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Abstract

:

The impact of intimate partner violence on procedural justice has not received much attention in extant literature. As such, the current study uses data from the Pathways to Desistance Study to examine how elements of intimate partner violence affect trust in police and perceptions of legitimacy toward the criminal justice system. Results indicated several important findings regarding the effects of intimate partner violence on procedural justice. Limitations, future research, and policy recommendations are discussed.
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1. Introduction


Intimate partner violence (IPV) is a serious, public health crisis that affects millions of women and men in the United States (US) each year (Smith et al. 2018) and encompasses a continuum of psychological (e.g., name-calling, verbal threats), sexual (e.g., non-consensual touching, rape), and physical abuse (e.g., pushing, slapping, hitting) perpetrated by an intimate partner. Prevalence rates suggest that nearly 25% of women report experiences of physical violence, sexual violence, and/or stalking perpetrated by a partner within their lifetime (Smith et al. 2018). While empirical studies suggest that IPV is a gendered crime with men predominately perpetrating abuse against women, nearly 11% of men experienced partner-perpetrated violence (Smith et al. 2018). Moreover, IPV victims have reported acute and long-term deleterious physical, psychological, financial, and social consequences resulting from abuse experiences (Campbell 2002; Coker et al. 2002; Peterson et al. 2018). Indeed, IPV victims have experienced immediate physical injuries, somatic complaints, psychological trauma consequences and financial strain from expenses associated with abuse (Campbell 2002; Coker et al. 2002; Peterson et al. 2018).



To try and address IPV, all US states have enacted legislation that offers protection to victims while trying to hold perpetrators accountable for their actions. To be sure, police officers are often the first point of contact victims and perpetrators have with the criminal justice system. Police officers have a unique opportunity to intervene in abuse incidents by engaging in informal (e.g., service referral) and formal interventions (e.g., arrest). That said, IPV victims’ decisions to contact police for help and IPV perpetrators’ engagement in future abuse may be influenced by perceptions of police including the extent to which they are fair, helpful, and trustworthy (Fedina et al. 2019; Gover et al. 2013; Hickman and Simpson 2003)—demonstrating the importance of police engaging in procedural justice (Tyler 2003).



Within the IPV body of literature, terminology of “procedural justice” and “police legitimacy” are noticeably absent (see Paternoster et al. 1997). Special attention, however, has been given to understanding secondary victimization, or the notion that negative police interactions exacerbate victim trauma and impede overall well-being (Campbell 2008), concepts aligning with antecedents of procedural justice. Moreover, existing studies connecting procedural justice, legitimacy, and IPV have assessed victims’ experiences including mental health (Calton and Cattaneo 2014), decisions to report to police (Fedina et al. 2019; Gover et al. 2013; Hickman and Simpson 2003; Yuan et al. 2022), and engagement with the criminal justice system (Holmes et al. 2022). Studies using perpetrator samples have investigated how concepts of procedural justice and police legitimacy influence subsequent abuse (Maxwell et al. 2020; Paternoster et al. 1997). Additional studies have also assessed police response (Fedina et al. 2019) as well as victim and perpetrator experiences with court decisions (Gover et al. 2007; Holmes et al. 2022; Meyer and Williamson 2020). While limited, the existing research that integrates IPV, procedural justice, and police legitimacy provide a fruitful starting point in understanding how procedural justice and police legitimacy impact IPV victim and perpetrator decision-making processes. Questions remain, however, as to how IPV perpetration and/or victimization experiences relate to perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy (e.g., see Fedina et al. 2019; Hickman and Simpson 2003). Indeed, if IPV perpetration and/or victimization experiences negatively impact perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy then citizens may be less willing to initiate calls for service, co-operate with formal entities, or obey legal authorities in the future. The purpose of the current study, therefore, addresses the gap in the literature and answers the call for research set forth by prior scholars (Fedina et al. 2019; Hickman and Simpson 2003). Using data from the Pathways to Desistance Study, the current study assesses how IPV perpetration and victimization affect perceptions of procedural justice toward police and police legitimacy among a sample of 742 individuals who were previously adjudicated youth.



1.1. Procedural Justice and Police Legitimacy


Scholars have argued that police legitimacy facilitates co-operation, compliance with the law and legal authorities, and public satisfaction with the criminal justice system (Mazerolle et al. 2013; Papachristos et al. 2012; Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008). To accomplish this objective, formal agencies including police attempt to gain legitimacy through the use of procedurally just behaviors. Indeed, procedural justice is a process-based model that posits police legitimacy is connected to public judgements about the fairness of which police exercise their authority and make decisions in citizen–police interactions (Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008). Procedural justice emphasizes the role of neutrality, respect, trustworthiness, and voice—all of which shape individuals’ perceptions of and future engagement and compliance with authorities (Mazerolle et al. 2013; Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008). Citizens, for example, who interact with law enforcement and determine that officers engaged in a respectful manor, were unbiased and fair in their interpretations of events, and provided an opportunity for all parties to speak to the incident may perceive police to be more legitimate and trustworthy (Mazerolle et al. 2013; Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008). In turn, citizens may have more positive assessments of police (Tyler and Fagan 2008), be more inclined to co-operate during encounters with police (Mazerolle et al. 2013) and continue to engage in law-abiding behavior (Paternoster et al. 1997; Tyler 2003).




1.2. Intimate Partner Violence Victimization, Procedural Justice, and Police Legitimacy


IPV victims have reported experiencing detrimental consequences as a direct result from abuse (Campbell 2002; Coker et al. 2002; Peterson et al. 2018). Moreover, numerous empirical studies have documented that IPV victims are often met with blame, hostility, and disbelief from police officers (DeJong et al. 2008; Stephens and Sinden 2000; Stewart et al. 2013). As a result, IPV victims may encounter secondary victimization (Campbell 2008), which can negatively impact overall well-being and the likelihood of re-engaging with the criminal justice system (Koss 2000).



In recent decades, scholars have assessed IPV victims’ perceptions of satisfaction and fair treatment by police officers (Fedina et al. 2019; Fugate et al. 2005; Hickman and Simpson 2003; Johnson 2007). Understanding how IPV victims perceive police legitimacy and procedural justice may be particularly important given the potential implications these concepts have on subsequent outcomes. IPV victims, for example, who perceived higher levels of procedural justice during interactions with legal authorities reported experiencing higher levels of quality of life and lower levels of depression (Calton and Cattaneo 2014). Moreover, IPV victims who have positive perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy are more likely to initiate calls for service (Gover et al. 2013; Hickman and Simpson 2003), co-operate and engage with legal authorities (Calton and Cattaneo 2014; Fedina et al. 2019; Holmes et al. 2022), and hold positive perceptions of police responses to incidents of abuse (Fedina et al. 2019).



That said, there has been call for research to better understand the empirical relationships between IPV victimization, procedural justice, and police legitimacy (see Fedina et al. 2019). Indeed, IPV victimization may directly impact perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy. To the best of our knowledge, however, only two empirical studies have assessed how IPV victimization affects victims’ perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy. Hickman and Simpson (2003), for example, used data from 180 cases involving female IPV victims to explore barriers in reporting to law enforcement, with special attention to how prior encounters with police officers impacted the likelihood victims would report subsequent victimization. To try to better understand the results from the main questions, the scholars conducted supplemental analyses to determine predictors of victims’ perceptions of procedural justice. White and Hispanic female victims, compared to Black female victims, held lower perceptions of procedural justice. Heightened satisfaction with police significantly increased female victims’ perceptions of procedural justice (Hickman and Simpson 2003).



Most recently, Fedina et al. (2019) used cross-sectional data from the Survey of Police–Public Encounters to assess the relationship between police legitimacy/trust, experiences of IPV, decisions to report abuse, and perceived adequacy of police response among 1000 participants. Results suggested that increased exposure to IPV was significantly associated with lower levels of police legitimacy/trust. This relationship was stronger for Black participants, compared to non-Black participants (Fedina et al. 2019).




1.3. Intimate Partner Violence Perpetration, Procedural Justice, and Police Legitimacy


Scholars suggest that individuals who perceive officers to be fair and procedurally just are more likely to perceive police to be legitimate (Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008) and comply with the law (Paternoster et al. 1997; Tyler 2003). In other words, perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy can affect offending behavior. Within the context of IPV, Paternoster et al. (1997) were among the first to assess how interactions between perpetrators and police affected recidivism. The findings from the study suggested that perpetrators who reported being with met with fair and respectful treatment had a lower rate of recidivism regardless of whether an arrest was made (Paternoster et al. 1997). More recently, Maxwell et al. (2020) used interview data from 456 men who had been arrested for partner abuse to determine how perceptions of procedural and distributive justice during police encounters affected long-term compliance with the law. Interestingly, perpetrators who reported that police engaged in a respectful manner were associated with fewer subsequent arrests; however, perceptions of fairness were not significant (Maxwell et al. 2020). That said, research has yet to assess the empirical relationship between IPV perpetration experiences and perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy. This is important to consider because significant relationships between IPV perpetration behaviors, procedural justice, and police legitimacy can have implications for continued engagement in abuse behaviors (Paternoster et al. 1997).



The present study aims to better understand the relationship between IPV experiences, procedural justice, and police legitimacy. Specifically, a sample of 742 previously adjudicated youth from the Pathways to Desistance data were employed to evaluate how perceptions of procedural justice are influenced by individuals’ experiences with IPV victimization and/or perpetration. Based on prior research assessing IPV exposure, procedural justice, and police legitimacy (Fedina et al. 2019; Hickman and Simpson 2003), it is hypothesized that (1) individuals will have fewer positive perceptions of procedural justice toward police and lower views of legitimacy when they have experienced IPV victimization and (2) individuals will have fewer positive perceptions of procedural justice toward police and lower views of legitimacy when they have perpetrated IPV.





2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Data


The Pathways to Desistance Study is a two-site, prospective, longitudinal study following serious juvenile offenders from adolescence to adulthood between 2000 and 2010 (Mulvey and Shubert 2012). This study began in 2000 with 645 adjudicated youth from juvenile and adult court systems in Maricopa County, Arizona and 700 adjudicated youth from Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania (Mulvey 2000). In order to be selected for participation in this study, participants were between 14 and 18 years old at the time of their committing offense and had been found guilty of a serious offense, mostly felonies, but with a few exceptions for some misdemeanor property offenses, sexual assault, or weapons offenses. In each jurisdiction, juveniles were processed either through the juvenile court in the area or the adult court, depending on the severity of the offense. Data were collected with computer-assisted interviews that took place in the participants’ homes, in libraries, other public places, or in facilities. Trained interviewers read each question aloud, and respondents had the option to enter their responses on a keypad. These interviews were validated through collateral interviews and official records, including FBI records of arrest for each respondent and juvenile and adult court records from each jurisdiction. Baseline interviews were conducted from November 2000 to January 2003, and follow-up interviews were conducted at multiple time periods through 84 months after baseline interviews (Schubert et al. 2004).



To test the hypothesis for the current study, the data are drawn from the 84-month follow-up (n = 1134), and only respondents that responded to the IPV and procedural justice questions are included here (n = 742)1. The 84-month follow-up was collected in 2010, when respondents were between 20 and 26 years old. See Table 1 for descriptive statistics. Respondents are only included in the descriptive table if they are also included in the multivariate analysis models. Please see Figure 1 for a visual representation of sample attrition.




2.2. Measurement


2.2.1. Dependent Variables


The procedural justice inventory included in the Pathways study was adapted from Tyler (1997) to measure the respondent’s perception of fairness and equity regarding arrest and court processing. The 55 items in the overall procedural justice measure were divided into four sections by Pathways researchers: police, judges, legitimacy, and legal cynicism. The current study is only utilizing perceptions of police and legitimacy.



Perceptions of Police. The current study follows Pina-Sanchez and Brunton-Smith’s (2020) method for the police scale as they pointed out that reliance on the aggregated index based on the combined score of all 19 items is problematic due to the potential for conflation between direct and indirect contact questions. As such, a new police index was created using four measures that refer to perceptions of equality in treatment shown by the police in their interactions with people (M = 13.72; SD = 3.04; α = 0.83; skewness = −0.61; kurtosis = 0.33). These questions asked a respondent’s level of agreement with each of the following statements: Police treat males and females differently, police treat people differently depending on age, police treat people differently depending on race/ethnic group, and police treat people differently depending on neighborhood. These were coded as: 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree nor disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree. Higher scores on this variable indicate more positive views of police.



Legitimacy. The legitimacy scale seeks to capture respondents’ confidence in the professionalism and good intentions of the justice system, as well as respondents’ belief that the norms of the justice system should be obeyed. This variable focuses on legitimacy of the criminal justice system, more broadly, and includes questions related to police legitimacy and court legitimacy: I have a great deal of respect for the police, overall, the police are honest, I feel proud of the police, I feel people should support the police, the police should be allowed to hold a person suspected of a serious crime until they get enough evidence to charge them, the police should be allowed to stop people on the street and require them to identify themselves, the courts generally guarantee everyone a fair trial (hearing), the basic rights of citizens are protected in the courts, many people convicted of crimes in the courts are actually innocent (reverse coded), overall, judges in the courts here are honest. These were coded as 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = somewhat agree; 4 = strongly agree, with higher scores indicating greater feelings of justice system legitimacy (M = 2.44; SD = 0.61; α = 0.87; skewness = −0.30; kurtosis = −0.04).




2.2.2. Independent Variables


The Domestic Violence Inventory adapted for the Pathways study (Moffitt et al. 1997; Moffitt et al. 2000; Straus et al. 1995) is designed to measure IPV victimization and perpetration events over the past year between the respondent and any of his/her intimate partners or ex-intimate partners. These count measures were created by the Pathways researchers after data collection. For IPV victimization, physical victimization2 (M = 0.40; SD = 1.05) is a count variable and includes items such as: has your partner pushed, grabbed, shoved, slapped, or shaken you, has your partner punched, choked, strangled, kicked, or bitten you, and has your partner threatened you with a knife or gun. Psychological victimization (M = 0.89; SD = 1.51) is a count variable and includes items such as: has your partner insulted or shamed you in front of others, has your partner damaged or destroyed any other property when angry with you, and has your partner called you stupid, fat, or ugly.



For IPV perpetration, physical perpetration (M = 0.31; SD = 1.05) is a count variable and includes items such as: have you pushed, grabbed, shoved, slapped, or shaken your partner, have you punched, choked, strangled, kicked, or bitten your partner, and have you threatened your partner with a knife or gun. Psychological perpetration (M = 0.78; SD = 1.29) is a count variable and includes items such as: have you insulted or shamed your partner in front of others, have you damaged or destroyed any other property when angry with your partner, and have you called your partner stupid, fat, or ugly.3 It should be noted that the IPV victimization and IPV perpetration variables are not mutually exclusive; therefore, there could be overlap between victims and offenders, which aligns with extant IPV literature (Muftic et al. 2015).




2.2.3. Control Variables


Age was self-reported and measured as a continuous variable (M = 23.02; SD = 1.16). Individuals’ sex is a dichotomous variable (0 = male); 83.2% of the respondents were male. Individuals’ race is measured with three dummy variables for White, Black, and Hispanic. The most prevalent race was Black (n = 296; 39.9%), followed by Hispanic (n = 272; 36.7%). Non-violent and violent offending were also included as controls as research suggests that those who have/are participating in crime, may have differing perceptions of procedural justice (Papachristos et al. 2012). These variables do not indicate the onset of offending, but rather re-offending or desisting after being found guilty of a serious offense. Non-violent offending (M = 0.73; SD = 1.38; α = 0.75) is a nine-item variety score with items relating to: destroying property, entering buildings to steal something, buying or receiving stolen property, stealing cars or motorcycles, driving drunk or high, shoplifting, selling marijuana, selling other drugs, and carrying a gun. Violent offending (M = 0.36; SD = 0.78; α = 0.71) is an eight-item variety score and includes items related to: carjacking, shooting at someone where the bullet did and did not hit the person, robbery with and without a weapon, beating someone up resulting in serious injuries, being in a fight, and fighting as part of a gang.






3. Results


3.1. Bivariate Results


Correlations were computed for the psychological victimization, physical victimization, psychological perpetration, and physical perpetration scales and the police and legitimacy scales. Correlational analysis of the police scale and IPV victimization and perpetration scales found that more psychological victimization experiences (r = 0.09, p < 0.01) and more psychological perpetration experiences (r = 0.10, p < 0.01) were related to higher perceptions of the police. For legitimacy and IPV victimization and perpetration, fewer physical victimization experiences (r = −0.10, p < 0.01) and fewer physical perpetration experiences (r = −0.08, p < 0.05) were related to higher perceptions of legitimacy toward the criminal justice system.




3.2. Multivariate Results


First, a multicollinearity analysis was performed and all VIF scores were below 5, which indicates that multicollinearity should not be an issue in this data. Second, multivariate ordinary least squares models were conducted for police and legitimacy. For the first model, which included the police scale and the IPV victimization variables, there were three significant findings. Model 1 predicted approximately 10% of the variance in police procedural justice (Adjusted R2 = 0.10, p < 0.001). For the IPV measures, those who experienced psychological IPV victimization had significantly more positive views of police (b = 0.21; SE = 0.09; p < 0.05). Compared to White individuals, Black individuals had fewer positive views of police (b = −0.58, SE = 0.29; p < 0.05). Additionally, lower levels of perceived legitimacy were associated with positive perceptions of police (b = −1.55, SE = 0.19, p < 0.001; See Table 2).



The second model which included the police scale and the IPV perpetration variables, predicted approximately 10% of the variance in police procedural justice (Adjusted R2 = 0.10, p < 0.001). For the IPV measures, perpetrating psychological IPV was related to significantly higher perceptions of police (b = 0.29, SE = 0.10, p < 0.01). Compared to White individuals, Black individuals had fewer positive views of police (b = −0.57; SE = 0.29; p < 0.05). For the procedural justice measure, lower levels of perceived legitimacy were related to positive perceptions of police (b = −1.55, SE = 0.19, p < 0.001; See Table 3).



The third model, for the legitimacy scale and IPV victimization, predicted approximately 18% of the variance in legitimacy (Adjusted R2 = 0.18, p < 0.001). For the IPV measures, experiencing physical victimization was related to significantly lower levels of perceptions of legitimacy (b = −0.07, SE = 0.03, p < 0.01) and, alternatively, experiencing psychological victimization was related to significantly higher levels of perceptions of legitimacy (b = 0.05, SE = 0.02, p < 0.01). For the procedural justice measure, more negative perceptions of police were related to higher perceptions of legitimacy (b = −0.06, SE = 0.01, p < 0.001). Additionally, Black and Hispanic individuals had lower perceptions of legitimacy than did White individuals (b = −0.33; SE = 0.05; p < 0.001; b = −0.16; SE = 0.05; p < 0.01, respectively). Lastly, women had higher perceptions of legitimacy (b = 0.11, SE = 0.06, p < 0.05) and those who reported violent offending had significantly lower levels of perceived criminal justice system legitimacy (b = −0.10, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001; See Table 4).



The last model, for the legitimacy scale and IPV perpetration variables, predicted approximately 18% of the variance in legitimacy (Adjusted R2 = 0.18, p < 0.001). In this model, both IPV predictors were significant, but in opposite directions. Those who perpetrated physical IPV had significantly lower levels of perceptions of legitimacy (b = −0.07, SE = 0.02, p > 0.01), whereas those who perpetrated psychological IPV had significantly higher levels of perception of legitimacy (b = 0.04, SE = 0.02, p < 0.05). Additionally, more negative perceptions of police were related to higher perceptions of legitimacy (b = −0.06, SE = 0.01, p < 0.001) and women had higher levels of perceived criminal justice system legitimacy (b = 0.13, SE = 0.06, p < 0.05). Lastly, those who were involved in violent offending had lower levels of perceived criminal justice legitimacy (b = −0.11, SE = 0.03, p < 0.001), as did Black and Hispanic individuals (b = −0.33, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001; b = −0.15, SE = 0.05, p < 0.01, respectively). Please see Table 5.





4. Discussion


This study examined how experiences of IPV victimization and perpetration affect perceptions of procedural justice. This is one of few studies that explore this effect. Previous research argues that police legitimacy is important for co-operation, compliance with the law and legal authorities, and public satisfaction with the criminal justice system (Mazerolle et al. 2013; Papachristos et al. 2012; Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008) and, as such, it is important to consider what happens when those who experience or perpetrate IPV interact with the criminal justice system.



The findings from this study suggest that police and criminal justice system legitimacy have unique implications for IPV. Our first hypothesis regarding the association between IPV victimization and procedural justice was partially supported. Results indicated that experiences of physical IPV victimization were related to lower levels of perceived criminal justice system legitimacy; however, experiences of psychological IPV victimization were related to higher levels of trust in police and belief in legitimacy of the criminal justice system. Considering all the respondents in the current study were adjudicated youth, it is assumed that they had at least one prior experience with the criminal justice system. This could have, of course, shaped their perceptions unrelated to the IPV incident. However, it is interesting that those who experienced psychological IPV victimization reported much more trust in the police and the criminal justice system than did those who experienced physical IPV victimization. One potential explanation could relate to the specific type of IPV experienced. Empirical research, for example, suggested IPV victims who experienced more frequent and severe forms of abuse, such as physical assault, were more likely to seek help from police (Cheng and Lo 2019). It is possible that the police response to their physical IPV experience was harmful or resulted in secondary traumatization. Indeed, prior research has suggested that IPV victims who reported abuse to police were met with disbelief and disrespect, resulting in overall negative interactions with officers (Fugate et al. 2005; Gover et al. 2013; Johnson 2007). This is why it is so critical for police and other criminal justice officials to be given comprehensive training on how to interact with victims of IPV. Further, if physical IPV victims perceived that the criminal justice system did not provide adequate responses to their situation, it could erode victims’ trust in the criminal justice system’s legitimacy. This may include instances where protective orders were not enforced, cases were mishandled, or the sentences their perpetrator’s received were perceived as too lenient. Lastly, some victims may feel that the criminal justice system is biased against them due to systemic issues related to gender, race, socioeconomic status, or other factors. These systemic issues can contribute to a perceived lack of legitimacy and trust in the police and other justice officials.



Our second hypothesis regarding the association between IPV perpetration and procedural justice was also partially supported. Results indicated that those who perpetrated physical IPV had lower perceptions of legitimacy, whereas those who perpetrated psychological IPV had higher levels of trust in police and belief in legitimacy of the criminal justice system. This finding is interesting and contrary to what one would expect given extant research in this area. This begs the question: why would those who perpetrate IPV have greater perceptions of police and legitimacy? It could be that they received a “slap on the wrist” in terms of a light sentence, so the IPV perpetrators did not feel as if they were unfairly punished by the criminal justice system. It would be interesting for future studies to attempt to parse out this effect. For example, future research should examine IPV perpetrator interactions with the police and criminal justice system to see if these higher perceptions of legitimacy affect offending behavior—as we know that those who perceive officers to be fair and procedurally just are more likely to comply with the law (Paternoster et al. 1997; Tyler 2003; Tyler and Fagan 2008). IPV perpetrators may also engage in denial and rationalization of their actions, so by minimizing and justifying their actions, they may view the criminal justice system as unjust or biased against them, perceiving it as a threat to their self-image and a barrier to their control over victims. This may also translate into fear of consequences for their actions; consequently, this fear of legal consequences could influence perpetrators’ perceptions of legitimacy. Lastly, they may just have a general distrust of legal authorities due to prior experience, belief that they were unfairly targeted, or other personal experiences.



Further, compared to men, women had higher belief in legitimacy of the criminal justice system and those who reported violent offending had lower belief in legitimacy. Research indicates that those who believe their sentence is just and proportional, are more likely to view the criminal justice system as fair and just and, thus, be less likely to recidivate (Corrado et al. 2003). In our sample of adults who had been adjudicated in their youth, it is no surprise that there were some who were still involved in offending behaviors as adults and, as research suggests, it is additionally no surprise that they have less belief in the legitimacy of the criminal justice system. Lastly, Black and Hispanic individuals had lower perceptions of both police and legitimacy. The lower levels of trust that some Black and Hispanic individuals may have in the police and the criminal justice system can be attributed to a combination of historical, social, and personal factors. Both Black and Hispanic communities have faced a history of systemic discrimination, racial profiling, and unequal treatment by the criminal justice system (Silva and Esparza 2021).



4.1. Limitations and Future Research


Although the current study has contributed knowledge on the effects of IPV victimization and IPV perpetration on perceptions of procedural justice, it is not without limitations. First, the dataset in this study was particularly useful in examining the effects of IPV on procedural justice, but, in some cases, it did limit the ability to construct precise measures related to IPV. Second, the IPV victimization and IPV perpetration scales were pre-constructed by the creators of this dataset and, while the individual items are available in restricted files, the authors were unable to gain access to them. Future research would benefit from using the individual IPV measures to construct scales, to ensure accuracy. Third, each of the youths in the study had been processed in either juvenile court or adult court depending on the jurisdiction and severity of the offense committed. This could, of course, potentially impact their perceptions of procedural justice. Juvenile courts are much more focused on rehabilitation compared to the adult court system, which likely influences youths’ perceptions of their treatment in the criminal justice system. Lastly, this was also a high-risk sample of previously adjudicated youth, so it is possible that respondents were particularly entrenched in deleterious behaviors and had many interactions, potentially positive and negative, with the criminal justice system, which could influence their overall perceptions of procedural justice. Future research should continue to assess how IPV victimization and/or perpetration experiences affect perceptions of procedural justice and police legitimacy using a myriad of samples to determine potential differences in empirical results.




4.2. Policy Recommendations


Despite these limitations, there are policy recommendations to discuss. Police legitimacy is important for ensuring the safety of both police and the citizens with whom they interact, but, as the current study suggests, legitimacy also has implications for IPV victims and perpetrators. That said, it is important to provide training for all criminal justice professionals, including law enforcement officers, prosecutors, judges, and court personnel on effective responses to IPV. To be sure, ineffective responses can produce secondary victimization and may reduce the likelihood that victims call the police with any subsequent victimization experience. Further, having adequate support services for IPV victims, such as counseling, therapy, or medical assistance is crucial for victim recovery and overall satisfaction (Sullivan 2018). Co-ordinating with victim service organizations or establishing partnerships with community resources can provide IPV victims with the necessary support beyond the legal aspects of their case. Additionally, improving accessibility to the justice system is important. This includes providing information and resources in multiple languages, accommodating disabilities, and offering transportation or childcare support for IPV victims in need. Efforts must be made to minimize the retraumatization that IPV victims may experience when navigating the system (Gezinski and Gonzalez-Pons 2021). Lastly, implementing restorative justice programs can provide IPV victims with the opportunity to participate in the resolution process. Broadly, restorative justice programs focus on repairing harm and addressing the needs of both the victim and the offender, facilitating dialogue and reconciliation (Pennell et al. 2021). Involving victims in decisions regarding restitution and sentencing may improve victim empowerment and increase satisfaction with the justice process.



Enhancing IPV offender satisfaction with the criminal justice system is a complex issue because of the focus on ensuring public safety and justice for victims. However, there are some approaches that can promote a fair and rehabilitative process, which may work to increase offender satisfaction with the justice system. First, ensuring that the criminal justice system operates in a fair and transparent manner is important (Benesh and Howell 2001; Tyler 2001; Tyler et al. 1989). This could include providing clear information to IPV offenders about their legal rights, charges, and the progress of their case and explaining the rationale behind sentencing decisions can help offenders perceive the process as fair. Second, focusing on rehabilitation rather than solely punitive measures can help IPV offenders feel that the justice system is invested in their successful reintegration into society. Some of these rehabilitative strategies could include educational programs, batterer intervention programs, vocational training, substance abuse treatment, and mental health support and counseling (Shepard et al. 2002). Lastly, ensuring that IPV offenders are treated with dignity, respect, and fairness by criminal justice professionals is important. This can include treating offenders as individuals and avoiding stigmatization or discrimination and timely resolution of cases.
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Notes


	
1

	

Little’s Missing Completely at Random test was conducted to assess patterns of missing data (Li 2013). The test showed that the missing data did have significant patterns (χ2 = 105.103; p < 0.001). T-tests and chi-square tests were conducted to determine any patterns among the missing data in the sample. Significant differences were found for the legitimacy scale, non-violent offending, race, and sex.






	
2

	

The researcher was unable to obtain access to the restricted data with the individual IPV items. As such, the alphas for the four IPV scales: physical victimization, psychological victimization, physical perpetration, and psychological perpetration, were unavailable.






	
3

	

Dichotomous physical and psychological IPV victimization and perpetration variables were included in supplementary analyses. There were no substantial changes.
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Figure 1. Sample Attrition. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics (n = 742).






Table 1. Descriptive Statistics (n = 742).











	Variable
	Mean (n)
	SD (%)
	Range





	IPV Victimization—Physical
	0.40
	1.05
	0–7



	IPV Victimization—Psychological
	0.89
	1.51
	0–8



	IPV Perpetration—Physical
	0.31
	1.05
	0–10



	IPV Perpetration—Psychological
	0.78
	1.29
	0–7



	White
	(174)
	(23.50)
	0–1



	Black
	(296)
	(39.90)
	0–1



	Hispanic
	(272)
	(36.70)
	0–1



	Sex
	
	
	0–1



	Male
	(617)
	(83.20)
	



	Female
	(125)
	(16.80)
	



	Age
	23.02
	1.16
	20–26



	Non-Violent Offending
	0.73
	1.38
	0–9



	Violent Offending
	0.36
	0.78
	0–8



	Procedural Justice—Police
	13.72
	3.04
	4–20



	Procedural Justice—Legitimacy
	2.44
	0.61
	1–4







Note: Ranges are based on actual responses, not possible range. Note: The ‘other race’ category was excluded due to there not being enough cases to analyze.
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Table 2. Model 1: OLS Regression (Police and IPV Victimization).
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	Variable
	b
	SE
	β
	Sig.





	Constant
	15.61
	2.23
	-
	0.001 ***



	Physical Victimization
	−0.13
	0.13
	−0.04
	0.341



	Psychological Victimization
	0.21
	0.09
	0.11
	0.020 *



	Non-Violent Offending
	0.10
	0.10
	0.05
	0.298



	Violent Offending
	−0.02
	0.17
	−0.01
	0.928



	Black ª
	−0.58
	0.29
	−0.09
	0.044 *



	Hispanic ª
	−0.35
	0.29
	−0.06
	0.217



	Age
	0.09
	0.09
	0.03
	0.335



	Sex
	−0.10
	0.29
	−0.01
	0.722



	Procedural Justice: Legitimacy
	−1.55
	0.19
	−0.31
	0.001 ***



	Adjusted R2
	
	0.10, p < 0.001 ***
	
	







ª white is the reference category. * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
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Table 3. Model 2: OLS Regression (Police and IPV Perpetration).
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	Variable
	b
	SE
	β
	Sig.





	Constant
	15.62
	2.23
	-
	0.001 ***



	Physical Perpetration
	−0.18
	0.12
	−0.06
	0.151



	Psychological Perpetration
	0.29
	0.10
	0.12
	0.003 **



	Non-Violent Offending
	0.11
	0.09
	0.05
	0.234



	Violent Offending
	−0.05
	0.17
	−0.01
	0.774



	Black ª
	−0.57
	0.29
	−0.09
	0.046 *



	Hispanic ª
	−0.32
	0.29
	−0.50
	0.264



	Age
	0.09
	0.09
	0.03
	0.345



	Sex
	−0.10
	0.30
	−0.01
	0.743



	Procedural Justice: Legitimacy
	−1.56
	0.19
	−0.31
	0.001 ***



	Adjusted R2
	
	0.10, p < 0.001 ***
	
	







ª white is the reference category. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 4. Model 3: OLS Regression (Legitimacy and IPV Victimization).
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	Variable
	b
	SE
	β
	Sig.





	Constant
	4.05
	0.41
	-
	0.001 ***



	Physical Victimization
	−0.07
	0.03
	−0.12
	0.004 **



	Psychological Victimization
	0.05
	0.02
	0.11
	0.009 **



	Non-Violent Offending
	−0.03
	0.02
	−0.07
	0.094



	Violent Offending
	−0.10
	0.03
	−0.13
	0.001 ***



	Black ª
	−0.33
	0.05
	−0.27
	0.001 ***



	Hispanic ª
	−0.16
	0.05
	−0.13
	0.003 **



	Age
	−0.03
	0.02
	−0.05
	0.130



	Sex
	0.11
	0.06
	0.07
	0.052 *



	Procedural Justice: Police
	−0.06
	0.01
	−0.28
	0.001 ***



	Adjusted R2
	
	0.18, p < 0.001 ***
	
	







ª white is the reference category. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 5. Model 4: OLS Regression (Legitimacy and IPV Perpetration).
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	Variable
	b
	SE
	β
	Sig.





	Constant
	4.08
	0.41
	-
	0.001 ***



	Physical Perpetration
	−0.07
	0.02
	−0.11
	0.006 **



	Psychological Perpetration
	0.04
	0.02
	0.09
	0.033 *



	Non-Violent Offending
	−0.03
	0.02
	−0.06
	0.135



	Violent Offending
	−0.11
	0.03
	−0.14
	0.001 ***



	Black ª
	−0.33
	0.05
	−0.27
	0.001 ***



	Hispanic ª
	−0.15
	0.05
	−0.12
	0.004 **



	Age
	−0.03
	0.02
	−0.05
	0.109



	Sex
	0.13
	0.06
	0.08
	0.028 *



	Procedural Justice: Police
	−0.06
	0.01
	−0.28
	0.001 ***



	Adjusted R2
	
	0.18, p < 0.001 ***
	
	







ª white is the reference category. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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