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This study aims to analyze and compare the witness and victim protection 

systems in the criminal procedural law of Indonesia and Thailand. The main 

focus of this research is to understand how both countries regulate the 

protection of witnesses and victims and identify significant differences in their 

legal frameworks and implementation practices. In Indonesia, witness and 

victim protection is regulated by Law No. 13 of 2006, later amended by Law 

No. 31 of 2014, which provides rights to physical and psychological protection, 

legal assistance, and restitution. Despite having a clear legal framework, the 

implementation of protection in Indonesia faces significant challenges, such as 

limited resources for the Witness and Victim Protection Agency (LPSK), 

insufficient coordination among law enforcement agencies, and low public 

awareness of the rights of witnesses and victims. In contrast, Thailand, through 

the Witness Protection Act B.E. 2546, offers more participatory rights to victims 

by allowing them to engage in private prosecution, enabling victims to play an 

active role in the prosecution process. However, Thailand also faces similar 

challenges related to inter-agency coordination and resource limitations. This 

study concludes that although both countries have strong legal frameworks, 

witness and victim protection on the ground remains limited by practical and 

institutional factors. Recommendations for both countries include enhancing 

institutional capacity, improving inter-agency coordination, and expanding 

victim participation in the legal process to improve the effectiveness of witness 

and victim protection. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Protection of witnesses and victims is a fundamental principle in the enforcement of criminal law that 

prioritizes justice and human rights. Witnesses play an important role in helping to prove a criminal case, while 

victims, as parties directly affected by the crime, are entitled to protection and restitution. (Hardijanto, 2012). In 

the criminal justice system, the protection of witnesses and victims becomes a crucial element to ensure that the 

judicial process can proceed fairly and transparently without threats or intimidation against the parties involved. 

(Sugiarto, 2024). The access to justice framework emphasizes that rights must be accessible and effectively utilized 

thru institutions and procedures that enable citizens to receive protection and recovery. (Cappelletti & Garth, 
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1978). Therefore, the protection of witnesses and victims should not be understood merely as an administrative 

norm, but as a prerequisite for ensuring that access to justice is genuinely realized in practice. 

In Indonesia, the protection of witnesses and victims is regulated by Law Number 13 of 2006 on the 

Protection of Witnesses and Victims, which was later amended by Law Number 31 of 2014. (Azzahra, 2025). 

The regulation includes physical and psychological protection, as well as protection of the procedural rights of 

witnesses and victims in the legal process. (Azzahra, 2025). Protection also includes legal assistance, protection 

from threats, and mental recovery for victims who have experienced trauma due to criminal acts. (Hardijanto, 

2012). The institutional role in the implementation of this mandate is carried out by the Witness and Victim 

Protection Agency (LPSK) as an independent agency that provides protection to witnesses and victims facing 

risks during the judicial process. (Julianto, 2020). LPSK also plays a role in coordinating protection efforts with 

related agencies and facilitating the legal assistance needed by witnesses and victims. (Rosadi et al., 2024). 

Although a regulatory framework is available, the implementation of protection in Indonesia still faces 

challenges that affect the quality of access to justice for witnesses and victims. The limited resources of LPSK, 

weak coordination among law enforcement agencies, and low public awareness regarding the rights of witnesses 

and victims make protection not always optimal. (Julianto, 2020). Misunderstanding of rights and protection 

mechanisms widens the gap between norms and implementation, so witnesses and victims may not receive 

protection when it is most needed. (Julianto, 2020). This obstacle is also exacerbated by the social stigma against 

crime victims, which discourages them from reporting or providing testimony due to fear of threats or retaliation. 

(Sugiarto, 2024). The situation indicates that strengthening protection is not just a legal-formal issue, but an issue 

of access to justice that requires a more responsive and accessible protection design. 

The Thai legal system has similar principles in providing protection to witnesses and victims, but it shows a 

different approach in the aspects of victim participation and the design of protection mechanisms. Thailand 

regulates witness and victim protection in The Criminal Procedure Code as well as special laws such as the 

Witness Protection Act B.E. 2546, which emphasizes physical and psychological protection for witnesses whose 

safety is threatened. (Anisya, 2021). One important feature is the private prosecution mechanism, which allows 

victims to participate in the prosecution process, including when the prosecution does not continue the case. 

(Anisya, 2021). With this regulation, victims have the potential to take a more active role in the judicial process, 

so the path to justice does not entirely depend on the state's decision. (Anisya, 2021). 

In Thailand, the Witness Protection Act B.E. 2546 provides forms of protection such as relocation to safe 

places, provision of new identities, and security support from authorities for witnesses facing serious threats. 

(Witness Protection Act B.E. 2546). However, the implementation of witness protection in Thailand also faces 

issues that can reduce the effectiveness of the protection, particularly related to the ambiguity of execution 

procedures and limited resources. (HumanRightsAsia, 2005). These obstacles become even more crucial in high-

risk cases, such as organized crime or cases involving multiple witnesses, because inconsistent protection can 

reduce witness courage and weaken the evidentiary process. (HumanRightsAsia, 2005). 

Based on the above dynamics, this research becomes important because it compares two systems that both 

have a basis for protection but differ in the design of mechanisms and the level of victim participation. This 

comparative study is placed within the framework of access to justice so that the protection of witnesses and 

victims is assessed based on the extent to which it truly provides effective access to justice, rather than merely the 

existence of rules. (Cappelletti & Garth, 1978). Furthermore, "legal progressiveness" is used as a lens to assess 

whether the regulations and protection practices are moving toward substantive justice for individuals, especially 

for vulnerable parties under the pressure of the criminal justice system. (Rahardjo, 2011). Thus, this research is 

directed at identifying the strengths and weaknesses in witness and victim protection in Indonesia and Thailand, 

while also formulating relevant optimization efforts to strengthen the fulfillment of access to justice. 

This research focuses on three main problem formulations that are addressed thru comparative analysis. 

First, how is the protection of witnesses and victims regulated in the Indonesian criminal procedural law system 

within the framework of access to justice? Second, how is the protection of witnesses and victims regulated in the 

Thai legal system within the framework of access to justice? Third, how the differences in the design and 

orientation of protection in Indonesia and Thailand reflect legal progressiveness and affect the fulfillment of 

access to justice for witnesses and victims. 

 

2. RESEARCH METHODS 

This research uses a normative juridical method or normative legal approach that focuses on the study of 

written legal norms in legislation and relevant legal documents without involving the collection of primary data 

from respondents or the public. Normative research relies on the study of positive law by examining regulations 

and the substance of legal norms directly related to the issue being researched (Hukumonline 2023). Research 

data is obtained from primary, secondary, and tertiary legal materials that are analyzed to build legal arguments 

regarding the protection of witnesses and victims in Indonesia and Thailand (Markuat 2022). 
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The analysis focuses on the design of protection regulations, institutional mechanisms, and their normative 

consequences on the fulfillment of the rights of witnesses and victims in the criminal justice process 

(Hukumonline 2023). The access to justice framework is used as an evaluative lens to assess the extent to which 

regulations and protection mechanisms enable witnesses and victims to access protection, participate safely in 

legal processes, and obtain relevant restitution (Cappelletti & Garth 1978). The concept of legal progressiveness 

is used to read the orientation of witness and victim protection, specifically whether the law is moving toward 

substantive justice that favors humans and vulnerable parties within the criminal justice system (Rahardjo 2011). 

The approaches used include the statute approach to examine relevant legislation as the basis for analyzing 

protection norms, the conceptual approach to study the concepts, principles, and legal foundations underlying 

the formation of witness and victim protection norms, and the comparative approach to compare the design of 

witness and victim protection systems in Indonesia and Thailand to identify similarities, differences, and 

normative implications (Zweigert & Kötz 1998). 

The sources of research data consist of primary legal materials in the form of legislation and official legal 

documents, secondary legal materials in the form of books, scientific journals, and academic articles, as well as 

tertiary legal materials in the form of general references such as legal dictionaries and encyclopedias (Solanki 

2023). Data collection techniques were carried out thru library research with the tracing and critical examination 

of written legal materials from physical and digital sources (Deepublish 2024). The data analysis technique is 

doctrinal and analytical thru the inventory of norms, systematization, interpretation, and conclusion drawing using 

access to justice indicators as the basis for assessing the quality of protection and recovery access, as well as the 

lens of legal progressiveness to formulate recommendations for optimizing witness and victim protection 

(Cappelletti & Garth 1978). 

 

3. RESULT AND ANALYSIS 

Results  

Protection of Witnesses and Victims in the Indonesian Legal System 

The protection of witnesses and victims in the Indonesian legal system is explicitly formulated thru Law 

Number 13 of 2006 on the Protection of Witnesses and Victims, which has been updated by Law Number 31 

of 2014 (Law No. 13/2006 jo. Law No. 31/2014). This framework demonstrates a broad normative dimension 

of protection as it encompasses both physical-operational protection and procedural rights, including legal 

assistance, restitution, and rehabilitation (Law No. 13/2006 jo. Law No. 31/2014). 

In the perspective of access to justice, international standards emphasize that victims have the right to access 

justice mechanisms and receive prompt redress, including the right to be informed, treated with respect, and 

protected from intimidation or retaliation (United Nations General Assembly, 1985). Therefore, the 

implementation of witness and victim protection can be understood as the state's responsibility in ensuring the 

fulfillment of human rights within the modern criminal justice system (Djogo, 2025). 

The principles of protection are also stated clearly, including respect for human dignity, safety, justice, non-

discrimination, and legal certainty (Article 3 of Law No. 31/2014). These principles emphasize that the legal 

process must not disregard the basic rights of witnesses and victims when providing testimony or facing judicial 

stages (Hardijanto, 2012). In the framework of access to justice, these principles and guaranties mean that 

witnesses/victims must be able to participate safely and receive relevant support so that access to justice does not 

stop at the text of the rules (Rosadi et al., 2024). 

Institutionally, the Witness and Victim Protection Agency (LPSK) is the main instrument for carrying out 

the protection mandate as regulated by law (Law No. 13/2006 jo. Law No. 31/2014). Several studies assess that 

the existence of the Witness and Victim Protection Agency (LPSK) contributes to reducing the resistance of 

witnesses/victims to testify, thereby increasing the chances of achieving substantive justice thru safer participation 

(Sugiarto, 2024). 

However, the effectiveness of protection still faces operational constraints such as limited human resources, 

budget, and coordination obstacles with law enforcement agencies in the regions (Julianto, 2020). These 

coordination obstacles impact the consistency of protection in the field, especially in areas with limited access to 

protection facilities and an unsolid inter-agency work pattern (Rosadi et al., 2024). In addition to institutional 

constraints, social barriers such as stigma against victims in certain types of cases can also pressure victims not to 

report or refuse to participate in legal processes (Julianto, 2020). This condition results in the low courage of 

witnesses/victims to provide testimony due to fear of threats or retaliation, which ultimately weakens the proof 

and recovery (Sugiarto, 2024). 

From a paradigmatic perspective, victimological analysis shows that victim protection in Indonesia is still 

heavily influenced by a retributive approach, which risks sidelining the aspect of victim recovery in the focus on 

proof and punishment. Another normative obstacle is the limited access of witnesses and victims to understand 

their rights, so the available protection mechanisms are not utilized optimally (Julianto, 2020). 
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At the procedural level, the application for protection is regulated by LPSK Regulation Number 2 of 2020, 

which establishes the procedures and requirements for protection applications (Witness and Victim Protection 

Agency, 2020). The procedure is a crucial point because it determines whether access to protection is "easily 

accessible" or becomes an administrative obstacle. Several studies assess that the protection application 

procedures tend to be complicated and face challenges in socialization and procedural understanding at the local 

level (Julianto, 2020). The emerging legal criticism states that protection tends to be reactive because it waits for 

applications, thus a more proactive model is needed with early detection of threat risks from the initial stages of 

investigation (Adhytia, 2024). 

In the context of serious/organized crime, international standards mandate that states take appropriate steps 

to provide effective protection for witnesses from retaliation or intimidation, including the possibility of relocation 

and identity protection, thereby emphasizing the importance of proactive and risk assessment-based protection 

design (United Nations, 2000). Good witness protection practices also emphasize that protective measures can 

range from simple escorting to relocation with a new identity when the threat from criminal groups is strong; 

therefore, an effective protection system requires adaptive programs, not a "one size fits all" approach (UNODC, 

2008). 

In certain cases, such as sexual violence, findings indicate that normative protection has not always been 

inclusive to ensure psychological recovery and social reintegration. Rahmi emphasizes that sexual violence has 

long-term impacts (trauma, shame, fear) making victims vulnerable to social and institutional revictimization if 

protection is limited to safety during testimony (Rahmi, 2018). Therefore, the need for protection in sexual 

violence cases demands a systemic approach across subsystems of the judiciary, in line with the concept of a 

gender-just Integrated Criminal Justice System to ensure that victims receive support, recovery, and processes 

that are sensitive to their experiences (Rahmi, 2018). In principle, the existence of protection mechanisms thru 

LPSK is still understood as a form of human rights fulfillment because it provides a sense of security so that 

witnesses/victims can participate in legal processes without fear of retaliation (Rohman, 2025). 

 

Witness and Victim Protection in the Thai Legal System 

The witness and victim protection system in Thailand is regulated thru several legal instruments that provide 

a normative basis for guaranteeing the rights of witnesses and victims in the criminal process. One of the legal 

bases is the Witness Protection Act, B.E. 2546 (2003), which specifically introduces protection mechanisms for 

witnesses facing threats or risks when involved in legal proceedings. This law not only provides physical protection 

to witnesses but also the right to compensation and restitution as part of the restoration of rights when witnesses 

suffer losses (Witness Protection Act, B.E. 2546). Sections 15 and 17 of this law explain the witness's right to 

compensation if their rights to life, body, health, freedom, honor, or property are threatened due to their 

involvement in giving testimony; for example, witnesses are entitled to compensation according to regulations set 

by the Minister of Justice and approved by the Minister of Finance (Witness Protection Act, B.E. 2546). 

The provision of compensation shows that Thai law has recognized the economic aspect of the losses 

suffered by witnesses and victims, so the protection is not only preventive but also restorative. This is important 

normatively because it reflects the state's recognition of the non-physical impact experienced by witnesses due to 

their involvement in the criminal process. 

Furthermore, under the Thai criminal justice system, there are regulations in the Criminal Procedure Code 

that grant victims the right to participate in the criminal process thru private prosecution. With private 

prosecution, victims can bring a criminal case to court even if the public prosecutor decides not to pursue the 

case. This approach differs from many other legal systems, including Indonesia, which do not grant the same 

rights to victims to become prosecutors in criminal cases (Anisya, 2021). The private prosecution approach is a 

form of legal recognition of the victim's right to actively access justice in the criminal process. From a normative 

perspective, this shows that the Thai legal system recognizes that victims are not just objects in the legal process, 

but can also be subjects who help determine the fate of criminal cases based on their rights. 

Although witness and victim protection has been normatively regulated, several academic studies highlight 

the limitations in the implementation of this protection in Thailand. For example, research on public 

administration in assisting crime victims shows that although there are legal protection rules, in practice, support 

and assistance for victims are often unevenly applied depending on the capacity of the public agencies involved. 

These limitations include aspects of resources, coordination among related agencies, and the lack of professional 

training for officers providing legal and psychological assistance to victims (Chokprajakchat, 2017). 

The analysis emphasizes that legal norms written in laws or codes do not always guaranty effective 

implementation without strong institutional support. In the context of Thailand, although the norms in the 

Witness Protection Act and the Criminal Procedure Code substantively recognize the rights of witnesses and 

victims, implementation at the operational level often encounters challenges related to public policy coordination 

and resource allocation. 
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Moreover, another study shows that the challenges in implementing witness and victim protection in 

Thailand are also related to the gap between written norms and the legal culture that prevails at the practical level. 

This includes the limited understanding among the general public about the legal rights available to them as 

witnesses or victims, as well as the restricted access to clear information regarding the procedures for applying for 

protection thru existing legal mechanisms. This phenomenon causes not all witnesses or victims to fully utilize 

their rights. 

In a broader perspective, the protection of witnesses and victims in Thailand also receives support from 

discussions and international legal reforms that encourage ASEAN member countries to enhance cross-

jurisdictional cooperation in witness protection, especially in cases of transnational crimes such as human 

trafficking or organized crime. The expansion of these norms not only addresses domestic regulations but also 

Thailand's involvement in relevant international legal frameworks for the protection of witnesses and victims. 

The norm regulating the victim's right to conduct private prosecution also indicates a greater focus on the 

participatory rights of victims within the Thai criminal justice system. Such efforts strengthen the position of 

victims in the legal process so that they are not merely sources of evidence, but can also take legal initiatives to 

obtain justice. This approach is philosophically different from a more reactive legal system, where all criminal 

actions can only be pursued by the state thru law enforcement agencies. 

Normative analysis from various sources shows that in Indonesia, the LPSK institution, despite having a 

strong legal foundation, is often considered to stand somewhat apart from the main architecture of the criminal 

justice system in practice. This hinders the comprehensive integration of witness and victim protection in the 

national criminal justice process, necessitating more explicit legal reforms to make it an integral part of the justice 

system. 

In another aspect that has not been explicitly regulated in Indonesian law but appears in international best 

practices is the mechanism for cross-jurisdiction witness protection, especially in cases of transnational crime. 

International discussions in the Southeast Asian region held by stakeholders highlight the importance of cross-

border cooperation to address witness protection against cross-border threats and transnational crimes. 

Overall, although witness and victim protection in Thailand has received recognition and fairly strong 

normative regulations thru the Witness Protection Act and the Criminal Procedure Code, the implementation 

of these laws still faces practical and structural challenges. Not only is it about highly technical legal provisions, 

but also about how institutionalization and the socialization of rights can be ensured to operate in society so that 

these legal norms can be accessed and effectively utilized by witnesses and victims. 

 

Discussion 

The protection of witnesses and victims from the perspective of positive law is an important part of a fair 

criminal justice system. This protection is rooted in human rights principles, where the state is obligated to ensure 

the safety, dignity, and participation of witnesses and victims in the legal process to consistently achieve substantive 

truth (due process of law) (Hidayat, 2015). 

In the Indonesian legal system, Law No. 13/2006 jo. Law No. 31/2014 provides substantive rights such as 

physical and psychological protection, legal assistance, restitution, and compensation for witnesses and victims 

who face threats due to their involvement in the criminal justice process (Arsawati, 2024). In the framework of 

access to justice, restitution and compensation must be understood as real recovery, because victims can bear 

physical, psychological, economic, and social impacts that cannot be resolved merely by a criminal verdict against 

the perpetrator (Rahmi, 2019). If the progressiveness of the law is measured by the system's ability to ensure 

effective victim recovery, then the fundamental issue is the recovery design that still easily "hangs" on the 

perpetrator's ability, whereas the victim should not fully depend on the perpetrator's willingness/ability; the state 

needs to take a more assertive role in ensuring compensation as its responsibility (Rahmi, 2019). 

At the implementation level, the fulfillment of restitution/compensation rights is often not optimal due to 

the inconsistency of officials and the lack of information provided to victims/families regarding the recovery 

mechanisms. As a result, rights that are available normatively do not automatically become accessible rights. The 

normative implication is the need to clarify the calculation of losses, including immaterial losses, and to strengthen 

the role of the state in compensation payments without eliminating the perpetrator's responsibility (Rahmi, 2019). 

Another issue in Indonesia is the protection model that tends to be reactive because it relies on applications 

to the LPSK, so threats that arise from the beginning of the investigation are not always addressed (Sulistiani et 

al., 2025). Although LPSK stands as an independent institution with a strong legal basis, in practice, it is often 

viewed as being "outside" the main criminal justice system architecture, so protection is not always effectively 

integrated into the investigation and prosecution processes. Obstacles such as limited resources, inter-agency 

coordination, and low public understanding of the law also weaken the effectiveness of protection (Rosadi et al., 

2024). 
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From the perspective of the victim's position, the Indonesian legal system often still positions victims merely 

as witnesses without adequate active roles. Indonesian criminal procedural law has not clearly regulated victim 

participation to express opinions, objections, or recovery demands proactively outside the context of testimony, 

resulting in victims losing their vocal space and the criminal process being predominantly state-dominated 

(Wijayanto & Wulandar, 2024). In the context of sexual violence, Rahmi emphasizes the importance of a gender-

just integrated justice system that places victims as subjects, provides psychosocial support, and prevents 

revictimization, so that victims can endure the legal process until completion (Rahmi, 2018). This strengthens the 

argument that access to justice does not stop at "the availability of regulations," but also at the functionality of an 

integrated service system that can be accessed by victims (Rahmi, 2018). 

In Thailand, witness and victim protection has a clear normative basis thru the Witness Protection Act, 

B.E. 2546, including provisions for compensation/restitution as an explicit part of the protection (Witness 

Protection Act, B.E. 2546). Additionally, the space for victim participation is strengthened thru private 

prosecution in the Criminal Procedure Code, which allows victims to continue the case when the prosecution 

does not take further action (Anisya, 2021). Philosophically, this mechanism expands access to justice because 

victims gain a participatory channel to pursue their cases. This perspective aligns with the idea of strengthening 

victim agency, especially in cases that are prone to bias and stigma (Rahmi, 2018). However, research also shows 

that victim support in Thailand can be uneven due to differences in institutional capacity, limited resources, 

coordination, and the need to strengthen the competence of officers (Chokprajakchat, 2017). In other words, the 

strength of norms does not automatically translate into effective protection without strong institutional support. 

Further normative analysis shows that the protection model in Indonesia tends to be rooted in a retributive 

paradigm, focusing on proving and punishing the perpetrator, while victim recovery is often less integrated. This 

approach differs from the principles of restorative justice, which emphasize victim involvement, social restoration, 

reintegration, and more humane recovery options (Wiguna & Sugama, 2025). Additionally, witness/victim 

protection is also relevant in the international context, especially in transnational crimes. Instruments such as 

UNTOC emphasize the importance of witness/victim protection as part of the efforts to combat transnational 

crime (United Nations, 2000).  

The differences in the witness and victim protection systems between Indonesia and Thailand can be 

summarized thru the indicators of access to justice and legal progressiveness as follows. 

Table 1. Differences in the witness and victim protection systems between Indonesia and Thailand 

Key indicator Indonesia Thailand 

Basis & model of protection 
Law on Witness/Victim Protection; 

protection centralized at LPSK 

Witness Protection Act + CPC; 

protection is regulated by a special 

mechanism 

Access to protection  
Tends to be reactive (often 

dependent on requests) 

More open channels for normative 

protection, implementation depends 

on capacity. 

Victim participation 
Victims dominate as witnesses; active 

participation is limited 

There is private prosecution → the 

victim's participation space is 

stronger 

Recovery 

(restitution/compensation) 

Normatively recognized, fulfillment 

practices are still inconsistent 

Compensation/restitution is more 

explicit in protection instruments. 

Coordination & capacity 
Coordination between APH and 

LPSK often becomes an obstacle. 

Equalizing institutional capacity and 

policy coordination are obstacles. 

Social barriers 
Stigma/fear reduces reporting & 

testimony 

Barriers to understanding 

procedures and access to 

information 

Direction of progressiveness 

Special institutions exist, but they 

tend to be administratively 

responsive. 

Participatory channels + more 

prominent recovery, 

implementation constraints 

 

Based on the table, the most significant differences are in (i) initial access to protection (reactive vs. more 

open), (ii) the space for victim participation, and (iii) recovery design. From here, reform recommendations can 

be directed toward strengthening proactive access, operational recovery, and institutional coordination. 

Overall, this discussion shows that the protection of witnesses and victims is not only a matter of positive 

law but also related to institutional structures, legal culture, and human rights principles. Normative and structural 

reforms are needed so that the criminal procedure law in Indonesia not only protects witnesses and victims 

symbolically but also provides substantive participatory space and recovery, as seen in more progressive practices 

in other jurisdictions. 
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4. CONCLUSION 

This research shows that witness and victim protection in Indonesia has a clear legal basis and includes 

guaranties of physical and psychological protection, assistance, and the right to recovery. The protection is carried 

out thru LPSK as the institution mandated to provide protection and assistance to witnesses and victims in the 

criminal justice process. This regulatory framework outlines the state's responsibility to ensure that witnesses and 

victims can safely participate in legal proceedings as part of fulfilling access to justice. The analysis also shows that 

the effectiveness of protection in Indonesia is still influenced by a request-oriented protection design, limited 

resources, and inconsistent inter-agency coordination. Consequently, protection often reaches the early stages of 

case handling too late, while the need for protection can arise from the initial stages of the investigation. This 

situation widens the gap between strong protection norms and the actual utilization of protection by witnesses 

and victims. In the Thai system, witness and victim protection has a normative basis thru the Witness Protection 

Act and criminal procedural provisions that provide space for protection and recovery thru compensation and 

restitution schemes. Thailand also provides a private prosecution mechanism that offers a channel for victims to 

continue the case when the state prosecution is inactive. The design shows a more participatory protection pattern 

because victims gain a more active role in the criminal process, while also emphasizing the recovery dimension. 

The comparison between Indonesia and Thailand shows differences in legal progressiveness within the 

framework of access to justice. Indonesia places more emphasis on protection thru special institutions, while 

Thailand strengthens the position of victims thru participation channels and emphasizes recovery as part of 

protection. These differences shape variations in access to justice: protection access in Indonesia relies on 

institutional pathways and application procedures, while access to justice in Thailand is expanded thru a more 

active role for victims and more explicit recognition of recovery. Based on these results, the optimization of 

protection in Indonesia is directed toward the integration of protection from the early stages of the criminal 

process, strengthening institutional coordination, simplifying procedures, and enhancing the socialization of rights 

and protection mechanisms so that witnesses and victims can access them more easily. Strengthening recovery 

also needs to be emphasized thru more operational restitution and compensation mechanisms, including 

certainty of procedures, information support, and facilitation of recovery rights fulfillment. For Thailand, 

strengthening is directed toward the standardization of victim protection and assistance procedures, the equitable 

distribution of the implementing agencies' capacities, and the enhancement of information access so that 

protection, recovery, and victim participation schemes can be effectively utilized. These improvements strengthen 

access to justice not only at the normative level but also at the level of the accessibility of protection and recovery 

that is genuinely felt by witnesses and victims. 
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