to participate in VONhw participation rate between 40
and 60 percent, even up to 90 percent in some locations (Coates et al., 200& enal., 2001,

2004). In Germany, the participation rate was 55.7% in 2017 and 54.3% in 2018 (Hartmann et al.,
2020).

Since participaton i n VOM has many advantages and
being €.g. Braithwaite, 2002; Choi et al., 201Qbmbreit, 1991 Umbreit, Coates, & Kalanj, 1994;
Umbreit Coates, & Robert2000; Zebel, 201Zehr, 2015)it is of great interest to try to stimulate
and increase those rates. It will therefore be examined which psychological factors and more
specifically which psychological needs are related to victim participation. If these needs are known,
mediators canake these into account and make sure that victims can make a free and deliberate
choice to participate in VOMTherefore, the first research question T@ what extent do
psychological needs predict the participation of victims in VOMi& research wilfocus on a
German populatiorHence, this study is, to our knowledge, the first to examine influencing factors
on the willingness to participate with solely German participants.

An essential part of mediation to be successful is an apology, which skeopéddeived as
genuine and sincere by victims (Choi et al., 2012). Choi and Severson (2009) stated that how the
apology is given, so the delivery, which includes the communication channel, determines the
guality of an apologyin VOM, different forms of mdiation are possible, such as visual and written
communication Zebel, 2012), but also auditive communicati&vjé & Cushman, 2000 As
visual communication contains not only verbal, but alsoveybal cues, it might have different
influences on theerceived sincerity of apologieSo, the second research questionTs:what
extent does the communication channel used

sincerity of the apology?

f

1
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In the following paragraphs, the advantages of restorgtisice are stated and how
victi mso needs mi ght influence their wi || i
communication forms are presented based on their richness and the link between those channels

and the perceived sincerity of an apology is exauoh

Advantages of RestorativeJustice and VOM

Restorative justice has many advantages compared to retributive justice. To start with,
restorative justice differs from traditional
needs, whichs one of the principles of restorative justice (Choi et al., 2010b; Choi & Severson,
2009). Being sensitive to victims in the mediation process is critical to a successful mediation
(Choi, Green et al., 201p&hoi, Gilbert et al.,2013 Choi & Gilbert, 210; Choi & Severson,

2009; Umbreit & Armour, 2010). In restorative justice, interpersonal relationships can be restored,
emotional suffering can be reduced, and victims can be empowered which is mostly not the case
in retributive justice (Braithwaite, 2@Q Choi et al., 2010b; Umbrest al.,1994; Zehr, 2015).

Umbreit and Armour (2010) stated that VOM is the oldest and most popular form of
restorative justice in juvenile and criminal justice systems as it is accepted and used worldwide.
Both offenders amh victims are more satisfied after participating in VOM than going through
traditional court prosecutioas different studies show (Choi et al., 2010b; Hansen & Umbreit,
2018; Latimer et al., 2005; Umbreit et al., 2000). VOM not only seems to increasenvetd
satisfaction, but victims also perceive it as more fair than those who participate in court
proceedings, because they have a say in the outcome (Hansen & Umbreit, 2018). In addition,
victimsé fear and anger t owacipdtsg in WOM (Umbréite nd er
1991;Umbreit et al.2000; Zebel, 2012\ arious studies show thparticipating in VOM lowers
the recidivism rate when compared to recidivism rates of individuals who participated in the
traditional justice systerfHansen & Umbreit, 2018; Joudarsen, 2014; NugentUmbreitet al.,

2001; NugentWilliams et al., 2003). However, there is also critic on these conclusions as it is
unclear whether the effects are due to the mediation process itself or duestdessdin bias as
participation in VOM is voluntaryJonasVan Dijk et al., 202Q)Connected to that/{OM is most

often less expensive than the traditional criminal justice system as the mediation itself is cheaper

than court proceedings, but there are also-teng savings, because of incarceration and possible
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reduced recidivism rates (Hansen & Umbreit, 20hough VOM seems to be advantageous

for victims and offenders, this research will focus on victims only.

Vi c t Nemds andParticipation in VOM

Considering the advantages, one might wonder why some victims do not want to participate
in VOM. Apart from the reasons mentioned above why participants do not want to participate, such
as fear or time elapsed since the offense, other psychological fawight influence the
willingness to participate, for example, psychological needs. All individuals have their own needs,
but three needs are very common among victims, namely asking questions and acquiring answers,
sharing victimization and lastly, recang a genuine apology (Choi et al., 2010b). Asking questions
and acquiring answers is a need most victims have. Victims want to get answers to questions like
AWhy did | become the target of crime?06, whioctl
to restore their lives (Achilles & Zehr, 2001; Bennett, 2007; Choi et al., 2010b; Wemmers, 2002).
Asking questions about the reasons for the crime also helps to regain power and control over the
own life (Achilles & Zehr, 2001)Sharing victimization refrs to communicating currefgelings,
suffering and the I mpact wupon t he Manywittimgns 6 | i
would like to address feelings andhave the opportunity to gétat off their chest after a crime
(Choi et al., 20@b). The last need, receiving a genuine apology, enhances the healing process,
because it helps to cope with the crime and helps to restore broken relationships between victims
and offenders (Choi & Severson, 2009).

Talking about the needs is importantridg the mediated encounter of VOM as it can
reduce fear of reictimization as well as anger, and increases feeling of empowerment (Hansen &
Umbreit, 2018; Umbreit et al., 1994), but it already becomes important before the mediation
process as well. In study of Umbreit et al. (2001) it turned out that those three needs also serve
as reasons or motivations to participate in VCG3dme victims state to participate in VOM to help
the offender, some to receive a payback of losses, but many for three reasxpsess feelings
about the crime, to receive an apology and/or to receive answers to questions (Umbreit et al., 2001).
Participants of the study of Umbreit et al. (2001) identified themselgseGaucasian, African
American, Asian, Hispanic, American liad or mixed ethnicity. In this study, it will be examined

if the results do also account for the German population. So, it is hypothesized:
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Hypothesis 1 (H1): If victims score higher on the need for information, they are more
willing to participate in VOM.

Hypothesis 2 (H2): If victims score higher on the need to share victimization, they are

more willing to participate in VOM.

Hypothesis 3 (H3): If victims score higher on the need to receive a genuine apology, they
are nore willing to participate in VOM.

Effects of anApology

One of the three needs is that victims have the need to receive a sincere or genuine apology.
It is important that the apology is fitting the needs of victims. There are many different definitions
for an effective apology, but most definitions have three components in common, which are:
sincerity, empathy, and expressing regret with no ex@bkei & Severson, 2009Nonetheless,
for an apology to be judged as genuine and sincere depends on thetisilpinion of the
individual receiving the apologBonensteffen et al., 2020)he perceived sincerity of an apology
is important because it is the main aim of the mediation process and is critical for a mediation to
be successfulGhoi, Bazemore et.a2012;Choi, Gilbert et al., 2013hoi & Gilbert, 2010Choi,
Green et al., 2010aChoi & Severson, 2009; Umbreit & Armour, 201@chumann (2012)
concluded that perceived sincerity of the apology is positively associated with satisfaction and
predicts forgiveness.Of t e n the victimso and the offende
perceptions of the genuineness differ, which is named perceptual disparity (Choi et al., 2010b; Lee,
2005). Choi et al. (2010b) also state that often offenders think apologies were, sinteretims
perceived it differently. The way in which the apology was delivered, which include factors like
not directly looking at the victims or a fast pace accounted for the results (Choi et al., 2010b). Thus,
when delivering an apology many factasach as the communication form, have to be taken into
account to make it as sincere as possible (Choi & Severson, 2009).

Different forms of communication can be used in the VOM process between victims and
offenders. Those different mediums can be asddsgéheir media richness, which refers to the
informationcarrying capacity of a communication form (Dainton & Zelley, 2017). To assess the

capacity of a medium, four characteristics should be taken into account, which are speed of the
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feedback, the abtly to personalize the message, the availability of cues and the language variety
(Daft & Lengel, 1986). Precisely, with speed of feedback the capability of which feedback or
answers can be given is meant. Personalization of the message describesetdemhane can
individualize the message to the receiver. The availability of cues refers to the presence of non
verbal cues, such as facial expressions or body language, and to verbal cues such as the tone of
voice, which transfers information beyond tsgoken message. Language variety considers if
natural language can be utilized (Daft & Lengel, 1986).

The richest form of mediation, so with a high informateanrying capacity, is faem-face
communication, which is the most used mediation form (Ddfe&gel, 1986; Dainton & Zelley,

2017 Van Dijk, 2016. Here, the victim, offender and mediator are in the same room to have a
conversation in which immediate feedback can be given. Natural language can be utilized, which
is high in variety. Furthermore, @hmessage can be personalized to another individual and both
verbal, such as intonations, and narbal cues, such as eye contact and body language, are
present. Because of the presence of vocal and visual cuegy-facecommunication is a direct

form of mediation.

Another often used medium in VOM is letter exchange. A letter is low in richness, as
messages are not exchanged in real time, but with a delay, so no direct feedback can baftjiven (

& Lengel, 1986 Van Dijk, 201§. Although the contentfdhe message can be personalized in a
letter by addressing it to the receiver and not writing it anonymous, there is a lack of both verbal
and nonverbal cues, which lowers the informatiocarrying capacity. Nevertheless, also in letter
exchange the langge can be utilized. Because there are no cues present and no direct contact
between victims and offenders, letter exchange is an indirect form of contact.

Next to the abowenentioned forms, which are offered very often, there is sometimes also
the possibiity to have contact with the offender by phofie/je & Cushman, 20Q0This type of
contact might be interesting in the context of VOM as it is a compromise betweeto-face
contact and letter exchandeis a possible option, which has not beendusepractice very often
until now but may have promising effeckdere, immediate feedback can be given by responding
directly in real time on the phone. Also, the message can be personalized to the listener. However,
only verbal cues, such as intonati@msl the voice of the offender, are present, but notveopal
ones. So, a phone call is semi rich concerning media richness as the infolcaatyamy capacity
is neither high nor lowDaft & Lengel, 1986)
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Those different communication options have different effects and that is why it is important
to examine different forms of communication (Zebel, 20R®8search shows that direct forms of
VOM, such as facéo-face communication, have more beneficialefecton t he -being t i ms 6
than indirect forms such as letter exchange (Zebel, 2012). Zebel (2012) found that having direct
contact in VOM decreased both feelings of fear and anger and having indirect contact in VOM
only decreased feelings of fear. Tiesprobably due to the presence of rvambal cues, such as
bodily communication and facial expressions, in rich or direct forms of communic&yen
contact is an example of a n@arbal cue and is an essential element in communication. It can
have crual influences on the perceived sincerity of the apology, because having eye contact plays
a central role in interpersonal relationships and helps to transmit emotions, such as empathy or
regret (Chen, 2002; Grumet, 1988unningham (1977) supported thataions are transferred
through nornverbal cues and concluded that facial expressions might even transmit more
information than vocal sounds do. Thus, in conversations most communicationvierbah So,
by seeing and perceiving several facial expressanm emotions, it might be easier to assess or
rate the sincerity angkenuineness of the message. Choi and Severson (2009) support this view and
found a strong i mpact of vocal and visual
trustworthiness. Als, studies about the eye contact behavior in liars demonstrate that it has an
influence on the perceived sincerity of what was sgidrfs & Kintz, 1976; Hietanen et al., 2018;
Stromwall & Willén, 2011)Lee (2005) also found this for the effects of anlagyp andconcluded
that nonverbal cues determine the sincerity of an apoltigg. more current study of Bonensteffen
et al. (2020)the importance of newerbal information, and more specifically visual attention, for
the perceived sincerity was demoastd using eyracking.

The three abovenentioned communication forms, namely facdacecommunication,
letter exchange und phone call will be examined within this researchtd-faz@ communication
is expected to be the richest form of communicatielephone call semrich and letter exchange
lowest in richness. In line with the abenentioned literature, Van Dijk (2016) couddready
confirm that a richer medium leads to higher perceived sincerity of the aptiaidns study it is

tested whethethis effect can be found in this slightly different studywget So, it is hypothesized:

Hypothesis 4 (H4): Apologies delivered through richer mediums are perceived as more

sincere than in terms of content identical apologies delivered through lessediums.
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Victims most often have expectations before participating in VOM. They have expectations about
the result of the mediation, what to talk about, but also in what way to communicate with the
offender (Choi & Severson, 2009). Most expectations arcems can be communicated and
discussed with the mediator prior to the mediation itself, so that victims, but also offenders, know
what to expect. However, participants of VOM also reported that actually being in the mediation
process is different from velt was expected or imagined (Choi & Severson, 2029)r to the

actual VOM encounter, victims can choose which mediation channel they would prefer. However,
it could be that both victim and offender want to participate, but they do not want to use¢he sa
form of communication. The question is what the effects of VOM are if victims give in to the
wishes of the offender, because they really want to talk to the offender. Therefore, it might happen
that victims do not receive VOM through their preferredrfaf communication, but instead accept

the form preferred by the offender. Hence, it would be interesting to examine how evaluations of
perceived sincerity change if expectations are not met. Today not much is known about the effects
of not receiving thegferred communication channel on the perceived sinceritysliggested by

Choi and Severson (2009) that an apology is not effective when victims and offenders do not agree
on the same method of delivery. In other words, Choi and Severson (2009) edntiad an
apology carries only weight if both offender and victim prefer to communicate through the same
medium. So, if an apology is not delivered t hi

it cannot be perceived as sincere. Hence, it is ngsated:

Hypothesis 5 (H5): If the apology is given through the preferred communication channel,
it is perceived as more sincere than not receiving it through the preferred communication

channel.

Having positive expectations about an evardicts a more positive attitude towards that event
(Constantino et al., 2011). Getting the preferred communication channel might already positively
influence victimsd expect atHoweave, it taoalsa bedhs caseh e s i
the dher way aroundAs an examplet can be the case thparticipants would prefer to meet the

offender faceo-face, but the offender is not willing to meet the victim teméace but wants to

write a letter It might be thathe victim thinks that the ofender will not be that sincere because

the offender does not even want to face the victim. Thus, getting to know if the apology will be
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transferred t hr ou gprefeoad €ednsunipation ffoenr mightdinfluzmce theo n
victi msd e x psghe sircerity of the offéendew a r

If expectations are not met, victims are disappointed and show a negative attitude, which
could have a negative influence on their perceived sincerity (Hansen & Umbreit, 2018). In line
with that Bonensteffen (2018) conaedthat previous expectations towards the sincerity of the
of fender positively predicted t hSy theektorshipv ed si
between getting the preferred communication form and the perceived sincerity might be éxplaine
by the attitude or expectations towards the sincerity of the apoldgy leads to the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6 (H6): The (expected) positive relationship between receiving the apology
through the preferred communication channel andoreeived sincerity of the apology is
explained by positive expectations towards the sincerity of the offender.

The proposed relationships of hypotheses five and six can be found in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Independent anBependenWVariable of Hypotheses td 6

Expected sincerity of

the offender
'l'/ (IV/DV) \':

Received preferred vs. non- Perceived sincerity
preferred communication

form (1v) +

(D)

Note.lV = Independent variable, DV = Dependent variable.

Current Research

In this research, the needs of participants, their willingness to participate in VOM, their
preferred communication channel, the expected sincerity of the offender aeddbiegd sincerity
will be examined in an online survey. As participantd read a scenario in which they have to

imagine being the victimthis research is a vignette researlththe context of VOM they will
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receive an apology through one out of three forms of communication by random allocation: visual,
audio or written. Then participants will receive a questionnaire in which they have to rate the

sincerity of the offender ar@hswer other questions investigating the other variables.
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Method

ResearchDesign

This study used an experimental 3 (visual vs. audio vs. written) by 2 (preferred vs. non
preferred) betweegroup research design, since participants were randomly assigned to one out of
three forms of communication: the audio, visual or written commuaitérm, which was their
preferred form or not. So, there was one group of participants who received the apology through
their preferred form of communication, which was the control group. The other group, who did not
receive the apology through the preésl communication form, served as the experimental group.
Hence, six conditions in total were created.

The independent variables were the three needs, the richness of the communication form,
the preference of the communication channel and the expentatityi of the offender. Next to
the expected sincerity, the willingness to participate and the perceived sincerity were dependent

variables as well.

Participants

Participants were selected by a frandom convenience sampling method and snowball
samplirg. The researcher asked individuals from her social surroundings via WhatsApp, Facebook,
LinkedIn or telephone calls to participate in the study. In addition, students from the first, second
and third Bachelor Psychology Year were asked to participateeistudy by using the platform
SONA. Here, respondents received 0.25 credit points when participating in this study. In total 253
individuals started the questionnaire, but 167 completed it. Two other individuals had to be
excluded as they did not give @amt. Because the inclusion criteria were an age of at least 18
years and a German nationality, another individual was excluded because he had the Dutch
nationality. So, data of 164 respondents were used for further analyses. Of these participants 68.9
% was femalerf = 113), 30.32%6 was male i = 50) and 0.8% preferred not to say the gendar{
1). The participants in this research were aged from 18 to 73 War<20.11,SD= 13.47), all
having a German nationalithext, 24.4% (n = 40) of the individuals were not willing to
participate, and 756 (n = 123) of the respondents were willing to participdigble 1 gives an
overview of how many individuals were in the controbgp and how many in the experimental

group in which conditions.
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Table 1
Distribution of theAmount ofParticipants perCommunicatiorChannel

Faceto-face Phone call Letter exchange Total

communication

Preferred medium 38 7 12 57(34.8 %)
(Control group)

Non-preferred medium 18 48 41 107 (65.2 %)
(Experimental group)

Total 56 (34.1 %) 55 (33.5 %) 53 (32.3 %) 164 (100 %)

Next, 26.8 % indicated that they have been victimized beforedd) and more than a half
(55%) knew anyone in their immediate surroundings who has once been a victim ohcrieB (
Eighteen respondents have committed a crime (11 %) and 45 individuals know anyone who has
committed a crime in the past (27.4 %). 8ihasking for prior experiences with VOM, 61.686
= 101)indicated that they heard from VOM befpEe5 % f = 9) were approached and even less
(0.6 %,n = 1) have ever patrticipated.

To examine if there are significant differences between the contrahanekperimental
group on the background variables;tast and Chsquares were calculated. An independégast
revealed that there was no significant difference on #§61) =-.37,p = .71). Chisquare tsts
of independence showed scopes .05for the preference of communication with the background
variables gender, education, prior experiences with VOM and previous experiences as a victim or
offender (Table 2). Thus, no significant differences between the control and the experimental group

on the background variables were found.
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Table 2

Significance of ChBquaresExaminingDifferencesBetween theControl and theExperimental

Group

Background variable p

Gender .66
Education 74
Voluntariness of participation .25
Experiences being\ctim .10
Experiences of friends or family members being a victim 46
Experiences committing a crime .66
Experiences of friends or family members committing a crime .69
Heard of VOM .80
Approached with VOM 40
Prior participation in VOM 43
Somebody in surrounding approached with VOM .93
Somebody in surrounding participated .64

Note p = .05 was used.
The research was approved by the Ethics committee of the University of Twente and all
participants gave written informed consent priopasticipation in accordance with the guidelines

of the Ethics committee.

Materials

To start with, all participants needed a working internet connection as data was collected
online. Conducting the study online enabled a large number of participantbart &érse. In the

online study, al | participants received the s
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because participants had to imagine being the victim. The idea of the story stemmed from Kippers
(2015) as he conducted a study with a caraple study design in which participants had to imagine
being the victim as well. Some sentences and adjectives were added to the version of Kippers
(2015) to make the story more vivid for the reader. In this story a violent robbery while getting
money fom an ATM machine was described. After the victim got money from the machine, the
offender hits the victim and wants to have the money. Because the perpetrator has a weapon, the
victim does not see another opportunity than to give him the money. Thisisogaa chosen as
it entails the two most frequent crimes addressed in VOM processes, namely a violent offense and
a property offense (Slachtoffer in Beeld, 2013 as cited in Kippers, 2015).

Next to the story, apologies were needed for the tthifeerent communication forms. As
the study took place completely online, the different communication channels had to be adjusted
accordingly. For the fae-face option a video was shown, in which the offender was reading his
apology to the victim, usingerbal and notverbal cues such as looking down, putting his hand on
his chest and having eye contact by looking into the camera (Appendix A). For the telephone call,
an audio tape was presented using exactly the same audio as it was used in thenttuewrfen
apology, a picture of a letter was shown, in which the offender apologizes for his offense (Appendix
B). In all three forms, victims saw a photo and a profile with nationality, age and gender of the
offender to make sure that all the victilveed the same offender in mind and the effects are not due
to appearance, race or nationality of the offender. To measure the effects of the three different
communication forms properly, the content of the audio, the letter and the video was standardized.
The content of the apology was taken from a study of Van Dijk (2016), which was based on the
instructions on how to write an apology of Seymetial.(2001). By that, the apology contained
the three component€hoi and Severson (2009) stressed, nanséfhcerity, empathy and
expressing regret with no excugdthough perceivedsincerity is in the eye of the beholder, the
apology had elements, such as empathy, which increases the likelihood that the apology is

perceived as sincere (Bonensteffen et24120).

Researchlnstrument
The research instrument consisted of a questionnaire (Appendix C). In the following
paragraphs the independent and dependent variables and how they were measured are explained.

All items were measured on apoint Likert scale,ranging from completely disagree (1) to
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completely agree (7). To make sure that the participants truly read and understood the questions
properly, many items were phrased negatively.
IndependentvVariables

To start with, the extent to which tlparticipants possess the three needs was measured
after they had read the scenario but before r
the need to ask questions about the motive be
measured theaed for information. These questions were based on the studies of Bennett (2007)
and Wemmers (2002) in which participants indicated which information they want to seek. The
factor analysis revealed one underlying factor with an Eigenvalue of 2.48. Thdéoadmgs
showed to be 350, so all items loaded high on this factor. Next to the validity, those items showed
to be reliablgU=.78).

The need to share victimization was measur €
| would feel the need tmake the perpetrator aware of the consequences of his actions on your
| i fTkedtems were based on the description of the need to share victimization of Choi, Green
and Kapp (2010b). An exploratory factor analysis showed one underlying factor with an
Eigenvalue of 2.75. All items loaded strongly on this factor (IL > .$8).the items measuring the
need to share victimization showed to be valid and also religiieds).

The third need, the need to receive a genuine apology, was again measuregriiini
for example AAfter two weeks, I woul d feel th
of fendero. These items were baseHtoi andhSevelsa def i
(2009). Measuring the validity, the factor analysis showee underlying factor with an
Eigenvalue of 3.46. All items showed to strongly load on this factor with items loadings > .89. The
scale also showed to be reliablé=(.95).

After that, it was explained what VOM is by presenting an original text usedeala
mediation by Slachtoffer in Beeld, a Dutch organization that provides VOM. After all three forms
of communication were introduced by a short description, participants were asked about their
preferred communication channel. They could choose betwseal \dontact, namely fa¢e-face
communication, written contact by letter exchange or having auditive contact by having a phone
call with the offender. From literature it became clear thatfa¢ace communication is the richest
medium as direct feedbacan be given, the message can be personalized and verbal as well as

nonverbal cues are present (Daft & Lengel, 1986). Receiving the apology through a phone call is
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semirich because although the message can be personalized and feedback can be given
immediately, only verbal and no nererbal cues are present. Lastly, letter exchange is lowest in
richness as neither verbal, nor agrbal cues are present and no immediate feedback can be given
(Daft & Lengel, 1986). SincBainton and Zelley (2017) as weal Daft and Lengel (1986) already
made clear how to assess the richness of a mediimuestions about theerceivedichness of
the communication form were asked in the questionnaire.

After respondents were told through which communication form théyawke contact and
if they received their preferred communication form or not, the expected sincerity towards the
offender was assessed. This was done by using a scale from Bonensteffen (2018), which was
already used in a similar context. One offouritens: Al t hi nk that the off
when maki ng Afécter asalysisltestipg tie. validity showed one underlying factor
with an Eigenvalue of 2.58. All items loaded strongly on this factor (IL >.67). The items measuring
the expeted sincerity also showed to be relialdls=(.79)
DependenWariables

The first dependent variable, namely the willingness to participate was measured by a single
questonThey were not only asked if they want to
they were asked to what extent they are willing to particigeter indicating their willingness,
they were asked for the reason for the decision. The perceived sincerity was measured by nine
items. Some of those items were already used in a study of Bonensteffen (2018) or in a study of
Van Dijk (2016). An exampleofr an |i ttehm nks he is really sorry |
analyses with this variable, it was tested whether the scales are valid and reliable. The factor
analysis showed that the items measuring the construct perceived sincerity are \thkd as
Eigenvalue was 6.69 and all items loaded strongly on this factor with items loadings #e71. T
scale showed to be reliable as welE .96).
Control Variables

In the beginning of the questionnaire, demographic questions were asked. More precisely,
the gender, age, and nationality were asked to eventually control for those background analyses
when testing the hypotheses. Moreover, it was asked whether the participants have been victimized
before or if they know someone in their environment who has eémized. It was also asked
if the participant or someone from the social surrounding ever victimized someone else. In the end,

it was asked if participants already have had
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participated in victiroffende me di ati on before?0 This infor mat
the effects are due to the independent variables and not due to other factors like the nationality of
the offender or previous experiences. In the end, it was asked if they reallyroagide being
the victim and if they were distracted while filling out the questionnaire. By that, reliability and
validity were ensured.

Next to those variables mentioned abownere items were included to measure other
variables as this study is part of a bigger research project. These items includaddppest
measures about fear and anger, responsibility taking inferences, suffering taking inferences,

intention to prevent and rap as well as measuring aspects of a good apology.

Procedure

All participants received a link to the online questionnaire, which was presented in an online
platform called qualtrics.com. Respondents had to give consent, in which it was clarified that
arnonymity is guaranteed and that they can withdraw from the study at any point in time, before the
guestionnaire started. Participants were asked to choose their mother language or their preferred
language.They could choose between English or German ssarehers were not sure in the
beginning of the data collection whether enough German participants could be reached to draw
conclusionslit was also stated that the survey would take approximately 30 minutes, but no time
limit was given. Then, the responmds were asked about their demograpbgs/ell aexperiences
with crimes and received a scenario in which they had to imagine being the victim. After that, it
was tested to which extent the participants had the need to share victimization, needatimfior
and the need to receive a genuine apology to test hypotheses one, two and three. Then, it was
explained what VOM is and which three communication forms are available. Participants had to
indicate to what extent and in what form they are willing &atipipate. After this decisiorgll
participants,also the ones who indicated that they do not want to participate, were randomly
assigned to either fad¢e-face communication, letter exchange or phone call. Hence, they were
assigned to their preferredbmmunication form, which was the control group, or to another
communication form, which was the experimental group. Then, the expectations towards the
sincerity of the offender were measured. After that, the apology was presented either in the
preferred ommunication form or not in the preferred communication form. Participants had to rate

the perceived sincerity of the apology and on which criteria their decision was based. After that,
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other variables, like responsibility taking inferences, intentionrevgnt and repair, suffering

taking inferences, aspects of a good apology as well as fear and anger were measured. Next to those
variables, some control questions about distractions during filling out the questions, prior
experiences with VOM and about tbgtent to which people could imagine being the victim were
asked. In the end, the aim of the study was clarified, and it was stressed that participants are invited

to text the researchers if they have questions, remarks or are interested in the résuktudiy.
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Results
In the following section, the analyses, which were conducted in SPSS, as well as the results
are presented. Before conducting analyses, the data set was cleared by excluding participants,
which did not meet the inclusion criteriay fexample a German nationality or a minimum age of
18 years. After having the final data set, items, which were negatively formulated, were reversed.
All (sub-)scales seemed to be valid and reliable, so they could be used to conduct further analyses.

For dl analyses an alpha of .05 was used.

Descriptive Statistics

All items were measured with the help of-®@int Likert scale. Scoring 4 on the scale was
considered to be neutral as it wa guedticnrnieel | e d
Values above 4, so 5, 6 and 7, were considered to be high and values below 4, so 3, 2 and 1, to be
low. By looking at the means of the variables, it became clear that people generally scored high on
the need for informatiorM = 5.29,SD= 1.12) and on the need to share victimizatibh=4.76,
SD= 1.41). Respondents scored more neutral on the need to receive an alglotody3(,SD =
1.66), on the expected sincerityl € 3.75,SD = .95) and in the construct measuring perceived
sincerity M = 4.18,SD= 1.15). Thus, people did not agree strongly that the apology was sincere.
What is notable is the positive moderate correlations between the three needs (.52, .43, .59).
Individuals scoring high one need also score high on the other needsoralt)i, all three needs
are positively correlated with expected sincerity. Individuals scoring high on the need for
information, the need for a genuine apology and the need to share victimization expected the
apology to be sincere. Expected sincerityoatsrrelates with perceived sincerity (.35). Thus,
respondents expecting the apology to be sincere also seem to actually perceive it as more sincere.
Table 3 gives an overview of the means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of the

main varidles.
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Table 3
Descriptives of an€orrelationsBetween thé/ain Variables

Variables N M SD 1 2 3 4 5

1. Need for information 162 529 1.12 - 52*% 437 19* .05
2. Need for apology 162 4.31 1.66 - S50 33 15
3. Need to shareictimization 164 4.76 1.41 - 18 .04
4. Expected sincerity 164 3.75 .95 - .35**
5. Perceived sincerity 162 4.18 1.15

Note.** Correlation is significant at the .001 leveH@iled). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05
level (2tailed).

Next, it was determined whether the sample population was drawn from a normally
distributed population using the Shapiblk test. Here the null hypothesis states that the data
follow a normal distribution. For perceived sincerity, the null hypothesis could not be rejected as

the pvalue was .17, so the population seemed to be normally distributed.

HypothesesT esting

A normal distribtion enables researchers to conduct parametric tests. To test hypotheses
one, two and three a multiple linear regression analysis was perfaonede the unique
contribution of every predictor on the dependent variable as the overlap between the praictor
taken into accountHere, the independent variables were the needs, namely the need for
information, the need to share victimization and the need to receive a genuine apology, and the
dependent variable was the willingness to participate in VOMdmahalysis, it was controlled for
the following background variables: aggnder, educatioianguage in which the questionnaire

was conductedyrior experiences with VOM and previous experiences as a victim or offender. A
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significantregression equation was fourkd(B, 149) = 24.44p < .001) with an adjusted-Bguared
of .32.

The first hypothesis proposed that a higher need for information predicts a higher
willingness to participate in VOM. The need for information sfaswn to significantly predict the
willingness to participate in VOMB(= .52,t(160)= 4.38p < .001).Looking at the results, the first
hypothesis was accepted.

The second hypothesis states that the need to share victimization predicts a higher
willingness to participate in VOM. Not in line with expectations, this need was shown to not
significantly predict the willingness to participate in VOB £ .02,t(162)= .22,p = .83). The
results of the multiple linear regression revealed that hypothesisifwictims score higher on
the need to share victimization, they are more willing to participate in Vodald be rejected.

Next, the need to receive a sincere apology significantly predicted the willingness to
participate B = .30,1(160) = 3.40,p = .00L). These results suggested that hypothesis thifee
victims score higher on the need to receive a genuine apology, they are more willing to participate
in VOM - could be accepted.

In this analysis it was controlled for background variables. Thebackygrd v ar i abl e i
of VOM beforeo showed to signifiB=aR3t(l62=expl ai
2.38,p = .02). Respondents who have heard of VOM before this study were less willing to
participate in VOM.

Accepting the first and third hypotheses means that individuals possessing the need for
information and the need to receive an apology to a great ex¢éemtaaie willing to participate in
VOM.

A 2 x 3 ANCOVA with preferred vanonpreferred communication form and faweface
communication vs. letter exchange vs. phonewili the dependent variable perceived sincerity
was conductedo test hypothesisofir and five The voluntariness of participation served as
covariate as in a study of Van Dijk (2016yoluntaryparticipation showed to decrease the effects

of VOM as the apology was perceived as less sincere.
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Table 4
Means of Perceive8incerity

Communication form Preferred Non-preferred Total
Faceto-face 4.00 4.05 4.03
Phone call 3.50 4.33 3.91
Letter exchange 4.28 4.34 4.31
Total 3.93 4.24

Hypothesis four states thapologies delivered through richer mediums peeceived as
more sincere than in terms of content identical apologies delivered through less rich mediums.
Already when comparing the means of perceived sincerity oftéaface contactNl = 4.03),
phone call 1 = 3.91) and letter exchangel € 4.31), itseemed that the hypothesized effect might
not be true (Table 4)Vith the ANCOVA it was examined if there is a statistically significant
difference between fadge-face communication, letter exchange and phone call on perceived
sincerity controlling for lhe voluntariness of participation. There was no significant difference in
the perceived sincerity for the different types of apologie$2( 154) = 1.06p = .35). Hence,
getting the apology through richer forms of communication did not significantly predict the
perceived sincerity. So, the fourth hypothesis was rejected.

In the questionnaire it was also asked on what the rating of the perceived sinesrity w
based onlin the faceto-face condition 74.55%0 (n = 41) reported that their decision was based on
t he of f ewrbatbeliagqr78. 3% (N=40) on t he off eWwtheBds ges:
on facial expressions, 58.28 (n = 32) on the eye contabehaviorand 72.73% (n = 40) on the
content of the apologyn the phone condition 79.2% (n = 42) indicated that their decision was
based on intonations and 73.%8(n = 39) on the content of the apology. In the letter exchange
88.68% (n=47) indicated that they based their rating on the content of the apology.

The ANCOVA also revealed results about the relationship between the preference of the
communication medium artle perceived sincerityhis was done to test hypothesis five, which
stated thaif the apology is given through the preferred communication channel, it is perceived as
more sincere than receiving it through the 4poeferred communication channélready when

looking at the means of perceived sincerity, one can see that the mean in the preferred condition
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(M = 3.93)is lower than in the nepreferred conditiorfM = 4.24) (Table 4)Not in line with the
hypothesisthe ANCOVA showed thahe effectwas not statistically significant with (1, 154) =

1.92,p = .17. Getting the apology through the preferred communication medium did not predict
higher perceived sincerity. Therefore, there was no difference between the group who received the
apology thraigh their preferred medium and the other group, so hypothesis five was rejected as
well. Besides not finding main effects, an interaction effect between the communicatmanir

the preference for a medium was also not fol@( 154) = 1.12p = .33.

Because there was no main effect found of the preference of communication channel on the
perceived sincerity, there could not be a mediated relation. Hence, hypothesibespositive
relationship between getting the preferred communication channel and the perceived sincerity of
the apology is explained by positive expectations towards the sincerity of the oHeodét not
be accepted.

Nevertheless, it was tested wahregression analysis if there was a relationship between
the preference of the communication form as an independent variable and the expected sincerity of
the offender as a dependent varialilee results revealed that neither the mo&K(.02,F (1,

162) = .30,p = .59 nor the relationshipB = .09,t (162) = .55p = .59)was significant. Therefore,

getting the apology through the preferred medium did not predict expected sincerity of the offender.
Another regression analysis was conducted to estdlationship between the expected sincerity

of the offender as predictor and perceived sincerity as dependent variable. For the independent
variable perceived sincerity, the adjustedd®iared value of .12 revealed that the predictor variable
explainedl2 % variance in the outcome variable whtifl, 160) = 22.32p < .001.The expected
sincerity of the offender showed to significantly predict the perceived sincBrity.42,t(160)=

4.72,p < .001).Hence, expecting the offender to be honest predicted perceiving the offender to be
honest about what he said.

To conclude, hypotheses orand three were accepted as the effects showed to be
significant but hypothesis two was rejectéichat means that dividuals possessing higher needs
for information and for receiving an apology were more likely to participate in VOM than
individuals who scored lower on these variables. Hypothesis foualsasejected, which means
that richer mediums did not prediagher perceived sincerity of the apology because no effects
could be found. Against expectations, getting the apology through the preferredpmefesred

form of communication did not influence how sincere an apology was perceived, so hypotheses
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five and six were rejected as well. Although the variable expected sincerity of the offender did not
serve as a mediator, it significantly predicted perceived sincerity.
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Discussion

Participation in VOM shows to be effective and beneficial for both victimsoéfedders.
For victims, interpersonal relationships can be restored, emotional sufferings, such as fear and
anger towards the offender can be reduced and victims can be empowered, to name just a few
benefits Braithwaite, 2002; Choi et al., 2010Bmbreit, 1991 Umbreit, Coates, , & Kalanj,994
Umbreit, Coates, & Rober{s2000; Zebel, 2012Zehr, 2015) Although VOM has many
advantages, many individuals are not willing to participate in VOM (Zebel, 2012). Therefore, it is
of great interest to exame which psychological needs are related to participation in VOM as
mediators can then take them into account and ensure that victims can make a deliberate choice to
participatee Knowi ng the influencing factors ight i ndi
increase participation rateldence,the first purpose of this study was to find out which factors
might influence the willingness to participate in VOM.

In a successful mediation, a genuine and sincere apology should be(@haret al.,
2012). Tke quality of the apology is determined by the way in which an apology is given (Choi &
Severson, 2009). For the delivery, different forms of communication are available, which have
different effects on feelings like anger or fear (Zebel, 2012). Until titike, research has been
done on the effects of the different communication forms on the perceived sincerity. thence,
second purpose of this study was to investigate to what extent the communication channel

influenced the perceived sincerity of the agapl.

Discussion of theResultsand Limitations
PsychologicalNeedsPredicting theWillingness toParticipate in VOM

To examine the first research questido what extent do psychological needs predict the
participation of victims in VOM- three hypotheses were formulated. It was proposed that
psychological needs, more specifically the need for information, the nestcir® victimization
and the need to receive a genuine apology, increase the willingness to participate in a mediation
process. In line with expectations, in this study it was found that victims are more willing to
participate in VOM when they have a higheeed for information. In favor of these findings,
Reeves (1989) also stated that one of the reasons victims participate in VOM is that they are curious

and want to have information about the motives behind the offense. So, after a crime, individuals



EXPECTED VERSUS NONEXPECTED MEDIATION 2
indeed seemed to have many questions, which they want to ask the offender in a mediation process,
as this research shows.

Respondents with a higher needstare victimization were not more likely to participate
which is not in line with expectation§harng victimization refers to communicating current
feelings, suffering and the 1 mpact upon the
Participants might feel different when some time elapses after the crime as they have more time to
think aboutthe offense. Directly after a crime, victims feel weak, helpless, and frightened (Frieze
et al., 1987). After some time, other feelings might occur, such as anger, fear of being revictimized
or posttraumatic stres®(th et al., 20060mbreit et al., 2000 In this study, respondents were
asked for their needs directly after reading the scenBhias, it might be that respondemtsthis
studydid not have the need to share their feelimga mediation procesass they did not want to
show weakness or lpéssness towards the offender. Besides that, as victimsasieedabout
their needslirectly after reading the snariq the crime could not have had a big influence on the
victimsd | ife already hadthd needhtaakk about te impaotsin amay n ¢
mediation sessioi hus, results might have been influenced by the limited amount obétaeen
reading the scenario and indicating ne@dse effects could have been both stronger or weaker
with more time between those stagls an example, feeling angrier towards the offender or more
fearful of being revictimized after some time elapsed might have lowered the willingness to
participate.

Not only individuals with a higher need for information but also respondents with a higher
need to receive a genuine apology showed to be more willing to participate in VOM. So, these
findings are only partlyonsistent with previous findings of Umbreitadt (2001). Tle current
paper provides evidence thHaving the need for informaticand the needb receive a genuine
apology served as motivations and reasons to participate in @#ld not be confirmed that
respondents having the need to shareimmightion are likely to participate in VOMThe
participants in the study of Umbreit et al. (2001) identified themselves as Caucasian, African
American, Asian, Hispanic, American Indian or mixed ethnicity. In this study, it could be partly
confirmed thathe results do also account for the German population.

It could be shown thahe willingness to participate was explained by the fact that some of
the respondents have heard of VOM beféteople who have heard of VOM before were less

willing to participde. Respondentsiost probably kaw what VOM is. They might know that
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mediation is much more thasitting in front of a mobile phone or laptop anfilling out a
guestionnaire within approximately 30 minut€sey might know thasome components, such as
the preparation or eeal conversatiorat least with a mediatare missing. Thus, some of them
might have not taken this encounter seriously whield mfluences on #ir willingness to
participate, but also on their rating of the perceived sincerity

Besides that, it was also found that individuals who possess one need were very likely to
also possess the other needs. In other words, peoplavadid like to receive information about
the motive behind the offense were also |ikel
or wanted to receive a genuine apology. Next to that, having one, two all three needs to a great
extent made respoadts expecting the offender to be sincéviere research on this relation is
needed to draw more specific conclusioNst only looking at correlations but on the relation
would give more reliable results. Alsayalitative researcbuch as interviesimight givedeeper
insights into the exact expectations of respondents.

To answer the first research question, we can say that German individuals with a higher
need for information and need to receive a genuine apology are more willing to participate in VOM,

as it was already shown in an international population.

Predicting PerceivedSincerity by theRichness of the&CommunicationChannel

Against expectationghis research revealed that individuals getting the apology through a
richer medium, so through fate-face contact, did not perceive the apology as more sincere than
individuals getting the apology through less rich mediums, so through letter exchange or phone
call.

There could be multiple explanations fbese findingsin literature it was stated that face
to-facecommunication is the richest form of communicatianelephone call sennich and letter
exchange lowest in richnedddft & Lengel, 1986)Because of that, the researcher relied on what
was stated in literature, and thus perceived richness was not examined in the questionnaire. It could
be that the resulof Daft and Lengel (1986), so that faceface contact is the richest form of
communication, isnot applicable in the context of VOM as the study was conducted in an
organizational setting 35 years a¢jo a study conducted by Van Dijk (2016@rceivedrichness
was measured andspondents indicated perceiving another form of communication as most rich,

namely video calling, and not fateface interactionThe fact the apology in the faem®-face
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condition was presented by a video mighot have
face communication and thus may have lowered their ratingsroéived richnes#f participants

would have perceived anotheommunication form than fage-face communication as most rich

in this researctresults might have been different.

The results contradict to findings of Van Dijk (2016) who could confirm that a richer
medium leads to higher perceived sincerity of tpelegy.| n Van Di j koéaenly ( 2016)
respondents in the fate-face conditions knew what the offender looked like. This is different
from this study, as in this research all participants, no matter in which condition they were, knew
how the offenderdoked like by seeing a photo and a profile of the offender including the
nationality, age and gender. Facing with the offender might have had more vivid and trustworthy
effects, which might have increased the perceived sincerity in the phone conditiom thwe letter
condition.

Individuals receiving the apology fateface were asked to what extent their decision
about the perceived sincerity was based onveshal behavior of the offendeévlany respondents
receiving the apology per video indiedtthat their decision was indeed based on thevedral
behavior of the offender. However, it was neither described what was meant witterbah
behavior, nor was it asked what respondents understood to tvera behavior. So, the absence
or presene of nonverbal cues was not measured. Tlhiueould not completely be confirmed that
nonverbal cues determined the sincerity, which was stated by Lee (2005). Although Lee (2005)
said that sincerity requires neerbal cues such as body language anif@xpressions, which
was only present in the fate-face condition, other aspects which make an apology effective were
not present in this study. Lee (2005) also suggested that an effective apology requires voluntariness
and appropriate timing/oluntar i ness i s meant from the offende
study as he gave his apology on a voluntary b&kisvever, it might be that participants were
convinced that the offender is not real, and thus an actor, which makes the apology seem less
authentic and voluntary.gpropriate timing waalsonot given as the apology did ragvelop out
of a natural conversation, but just in the middle of the questionfaesenting the apology in the
middle of the questionnaire might also have impaired the perceived voluntariness of the apology.
So, not all virtues suggested by Lee (2005) were considered in this study, which might account for

the results.
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Speaking aboute offender, the fact that the offender was an actor, but not a real offender
might have influenced the results to a great extent. Real offenders might be more excited and
especially more involved in the case than actors do. Being more involved, espauialignal
involved, might cause the offender to show stronger emotions, like shame, guilt or remorse. Those
stronger emotions might be more visible in the fimetace conditions as the body language might
be more expressive, but also in the phone cardifie voice of a real offender might be more
tremulous than of an actor. For noeal offenders, so for real actors, it might even be that richer
communication forms worked even worse as no strong emotions, body language or involvement
in the case was st in the facdo-face condition as it would be with real offenderbus, the
authenticity of the offender might have affected the results to a great extent. Effects, especially
perceived sincerity, are expected to be stronger with real offenddtgure research, questions
about the athenticity of the offendewould be interesting to examine if the effects are due to the
actor skills or due to other variables.

It could also have been the case that the effect of richness of the medium on perceived
sincerity would be stronger for real victims than for individuals who imagined being victims.
Although respondents indicated that they found the research very realistic and could greatly
imagine being the victim in the scenario, it can still not be comparezhl victimsbecause of the
fictitious nature of this studyParticipants knew that it was a fictitious scenario, and that the
offender did not really commit a crime. This might have influenced to what extent respondents
indicated they possess the nedtie willingness to participate and the perceived sincerity. Some
respondents might have rated the statements very high and some very low, which might not be
eqgual to a real victim population. Respondents who indicated that they have been victimized befor
may have rated the statements close to what real victims would imply. However, estimations of the
sample in this study most probably doe&sa not r
victims are more involved in the case and thus cpaldeive nofverbal cues to a greater extent,
which might have a positive influence on the perceived sincerity as literature with real victims state
(Lee, 2005).

In general, the fact thaaéeto-face communication did not take place in person as it would
be in real lifemight have inhibited the effectdn this study, the faew-face condition was
presented in a video. Here, the offender tried to look in the camera to create eye contact with the

victim, but real eye contact could not be given. Also, tdyldanguage could be perceived in the
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video only from the upper body of the offender. Ireal faceto-face conversatigrsome aspects

or feelings might be stronger. Victims might be more excited when driving to the meeting or when
waiting in front of tke door. Being in one room with the offender and smelling his perfume might
remind the victims to the attack. Also, body language of the whole body can be perceived, such as
shaking legs. This might have influenced the results because the main argumeradming the
apology as more sincere in the fdodace condition than in other conditions was due to-non
verbal cues. Transferring them through a video might inhibit the real perception of the body
language.

For some respondents, it seemed that aodtextbased communication was sufficient to
evaluate the apologgs sincereBecause the apology was perceived as even sincere in all three
conditions, al |l three communication forms miog
feelings or wellbeng after receiving the apology. However, the effect of the different forms of
communication on the webleing of victims was not measured in this research. Seeing no
difference in the effects of the different communication forms in terms of perceiveditsinone
can think of using mediums like letter exchange but especially telephone calls more often in the

future.

Predicting PerceivedSincerity by thePreference of theCommunicationMedium

Against expectations, it could not be confirmed that respondents getting the apology
through their preferred communication channel do also perceive the apology as more sincere. The
hypothesis was based on a study by Choi and Severson (2009, p. 7), etb stath at an fap
carries no weight i f the context for its del i\
its method of deliveryo. Their conclusion cou
interpreted t haitvewiytoh tihmee tchoondmuonfi cdaetli on channe
that an apology is only effective if both offenders and victims prefer to communicate through the
same medium. However, the method of delivery could also be the way an apology is delivered,
meaningwhich words were used, if the offender showed remorse, expresses responsibility and
empathy.

Speaking about matter of the apolotie content of the apology might have influenced the
results as welllt could be shown the content of the apology becomese important in poorer

forms of communication as the respondentsdo r at
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was mainly based on the content of the apology. apgwogy offered was taken from a study of
Van Dijk (2016), which was based tme components for writing an apology given by Seynabur
al. (2001). Here, it was presumed that this apology is a good one as Van Dijk (2016) did not find
limitations regarding the content of the apololgythis apology, the offender first appreciates th

victimdés courage to get i n contact with him.

victim must have felt and what the impact of the crime must have been. Then, he admits the offense
and shows regret for the crime. In the end, the offendeogiels.Although it was supposed that
all components suggested by Choi and Severson (2009), nsimegyity, empathy and expressing
regret with no excuswere present in thapologyused by Van Dijk (2016)it could be that
respondents perceiveddifferently. Bonensteffen et al. (2020) already found out that sincerity is
a subjective assessmewhich can be manipulate@hus, some might have perceived isesere,
but some did notAlso, more research has been done until now and more is knoowut aihat to
include in an apologyBesides the three components of Choi and Severson (2088g s
respondents may have missed components like responsi@iityy inferences or an offer to
repair, which were stressed by Dhami (2012).

One could also wondertifie manipulatiomight not havevorkedas it was intendedvhich
might also account for the resulta the questionnaire respondeatsild indicate their preferred
communication form und then they were randomly allocated tawbtiee three forms, so to their
preferred one or to one of their npreferred ones. However,t was not asked:
your preferred communication for mo, whi.ch w

Thus, in this researclit was not teted whether the manipulation worked.future research, it

n D

ou

should definitely be asked such a question to make sure that the manipulation worked as intended.

Also, there was an uneven distribution between conditions due to the randomization within the
communication forms. Many more participants received the apology through theprefanred
communication form than through their preferred one. In the future, attention should be paid to an
even distribution between conditions.

The findings could also & explained through expectations which were not met.
Respondents choosing the faodace condition might have expected an interaction with the
offender being in the same room, at the same table, looking into each other's eyes. However,
participants onlyeceived a video of the offender. Thus, expectations were not only manipulated

by giving participants arther mediation channel than their preferred one, but also by not fulfilling
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their expectations ofaceto-face communicationbut also of phone catig. This might have
| owered their evalwuation of the sincerity of
Anot her fact mi ght have negatively influe
sincerity.In literature it is often stressed that proper preparation ofgaoties is important before
mediation processes so that they know what to expect and are not disappointed. However, as means
of simplicity participants were not prepared properly in this research as data was only collected in
one questionnaire. Choi andv@eson (2009) even stated that interpreting an apology as not sincere
might be the result of a lack of preparation of both the offenders and victims.
A proper preparation is only possible with the help of a mediator. However, in this research,
no mediatokvas present. A mediator is important for preparation, but Choi et al. (2010b) also stress
the importance of the presence of a mediator as she or he provides guidance and direction in a
medi ation process and ensur stsdytolpraparaton, guidancas 6 Vv C
or direction could be given as no mediator was present but also because no conversation evolved.
This could have damaged the feeling of a real mediation process.
In a real mediation process, it can happen that participaatasked to have contact with
the mediator through another medium than their preferred one. Then, victims should be asked
whether they still want to participate, as mediation is most effective on a voluntary basis and for
ethical reasons. These findinggggest that a mediation process in which victims are giving in the
wi shes of the offenderdéds preferred communicat
offender is still effective in terms of perceived sincerity. Thus, having contact with férelef
through another communication form than the preferred one does not seem to be problematic.
Based on the abowmentioned results the second research questionvhat extent does
the communication channel u s e percéived sindetityeof tkep o | 0 g
apology- can be answered. This research showed that the communication channel did not have a

great influence on the perceived sincerity of the apology.

Other Findings

On average participants did regree that the apology was sincé&kthe abovementioned
reasons, such as the content of the apology, the fact that the offender was an actor, expectations
which were not met, change of feelings over time and in gereraldture of the study sep

including the adjusted mediation process might account for this result.
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In this research it was shown tlia¢re is no difference between getting the apology through
onebs preferred communication c¢chann-préferralnd ge
communication channelot onlyin terms ofperceived sincerity, but alsexpected sincerity. It
might be hatrespondents had expectations ondimeerity of theoffender already before getting
the preferred or nepreferred communication form. These expectations might have greatly
influenced their expectations after getting their preferred orpmneferred ommunication form.

Thus, prior expectations might have already I
after receiving the preferred or npreferred communication formAlso, in this study it was only
measured whether respondents receivei fireferred one or their ngpreferred one but not if it

is a richer ompoorermedium. Effects are expected to be stronger for individuals preferring a rich
medium, such as fage-face communication but receive the apology through a less rich medium,
swch as letter exchange.

Another finding was that participants perceived the apology as more sincere when they also
expected it to be sincere. This is in line with what Bonensteffen (2018) concluded, namely that
previous positive expectations towards thecerity of the offender increases the perceived
sincerity of the apology. As the victimsd pe
expected sincerity, VOM showed to have a posit
which changedrbm being skeptical to being convincéds a topic for further research, it seems
interesting to examinthe change of attitude throughout the different stages of VOM in future

research projects.

Strengths

This research has its main strength inthgueness as there is no such a study with solely
German participantg\s in Germany the participation rate in VQightly decreased from 55.7%
in 2017 to 54.3%6 in 2018 this study might serve as an inspiration for further work on restorative
justice to increase participation rates again as it showed to work with German partagoaets
(Hartmann et al., 2020%peaking about the participants, a great age range of the respondents could
be observed with ages from 18 to 73 years. Having mpanycipants from different age groups
enables a better picture of the population, which makes it easier to generalize the results.

Next, the measurement instruments showed to be valid and reliable. This enables

researchers in the future to use the sarmasmrement instrument with similar (subcales.
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Another strength is that compared to a similar study of Van Dijk (2016), in this study all
participants saw a profiland a photoof the offender.In the study of Van Dijk (2016) only
participants in the faeto-face condition saw how the offender looked like. In this study,
respondentsni all conditions had insights into the agender nationality and appearance of the
offender.Thus, it was ensured that the effects, which were found, are not due @acehw gender

of the offender.

Implications

Although VOM is used worldwide, it is more established in Europe and America and even
less attention has been given to the promising effects of VOM in other continents. Thus, most
research is based on EuropearAmerican studies and there is a huge research gap studying the
effects in other countries with other cultures and valaés, as this research, most research on
VOM is quantitative.There is less research conducted using qualitative methodsndacting
for example interviews with participants of VOM might give a better understantimigat victims
really need and on what their rating of the sincerity was basédrohreit et al., 2002).

To generalize these f i nttdaeffagtsthadweretfobne could ct i m
be tested on a small sample of real victims. Real victims might have the need for information, the
need to share victimization and the need to receive a genuine apology even to a greater extent,
which might even have singer effects on the willingness to participdt®wever, this study
design might be ethically problematic for real victims as they should not be manipulated as it was
the case in this studylso, in this study, respondents who were not willing to padig were
nevertheless randomly allocated to one condition, which should not be the case with real victims.
Real victims should participate on an absolute voluntary basis to ensure that they are motivated to
take part in this process and to make it ascéffe as possible-aceto-face contact should take
place in person and victims should go through all stages with a temporal distance. Doing that, it
can be seen if this study has the same promising effects for real victims, so that it can be
generalizable o t he victi msd population as wel |l

A practical recommendation to use the results of this study would be to inform as many
people as possible about these findings. The more people know what VOM is and that victims
possess those three needs, which @amet in a mediation process, the mitrey can consider

those needs and recommend participating in VOM. Many victims are likely to visit a psychologist
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after the crime. Psychologists, institutions offering VOM, but especially mediators should be
informed about the findings of this study, so they can consider those into their work. It could be
advertised that those needs might be met in the mediation process, which does not induce those
needs, but the willingness to participate in case victims alreadgeg®sthose needs.

Another possibility would be that victims get the chance to meet other victims who already
participated in VOM, so that they can exchange each other. Hence, people who experienced the
same harm can talk about their experiences with V@iithat it really helped to meet their needs,
which are possessed by most victims. These strategies might make victims aware that there is a
possibility to meet the offender in a safe environment, which is very helpful in terms of meeting
their needs.

To conclude, this study greatly contributed to the research in the context of VOM as
promising results for the practical field of VOM were found. Results can be used to increase the
willingness to participate in VOM by considering the needs victims possesdigiduals with a
high need for informatiomand need to receive a genuine apology are more willing to participate.
Next, mediators can consider those needs when offering mediation or when preparing victims for
the mediation process. Nevertheless, ¢omger al i ze t he results to the
studies on real victims have to be conducted by going through a real mediation process including
proper preparation, voluntary participation and enough time for each stage. This stodyuis
knowledge,the firstwhointroduces psychological needs increasing the willingness to participants
based on a completely German sample. To further develop the field of VOM in Germany, not only
more research has to be conducted, but alscrifménal justicesystem has to be improved in terms
of openness for the application of VOM within the criminal justice sygWfiiems & Schmoll,

2017) To enhance the growing field of restorative justice, victims should have the possibility to
enter the program which cdre supported by considering the needs most victims possess after a

crime.
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Appendix C: Online survey presented in Qualtrics

UNIVERSITY.-OF TWENTE.

English +
Dear respondent,

Thank you for participating in this study, which is part of my Bachelor thesis in the specialisation of Psychology
Conflict, Risk and Safety at the University of Twente. There is the possibility to conduct this study in English or
German. Please select your mother language or your preferred language in the upper right corner before you
continue.

In this study we want to examine the needs and feelings of victims after a crime and what can be done to
improve their well-being. A scenario will be presented and you will be asked to take the perspective of the victim
imagining being in this situation. Furthermore, a number of questions are asked via a survey. The research
focuses on different forms of communication. For this, it is important that you can play sound and videos
properly while completing the study. Participation in this study will take approximately 30 minutes. It is important
that you fill in the questions truthfully. There is no possibility to switch back and forth between the questions.
There are no right or wrong answers. Participation is completely anonymous, you may stop at any time and the
results will only be used for this research. This research was approved by the BMS Ethics Commitee of the

University of Twente. If you have any questions, please contact me.

Thank you in advance for your time and for your help.
Best regards, Maren borchert (m.borchert@student.utwente.nl)

Consent statement:

| declare that | have been informed in a clear way about the nature and method of this study. | voluntarily agree
to participate in this study and | have the right to withdraw this consent at any time. | know that | am allowed to
stop participating at any time and | know that the data and results of this study are processed anonymously and
confidentially. If my results are used for scientific publications or otherwise made public, this will be done

completely anonymously. My personal data will not be accessed by third parties without my explicit consent.

QO VYes, | consent.

O No, I do not consent.
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UNIVERSITY.OF TWENTE.

We would first like to ask you some general questions.

With which gender do you identify yourself?

O Male
QO Female

O Non-binary / third gender
QO Prefer not to say

What is your nationality?

O German
O Dutch
QO Other:

English v
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What is your age?

What is your highest finished education?

(O Hauptschulabschluss
(O Realschulabschluss
Abitur

Lehrabschluss
Bachelorabschluss
Masterabschluss
Diplomabschluss

Dissertation

OO0O0O0O0O0O0

Andere:

If you are a student of the University of Twente:

Are you participating for credits?

QO Yes
O No
(O Not applicable

What is your main daily activitiy? Choose one that you spent the most time on.

(O studying

QO Retired

O stay-at-home mom/dad
O Unemployed

(O (Self)-employed

QO Other
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Have you ever been a victim of a crime?

O Yes
O No

O No answer

Do you know anyone in your immediate surroundings (family or friends) who has once been a victim of a crime?

O Yes
O No

(O No answer

Have you ever committed a crime yourself?

O Yes
O No

(O No answer

Do you know anyone in your immediate surroundings (family or friends) who has ever committed a crime?

O VYes
O No

O No answer
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Now, please read the following text carefully. Try to imagine being the victim in this scenario as good as you can.
Read the scenario carefully, because once you start completing the questionnaire, you will not be able to return

to the scenario.

It's Friday night and you want to withdraw some money as a gift for a friend, whose birthday is tomorrow. You're
feeling a bit stressed, because it is already late and you have to be back home before nine in the evening. As
you walk to the ATM-machine you notice that it is cold outside and the streets are almost completely empty. It is
quiet. When you are at the ATM-machine you are alone. You put your card into the machine and enter your pin.
You withdraw 50 euros. You take the money out of the vending machine and want to put it in your wallet. Then
all of a sudden you get scared because you hear someone screaming. You feel a loud bang to your head and
you are completely disoriented. You stagger and fall on the ground. When you look up a man is pointing a gun at
you. ‘Give me your money! Give it now or | will shoot!” he shouts, with a German accent. You see no other
option but to give up your money. The man snatches the money out of your shaking hands and runs away.
You're left shocked, lying on the cold ground. When you realize what just happened, you feel blood running
down your face. You have a wound to your head. After the robbery, you feel scared and you're more observant.
Who was this man? Did he follow me? Did he know that | needed money? Do | know him? What happens if he

sees me again?

Based on what you did see and hear, you give the following description of the offender to
the police:

Gender: Male
Age: around 50 years

Nationality: seemed German
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As a victim, if | would think about the offender when two weeks have passed after this
crime, | would feel...

Neither
Strongly Somewhat  nor  Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree  agree  Agree  agree
Nervous O O @) O O O O
Restless O O O @) O O O
Panicked @) O O O O O O
Tensed O O O O O O O
Insecure O O O O O O O
Angry O @) O O O @) O
Furious O O O O O O O
Pissed of O O O O O O O
Mad O O @) O @) @) O
- Frustrated @) O O O O O O
Fearful O O O O O O O
Afraid @) @) O @) O O O



EXPECTED VERSUS NOMEXPECTED MEDIATION

WX N J
\ 7

\ N
UNIVERSITY OF TWENTE.

English v

We would also like to ask some questions about your current psychological needs.
Please rate the following statements.

As a victim of this crime, after two weeks, | would feel the need....

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
....to ask
questions about O O O O O O O
the crime
... toreceive a
genuine apology O O O @) @) O O
from the offender
....to ask
questions about
the motive o o o o o o O

behind the crime
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....to make the
offender aware
of the pain he
has inflicted on
you

....to receive a
sincere apology
from the offender

....lo make the
offender aware
of the
consequences of
his actions on
your life

....to get
answers from the
offender about
the crime

....to make the

offender aware

of how you are

feeling because
of what he did

....to explain to
the offender how
you are suffering
because of what
he did

....toreceive a
remorseful
apology of the
offender

....to get
answers about
the motive
behind the crime
scene

....to receive a
truthful apology
from the offender
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After two months you receive a letter that the police managed to catch the offender based on your description.

The offender will be convicted for what he did in a court meeting. However, the public prosecutor thinks as well
that it might be helpful for you and the offender to have the opportunity to participate in victim-offender

mediation.
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You receive a phone call from a mediator from an organization that organizes victim-offender mediation. This
mediator explains that the offender would like to have mediated contact with you. On the phone the mediator

explains to you the following about victim-offender mediation:

‘Victim-offender mediation entails voluntary contact between the victim and the offender. As a victim you may
experience different emotions like anger, fear or a loss of control after the offense. It might be difficult to cope
with these emotions and to find closure after the offense. The mediated contact with the offender may help you
to cope with the offense. During the contact you can ask questions and can explain to the offender what the
impact of this offense has been for you. This may help to reduce your feelings of fear and anger and may
prevent the offender from committing the same criminal acts again in the future. It could also serve as a help to
reintegrate in society. A professional mediator will guide the mediation and will try to map and manage the
desires, needs and expectations of both parties as good as possible. Together with the mediator you can
discuss your desires and wishes regarding mediated contact — there are no financial costs involved for

mediation.

The offender has indicated that he would like to have mediated contact with you because he is struggling with
what he has done and he would like to apologize. There are three options to get in contact with the offender,
namely by letter exchange, face-to-face-mediation and by phone. In the following, these option will be explained

in more detail:

Letter exchange: You and the perpetrator are in contact with each other by exchanging letters, in which
questions can be asked. The other party replies to this letter by writing back a letter. It takes some time for
letters to get to the other party. The mediator also reads the letters so that he can intervene in the process if

neccessary.
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Face-to-face: You sit at the table with the perpetrator and the mediator and you have face-to-face contact with
each other. This takes place in a safe environment, such as the police station. During the conversation there is a

neutral mediator present, who will help you and the offender in the conversation.

Phone contact: In this option you receive the message of the offender by phone. You can directly reply to what
was said. Here, the mediator is also present to support you and the offender. You will not see the offender in

person.

Knowing what victim-offender mediation is and through what communication channel you can have contact with

the offender, would you, as a victim, like to have mediated contact in this situation?

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
| would like to
have mediated
contact with the O O o O o O o
offender
UNIVERSITY. OF TWENTE.
English v

If you would be willing to have mediated contact, which communication form would you prefer for the mediation

process?

(O 1 would like to have face-to-face contact with the offender and the mediator present
(O 1 would like to have a letter exchange with the offender and the mediator present

(O 1'would like to have a phone call with the offender and the mediator present
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To what extent would you agree with the following statements:

| would be willing to participate in victim-offender mediation to...

Strongly Somewhat
disagree Disagree  disagree

...ask questions
and get answers O O O

about the crime

...share my
feelings and @) O @)

sufferings

...receive a

sincere apology

from the o o O
offender

Neither
agree
nor
disagree

O

Somewhat
agree

@)

Agree

O

Strongly
agree

@)
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English ~

Thank you for indicating to what degree you would like to participate in victim-offender mediation. We are now
interested in how you would respond to an apology of the offender when you would decide to participate in
victim-offender mediation. In a moment, the offender in the scenario will give you an apology through a phone
call. Afterwards we want to ask you a few questions about how you feel about this apology as a victim.

Before you take part in mediation, think about the offender. How do you rate these statements?

| think that the offender ...

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree disagree agree Agree agree
...will be honest O O O @) @) O @)

...will be

trustworthy @) O O O O @) @)

when making
the apology

...will be

basically good @) @) @) @) @) @) O

and kind

_.will tell a lie

when he can

benefit by doing o o o O o o o
so



60
EXPECTED VERSUS NONEXPECTED MEDIATION

UNIVERSITY.OF TWENTE.

English ~

You will be now presented the apology. Please listen carefully and keep in mind that receiving an apology is
often one of the most important parts of mediated contact. Afterwards we would like to ask you a number of

questions about the apology offered.

P 0:00/1:36 com——— LD}

UNIVERSITY.OF TWENTE.

English v

What are your thoughts about the apology that the offender has given to you? To what extent do you agree with

the following statements?

Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
| think the
apology of the
offender was O O O O O O O
sincere
| think he meant
what he said O O o O o o o
| think he was
really sorry for @) @) O @) O @) O
what he did
| doubt if the
apology was @) @) O @) @) @) @)

sincere
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| have the
feeling that he

did not mean O O O O O O O

what he said to
me

He was not @) O @) @) @) @) @)

trustworthy

| can't really tell

if the excuse O @) O @) @) @) @)

was meant

| doubt if the
offender was O @) O @) @) @) @)

sincere to me

| feel like the

offender was O O O O O O O

honest with me

“UNIVERSITY OF TWENTE.
English ~
To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
In his apology the offender ...
Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
... expressed
e O O O O O O O
... expressed
e o o O o O O O
... showed to me
shamed O O O O O O O
... is aware of
the norms he O O O O @) O O

violated
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After receiving the apology, to what extent do you agree with the following statements:
Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree  disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
| think the
offender took
responsibility for O o O O O O o
his actions
| doubt if the
offender will not
repeat his o o o O o O o
actions
| doubt if the
offender feels
responsible for o o o O o O o
his actions
| feel that the
offender is O O O @) O @) O

emotionally
touched
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| think the
offender is
motivated to
ensure that he
doesn’t repeat
his actions

| think that the
offender has
been touched by
the
consequences of
the offense

| think the
offender wants to
prevent himself
from repeating
his actions

| don’t think the
offender will
offend again

| don’t think that
the offender
feels responsible
for his actions

| doubt if the
offender is
emotionally
suffering
because of his
actions

| think that the
offender avoids
to be held
accountable for
his actions
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements:
| decided how sincere the apology was based on...
Neither
agree
Strongly Somewhat nor Somewhat Strongly
disagree Disagree disagree  disagree agree Agree agree
...his non-verbal
behavior O o o o o o o
...his gestures @) O @) @) @) @) @)
...his intonations O O O @) @) @) @)
...his facial
expressions O o o o o o o
...his eye contact @) O @) @) @) O O



