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Foreword

The current report isthe result of an innovative analysis of national responsesto
the Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trendsand Operationsof the Criminal
Justice Systems (1995-1997). Responses to the Sixth United Nations Survey
were received from most of the European region member states. Corresponding
data from the United States and Canada were secured through other channels.
The analysis has been carried out by an international working group. The group
has, in addition to the United Nations Survey responses, had access to large
amounts of other data, in particular the data emerging from the International
Crime Victim Survey.

The working group consists of following international experts: Mr Adam
Bouloukos (the Centre for International Crime Prevention, United Nations),
Professor Graham Farrell (United States), Professor Gregory Howard (United
States), Professor Gloria Laycock (England), Dr Patricia Mayhew (Eng-
land/Australia), Professor Tony Smith (United States) and Professor Elmar
Weitekamp (Germany/Belgium). Professor Karoly Bard (Hungary), Dr Matti
Joutsen (Finland) and Mr Roy Walmsley (England) have actively assisted the
group in their work. Mr Kauko Aromaa (HEUNI), Mr Seppo Leppa (HEUNI),
Mr Sami Nevala (HEUNI) and Ms Natalia Ollus (HEUNI) have overseen the
compilation of the dataaswell asthe editing. Mr Mikko Myrskyla(HEUNI) has
worked on the validation of the data. HEUNI wishes to expressits heartfelt ap-
preciation to the members of theworking group for their time, expertise and ded-
ication to the cause of international comparisons.

Theviewsexpressed inthetextsarethose of the authorsand do not necessarily
reflect the views of the organizations with which the authors are affiliated.

Helsinki, 26 June 2003

Kauko Aromaa
Director, HEUNI



To the reader

Thedata used in thisreport aretaken primarily from the responses submitted by
the countriesin question. Supplemental datahavefreguently been used, inwhich
case the sources are cited.

In the process of the validation of the data, a number of presumable errors
were noted. These often appeared to be errorsin understanding the questions or
in transcription. In such cases, the respondents have been asked to comment on
the issue. Replies were received from most, but not all, of such respondents.

In several passages of the report the difficulties in analyzing official or re-
search dataon crimeand criminal justicefrom different countriesare noted. The
importance of bearing these cautions in mind when reading the present report
cannot be stressed too highly.

Thereport asawholeisthe result of co-operation, but at the same time each
author isresponsible for his or her own contribution.

The spreadsheets containing the basic data compiled from the Sixth United
Nations Survey may be accessed at the ODCCP web site of the United Nations
Secretariat, the address of which is: www.uncjin.org/ StatisticssWCTS/
wcts.html.

Symbols used in the tables and figures

na indicatesthat data are not available
ns indicatesthat the valueis not significant
, separates thousands and hundreds
. separates wholes and decimals
< denotes that the value is less than the smallest whole used


www.uncjin.org/ Statistics/WCTS/wcts.html
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Summary

The Sixth United Nations Survey

The purpose of the report isto describe public safety in the European and North
American region as awhole, and in the individual countries within the region.
Thereport isbased on an analysis of national responsesto the Sixth United Na-
tions Survey of Crime Trends and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems. It
coverstheyears 1995 through 1997. The Sixth United Nations Survey data have
been supplemented by other information, including in particular the results of
the International Crime Victim Survey. It must be underlined, however, that an
assessment of " public safety” by means of crime statistics and other crime-re-
lated data cannot be reliably made, owing to thefact that the level of criminality
as a phenomenon cannot be reliably measured.

During thelast few decadestheimpact of demographic and social changeson
crime and on crime control in the region has been amarked one. Consequently,
the structure of crime has also changed. New criminalizations have been
adopted, for examplein the area of environmental crime, economic crime, com-
puter crime, traffic crime and narcotics crime. Moreover, crime has acquired a
more international character. All thisis seen to overburden the criminal justice
systems of many European and North American countries. Thisis particularly
true in the former socialist states of the Central and Eastern European region,
where considerable restructuring efforts of the criminal justice systems can be
observed. When reforming the system legislators have frequently turned to the
pre-Soviet traditions of their country. In the Western European region and in
North America, it is not possible to point at reforms comparable to those of the
Central and Eastern Europe. |n Western Europe and North America, the scope of
reformsistargeted at larger geographical areas. |nthsrespect therolesof the Eu-
ropean Union and the Council of Europe must be seen to be in the forefront.

Astothelevels of crimein the region analysed, only comparisons over time
aretheonly onesthat can be seen as meaningful, while comparisons between re-
sponding statesare more or less artificial, owing to thefact that legal definitions
of offencesvary considerably from one country to the next. Similarly, compari-
sonsare meaningful only within certain clear-cut crime categories, but even then
certain reservationsshould bebornein mind. Itis, for example, pointlessto com-
parethe numbersof total crimebetween countries. It has not been possibleto ex-
plain, in most cases, what have been the causes of great variationsin the chosen
crime categories, i.e. burglary, motor vehicle crime, petty crime, violent crime,
and corruption, from the time period 1990-1994 to thetime period 1995-1997 in
many of the countriesstudied. Thedatareadily available haveonly allowed ade-
scriptive approach; no in-depth analysis was feasible, unless acommon knowl-
edge base hasmadeit possibleto point to acertain fact asthe causefor the varia-
tion. We know, for example, with reasonably high certainty, on onehand, that the
upward trend asregards homicide in Scotland is due to the Dunblade mass mur-



der casein March 1996 with 18 peoplekilled. But weonly guesswhat liesbehind
the quite strong downward tendency of motor vehicle theft in many of the Cen-
tral and Eastern European (CEE) countries, with Bulgaria and Russian Federa-
tion in the lead.

One crime category of which few standardized measures exist istransnational
organized crime. While some of the data gathered through the periodic United
Nations surveys or the International Crime Victim Surveys might be construed
asindicators of organized crime, the surveysdo not systematically collect infor-
mationwhich directly measuresthe preval ence of transnational organized crime.
It might, however, be possiblein connection with thefuture sweepsof the United
Nations surveys to develop tools to capture data on organized crime. Member
states coul d be encouraged to include transnational organized crimein their leg-
islation and to record offences that fit that category. There are aso plansto de-
velop, with the assistance of national experts, criminal economy profiles. Thein-
tention isto better understand the phasesthrough which anillicit or licit product
moves through the economy with the assistance of criminal actors.

What has been said above aso holds true in many respects when the opera-
tions of the national criminal justice systems are examined. The use of explana-
tory measures by means of comparing the results given by the responding states
isnot recommendable, even if quantitative information on the operationsis pre-
sented. Themain resultsasregardsthissector arethat inall the responding coun-
tries, police officers made up by far the highest proportion of criminal justice
personnel. The police appeared more productivein Western European and North
American countriesthan in Central and Eastern Europe. According to theanaly-
sis, neither of the two competing viewson policing level sreceived absol ute sup-
port - one being that " more police equals more crime’ (because of greater capac-
ity to record crime), and the other "more policing equalslesscrime’ (becausethe
police are an effective deterrent). In respect of prosecutors, the median number
of them in the CEE countries was over double that in Western countries. On the
other hand, the greater number of prosecutorsin the CEE countries, on the other
hand, processed far fewer prosecutions (median: 56 cases per prosecutor) thanin
Western countries (median: 270 cases per prosecutor). Asfar asthejudgeswere
concerned, there was no marked difference between the CEE countries and
Western ones. All countrieswith judicial ratesaround or above the median were
civil law countries. The highest correctional staff rates equaled high imprison-
ment |levels, but generally therewas only amodest tendency to have more correc-
tional staff whentherewere moreprisonerstolook after. Inthe countrieswiththe
most unfavourabl e staff/inmate ratios, the situation was usually caused by high
prisoner numbers, not by particularly low staffing rates.

Itisclear that criminal justiceisstill fairly maledominated. Womenwereleast
well represented inthe police: overall, 9 % of the officerswerewomen. Inanum-
ber of countries, the figure was much lower. Women were better represented
among prosecutors and judges, whose work is probably seen as less dependent
on physical, “masculine” traits. In all, about a third of prosecutors and judges,
and about afifth of staff in correctional institutions were women.

The analysis of differential attrition, i.e. the progressive funnelling away of
the number of crimes the police know about to the number of convictionsin



court, was done mindful of the substantial problems that result from the wide
range of procedural arrangements, and the lack of linkage within countries be-
tween respective measures of crimes, suspects, prosecutions and convictions.
Thevolume of crimeismuch greater in Western countries, and this may well be
because of more complete recording. In any event, though, the fall-off between
recorded crime and suspects is much more marked in Western countries (29 sus-
pectsfor every 100 crimes) than inthe CEE (53 suspectsfor 100 crimes). Taking
all countriestogether, for every 100 crimes, there were 41 suspects, 28 prosecu-
tions and 21 convictions.

Therewas no clear association between the overall performance measure and
thelevel of crimein different countries. This may reflect the fact that countries
that appear to be performing badly in terms of the volume of crime simply have
more capacity to recordit. It may also signify that criminal justicesystemsplay a
minor part in determining crimelevelswhen compared with social, political and
economic dynamics.

In the field of sentencing one quite obvious positive trend, notwithstanding
the validity and reliability problems discussed, is the continued reduction of
death penalty sentencesimposed during the period analysed. Thisismainly due
to the former republics of the Soviet Union which have reduced the use of this
sanction, but alsointhe USA, aslight reduction can be observed. Another feature
backed by hard figuresin the sanctions sector isthe substantial growth in prison
populations both in Europe and North America. Crime rates alone cannot ex-
plain theincreases. In the 1990s many countries of the region experienced are-
ductionintheir crimerates and, in particular, in the rates of serious crimes. The
increase in imprisonment rates might be seen as the end result of fear of crime
and of abelief that locking up peopleisthe best solution. In several country re-
sponsesit wasalso indicated that the proportion of pre-trial detaineesamong the
prison popul ation exceeds one fourth of thetotal population, not only in Central
and Eastern Europe, but also in Western European countries. However, between
1995 and 1997, thelength of time spent in prison awaiting trial increased only in
afew cases. A slight increase during the period can also be observed asregards
the number of imprisoned females.

All that has been said above amountsto three central issues. First, asfar asthe
reliability and validity of popular cross-national measures of crime are con-
cerned, it must be asked whether official measures of national crime rates sub-
stantially agree with one another and with victimization data from the Interna-
tional Crime Victim Survey in their representations of criminal offending. Sec-
ond, owing to observationsreported in the extant comparative criminological lit-
erature concerning the unique causal mechanismslinked to violent and non-vio-
lent crime, it must be asked whether key concepts from maodernization, inequal-
ity, and opportunity theory differentially explain violent and non-violent crimes.
Third, since previous studies in the field of comparative criminology have em-
ployed avariety of data sources with which to construct dependent variables, it
should be examined whether measures of theoretical concepts explain more or
lessvariation in crime rates depending on the source of the crime data. Asto the
first issue, while official measures of cross-national crime rates seem to bereli-
able, thereislittle evidenceto support thevalidity of either theofficial or victim-
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ization measures. Looking at the second issue, it seemsthat theoretical accounts
of cross-national variation in crime rates need to take account of the types of
crimethat are examined since some crimes seem to have distinct causal mecha-
nismsat work. Conclusionsthat can be drawn from studying thethird central is-
sue are that theoretical accounts of cross-national variation in crime rates may
yield different pictures depending on the source of crime datadeployed. In sum,
these findings suggest that comparative criminologists should be especially
careful when engaging in quantitative analyses, and that they should pursue the-
oretical modelsthat are more narrowly specified. Taking a step further, it might
beworth testing the explanatory power of indicatorsand variablesthat are not di-
rectly connected with the phenomenon of crime.



Résumé

La sixieme Enquéte des Nations Unies

L’ objet du présent rapport est de décrire la sécurité publique dans larégion Eu-
rope-Amérique du Nord, dansson ensembl e, et au sein despaysdelarégion, pris
individuellement. L e rapport se base sur une analyse des réponses ala Sixieme
Enquéte des Nations Uniessur lestendances du Crime et des SystémesdelaJus-
ticepénale. Il couvrelesannées 1995 a1997. LesdonnéesdelaSixieme Enquéte
des Nations Unies ont été complétées par une autre information, laquelle fait
place, en particulier, aux résultats de I’ Enquéte international e sur la Victime du
Crime. Il convient toutefois de souligner qu’une évaluation de la « sécurité
publique » s appuyant sur des statistiques et sur d’ autres données se rapportant
aucrimenesaurait érefiable, comptetenu dufait queleniveau delacriminalité,
en tant que phénomene, ne peut étre mesuré de maniere fiable.

Au cours des derniéres décennies, |'impact des changements démogra-
phiques et sociaux sur le crime et sur le contréle du crime dans larégion a été
prononcé. En conséquence, la structure du crime a également changé. De
nouvellesformes de criminalité ont été adoptées, par exemple danslesdomaines
del’ environnement, de I’ économie, del’informatique, delacirculation et dela
drogue. Enoutre, e crimeaacquisun caractére plusinternational . Tout ceci sem-
ble devoir surcharger les systémes de lajustice pénale de nombreux pays d' Eu-
rope et d Amérique du Nord. C'est particulierement vrai dans les Etats
ex-socialistes d’' Europe centrale et orientale, ou des efforts considérables de
restructuration des systémes de la justice pénale peuvent étre observés.
Lorsgu’ils ont procédé a la réforme du systeme, les législateurs se sont
fréquemment penchés sur les traditions pré-soviétiques de leur pays. Dans la
région Europe-Amérique du Nord, on ne peut parler de réformes comparablesa
celles de I’ Europe centrale et orientale. En Europe occidentale et en Amérique
du Nord, le champ des réformes est ciblé sur des espaces géographiques plus
vastes. A cet égard, lerdledel’ Union européenne et du Conseil del’ Europe doit
étre vu comme un réle de premier plan.

En cequi concernelestaux decriminalité danslarégion sujetteal’ analyse, les
comparaisons dans le temps sont les seules qui semblent pertinentes; les
comparaisons entre les Etats qui répondent (a I’ enquéte) étant plus ou moins
artificielles, du fait que les définitions juridiques des crimes/délits varient
considérablement d’un pays a un autre. De méme, les comparaisons n’ont de
sens qu’ au sein de certaines catégories, clairement délimitées; toutefois, méme
dansleur cas, certainesréserves s imposent. Comparer, par exemple, le nombre
total de crimes/délits entre les pays serait sans intérét. || n'a pas été possible
d’ expliquer, danslaplupart descas, lacause des variationsimportantes selon les
catégories de crimes/délits retenus - cambriolage, vol de véhicule, délit mineur,
crimeviolent et corruption—entrelapériode 1990-1994 et |a période 1995-1997
dans plusieurs pays étudiés. L es données déja disponibles n’ ont permis qu’ une
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approche descriptive; il n'était pas possible de procéder a une analyse en
profondeur, @ moins qu’ une base de connaissance commune ne permette de
désigner un fait particulier pour expliquer la variation. Nous savons, par
exemple, avec unerelative certitude, que latendance ala hausse des homicides
en Ecosserésulte de |’ affaire des meurtres en série de Dunblade, en mars 1996 -
18 personnes avaient alors été tuées. Mais nous ne pouvons que deviner ce qui
peut expliquer latendance, relativement prononceée, aladiminution des vols de
véhiculesdansplusieurspaysd’ Europecentraleet orientale (PECO), laBulgarie
et |a Fédération de Russie venant en téte.

L e crime organisétransnational est une des catégories de crime pour laquelle
il n’ existe que peu de mesures standardisées. Si certainesdesdonnéesrecueillies
dans le cadre des enquétes périodiques des Nations Unies ou des Enquétes
internationales sur les Victimes du Crime peuvent étre érigées en indicateurs du
crime organisé, les enquétes ne recueillent pas systématiquement d'informations
mesurant directement la prévalence du crime organisé transnational. |1 pourrait
cependant étre possible, al’ occasion de futurs balayages des enquétes des Na-
tions Unies, d élaborer des outils destinés a saisir des données sur le crime
organisé. Les Etats membres pourraient étre encouragés a inclure dans leur
|égislation lanotion de crime organisétransnational et aenregistrer lescrimeset
délits qui entrent dans cette catégorie. Il existe également des plans visant a
élaborer, avec le concours d’ experts nationaux, des profils criminels concernant
I’ économie. L’ intention visée est de mieux comprendre les étapes par lesquelles
un produit, illicite ou licite, se déplace dans I’ économie avec I’ assistance de
guelques acteurs criminels.

Ce qui précede vaut également, a maints égards, lorsque I'on examine le
fonctionnement des systémes de la justice pénae. L’ utilisation de mesures
explicativesen comparant lesrésultatsfournispar |les Etats qui ont répondu n’ est
pas recommandable, méme si une information quantitative sur les
fonctionnements est présentée. Les principaux résultats concernant ce secteur,
indiquent que dans tous les pays qui ont répondu, les policiers représentent, de
loin, la plus forte proportion de leur personnel de la justice pénale. La police
semblait plus productive dans les pays d’ Europe occidentale et d’' Amérique du
Nord que dans |es pays d’ Europe centrale et orientale. Selon I analyse, aucune
des deux vues concurrentes sur les niveaux de maintien de |’ ordre n’arecu de
soutien absolu—I"uneconsistant adire«s'il y plusdepoliciersc’estqu’il y aplus
de crimes » (en raison d’une plus grande capacité d’ enregistrer les crimes), et
I"autre signifiant « plus de maintien de |’ ordre signifie moins de crimes » (parce
gue la police joue un réle préventif) . En ce qui concerne les procureurs, leur
nombre moyen, dans les PECO est deux fois supérieur a leur nombre dans les
paysd Europeoccidentale. D’ un autre coté, les procureurs, plus nombreux dans
les PECOs traitaient beaucoup moins de poursuites (moyenne : 56 cas par
procureur) que dans les pays occidentaux (moyenne: 270 cas par procureur).
S agissant desjuges, il n’y avait pasdedifférencemarquéeentrelesPECOset les
pays occidentaux. Tous les paysou lestaux relatifs au judiciaire sont voisins ou
supérieurs a la moyenne sont des pays de droit civil. Les proportions les plus
élevés de personnel carcéral correspondaient ades taux d’incarcération élevés;
mais, en général, latendance aavoir plus de personnel carcéral laou le nombre



dedétenus était plus élevé, n’ était que modeste. Dansles pays ou le rapport per-
sonnel/détenu est |e plus défavorabl e, lasituation s explique habituellement par
des effectifs de prisonniers plus élevés, et non pas par des taux d effectifs
particuliérement bas.

Il est clair quelajustice pénal ereste nettement dominée par leshommes. C’ est
danslapolice quelesfemmes étaient |es moins bien représentées: dans|’ ensem-
ble, 9% de femmes parmi les policiers. Dans un certain nombre de pays, lapro-
portion était beaucoup plusfaible. Lesfemmes étai ent mieux représentées parmi
les procureurs et parmi les juges, dont le travail est probablement percu comme
moins dépendant de caractéristiques physiques, « masculines ». Entout, environ
un tiers des procureurs et des juges, et environ un cinquiéme du personnel des
établissements pénitenciers étaient des femmes. L'analyse de |'usure
différentielle, c'est adirel’ écart entre le nombre de crimes connus de la police
par rapport au nombre de condamnati onsprononcées par lestribunaux, aétéfaite
en étant parfaitement conscient des problemes de fond qui résultent du large
éventail des dispositions de procédure, et du manque de liens entre les mesures
concernant, respectivement, les crimes, les suspects, les poursuites et les
condamnations. Le volume des crimes est beaucoup plus élevé dans les pays
occidentaux, ce qui peut s expliquer par leur enregistrement plus complet. En
tout cas, cependant, I’ écart entre le crime enregistré et le nombre de suspects est
beaucoup plus net dans les pays occidentaux (29 suspects pour 100 crimes) que
dans les PECOs (53 suspects pour 100 crimes). Si I’on parle de tous les pays
réunis, pour 100 crimes on dénombrait 41 suspects, 28 poursuites et 21
condamnations.

Il n'y avait pasdelien clairement défini entrelamesure de performanced’ en-
sembleet letaux de criminalité observé dansdifférents pays. Ceci peut refléter le
fait quelespaysqui semblent produirede mauvaisrésultats, entermedevolumes
de crimes, ont, tout simplement, une plus grande capacité de les enregistrer. |1
peut également étre significatif que les systémes de la justice pénale jouent un
réle mineur dans la détermination des taux de criminalité, si I’ on compare avec
les dynamiques sociale, politique et économique.

Au chapitre des condamnations, la diminution constante du nombre des
condamnations a la peine capital e prononcées durant |a période analysée, sans
considération delavaliditéni delafiabilité des problémesdiscutés, est unetend-
ance positive tout a fait évidente. Ceci s explique essentiellement par les
ex-républiquesd’ URSS, lesquelles ont moinsfréquemment recours acette sanc-
tion, mais également aux Etats-Unis, ou une |égére diminution peut étre
observée. Autre caractéristique, confirmée par les chiffres crus, dans le secteur
des sanctions, |I’augmentation substantielle des effectifs de la population
carcérale, tant en Europe qu’en Amérique du Nord. Les taux de criminalité ne
peuvent expliquer les augmentations. Dans les années 1990, de nombreux pays
de la région ont connu une diminution de leur taux de criminalité et, en
particulier, des taux relatifs aux crimes graves. L'augmentation des taux
d’ emprisonnement peut étre considérée, au bout du compte, comme le résultat
de la crainte inspirée par le crime et la conviction que mettre les gens sous les
verrous est la meilleure solution. Dans plusieurs pays, les réponses indiquent
aussi la proportion des détenus en attente de jugement, dans la population
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carcérale, représente plus d’ un quart de la population totale, non seulement en
Europecentraleet oriental e, mai ségal ement danslespaysd’ Europeoccidentale.
Toutefois, 1a durée de la détention dans | attente de passer en jugement, n'a
augmenté que dans quel ques cas. Durant |a période considérée, une |égere aug-
mentation du nombre de femmes incarcérées peut également étre observée.

Tout ce qui précéde serameéne atrois questions principal es. Premiérement, en
ce qui concerne lafiabilité et lavalidité des mesures transnational es habituelles
ducrime, ondoit sedemander S'il y a, aufond, correspondance entrelesmesures
officielles du taux de criminalité national et avec les données relatives aux
représailles dans I’ Enquéte internationale sur la Victime du Crime, dans leur
représentation du délit pénal. Deuxiémement, compte tenu des observations
dont I’abondante littérature pénale comparative, relative aux mécanismes
uniques de causalité liés au crime violent et non-violent, on doit se demander si
les concepts-clés relatifs a la théorie sur la modernisation, I'inégalité et
I’ opportunité expliquent, de maniere différenciée, les crimes violents et les
crimes non-violents. Troisiémement, puisque les études antérieures menées
dans e domaine de la criminol ogie comparative ont puisé atoute une variété de
sources de données, utilisées pour élaborer des variables dépendantes, il
conviendrait d'examiner si les mesures de concepts théoriques permettent
d’ expliquer une variation plus ou moins forte des taux de criminalité, selon la
source de données relatives au crime. S’ agissant de la premiére question, si les
mesuresofficiellesdu crimetransnationa semblent érefiables, ontrouvepeude
preuves a I'appui de la validité des mesures officielles ou relatives aux
représailles Considérant la seconde question, il semble que les calculs
théoriques d' une variation transnationale des taux de criminalité doivent tenir
compte destypes de crimes examinés; danslapratique, en effet, certains crimes
semblent obéir a des mécanismes de causalité distincts. Les conclusions qui
peuvent étre tirées de |’ étude de la troisiéme question principale sont que les
calculsthéoriques de lavariation transnational e des taux de criminalité peuvent
produire desvues différentes selon lasource de donnéesrelatives au crime qui a
été utilisée. En résumé, ces observations permettent de penser que les
criminologues qui procedent & des études comparatives devraient étre
particuliérement prudents lorsgu’ils s engagent dans des analyses quantitatives
et qu'ils devraient suivre des modeles théoriques plus strictement définis. Pour
aller plus loin, il pourrait savérer utile de tester le pouvoir d explication
d'indicateurs et de variables qui ne sont pas directement liés au phénomene du
crime.



Conepxanue

[ecToit 0630pa OOH

Hacrosmuii oTyeT npeHa3HadeH Jiis 0030pa COCTOSHHS 00IIeCTBEHHOM
6e3omacHocTH B pernone EBponsl n CeBepHON AMEPUKH B LICJIOM, a TAKKE
0 OT/AENBHO B3ATHIM cTpaHaM. OTUeT OCHOBAH Ha aHANIN3e HH(OPMAIUH,
MOTAaHHOM cTpanamu B pamkax VI 063opa OOH mo npectymHocTH 1 paborte
YTOJIOBHO-TIPABOOXPAHUTENBHBIX crcTeM B riepuoz 1995-97 rr. Jlannsle,
MOTyYEHHBIE B X07Ie 0030pa, TOTTOTHEHB! TpoUeii HH(pOpPMAIHEH, B 9aCTHOC-
TH, pe3yasTaTaMu MexIyHapogHoro 0030pa o KepTBaM MpecTymHOCTH. TeM
HE MEHEe, CIelyeT IOAYEPKHYTh, YTO HaJIeKHAs! OLEHKA COCTOSIHUS
«OOIECTBEHHOH 0E30ITaCHOCTH» Yepe3 aHaJIM3 CTAaTUCTUKH MO TIPECTYITHOCTH
U TIPOYNX JaHHBIX 10 KPUMHHOTCHHOW 00CTaHOBKE HEBO3MOXKHA BBUJTY TOTO,
YTO yPOBEHB MPECTYMHOCTH KaK SIBICHUS HE TIONIACTCSI OObEKTHBHOMY
KOJIMYECTBEHHOMY U3MEPEHUIO.

3a mocuenHUE ACCATWICTHS B PETHOHE OTMEUAETCs BIUSHUE
JeMorpauueckux U COUalbHbIX NEPEMEH Ha KPUMUHOTEHHYI0 00CTaHOBKY
u 60pr0y ¢ mpecTynmHOCTEI0. Cama CTPYKTypa COBEPIIASMBIX IPECTYIUICHUN
TaKKe U3MEHWIACh. BTN NPUHATHI pelIeHHs 10 KPUMUHAIW3ALUK HOBBIX
JeWCTBUH, HaIIpUMep, B cepe IKOIOTHIECKON 1 SKOHOMHUECKOI
MIPECTYIHOCTH, KOMIIBIOTEPHBIX TEXHOJIOTHH, TPAHCIIOPTA U HAPKOTUKOB.
[pectynHas nesaTenbHOCT MPUOOPETAST BCe Ooiee MEKTyHAPOAHBIN
xapakrep. Bce aTo npuBoauT K neperpyske noTeHuuana
MPaBOOXPAHUTENBHBIX CTPYKTYp MHOTUX cTpaH EBpomsr u CeBepHoit
AMepHKH, 9YTO 0COOCHHO MPOSBIISiETCS B OBIBIINX collcTpaHax LleHTpanpHOi
u Bocrounoii EBponsl, rae HaOMIOAAIOTCS CEPbE3HbIE YCUIUS IO
peopraHu3aluy IPaBOOXPAHUTEIBEHON cucTeMbl. [IpoBons pedopmy
CHCTEMBI, 3aKOHOJIATENIN 3a4acTyi0 00paIIaroTcsl K TOCOBETCKIM TPaIHIIUSIM
cBoux cTpaH. B pernone 3anmaanoii EBpornsr n CeBepHoit AMepukn pedopm,
o MacmTadaM CPaBHUMBIM C TEM, UYTO IMPOUCXOAUT B cTpaHax LIBE, He
ormeuaercs. B 3anaanoit EBpornie u CeBepnoit Amepuke pehopmbl
HaIpaBIICHBI Ha OoJiee KPYITHBIC reorpaguuecKue mpocTpaHcTsa. B aTom
CMBICIIC Ha TIEpPeIHNH TIJ1aH BRIXOAUT poiib EBpocoroza nu Cosera EBpombr.

UYro kacaeTcs ypoBHS IPECTYIIHOCTH B aHAJIU3UPYEMOM PErHOHE, TO
MOKHO CUMTaTh, YTO 3HAKOBBIM BBICTYIIAET JIUIIb CPABHEHUE BO BPEMEHHOU
PETPOCIEKTUBE, B TO BpEMs KaK CPAaBHEHUE MEKIY I10Ka3aTeIIMU
Pa3IMYHBIX CTPAH MPEACTABISICTCS OOJIee Ml MEHEe UCKYCCTBEHHBIM, BBUIY
TOrO (paKTa, YTO IOPUANIECKOE ONPEIeIICHHIE TIPAaBOHAPYIICHNH Cephe3HO
pa3nuYaeTcs OT CTPaHbI K cTpaHe. TouHO Tak ke CpaBHEHHS 00pETaloT
CMBICJI TOJIBKO B PAMKaX OIPENEIEHHOM U YETKOM KaTerOpuu NPECTYIICHUH,
HO JIaXKe U 3/1€Ch HEOOXOAUMO YUUTHIBATh U3BECTHBIE IOMyCKH. Tak, HET
CMBICJIa COTIOCTABIIATh CTPAHbI 10 KOJIMYECTBEHHBIM MOKA3aTENAM
npecTyuieHui. B 60ompmmHCTBE CiydaeB HEBO3MOXKHO OOBSCHUTEH IPUYNHEI,
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MIPUBOASIINE K CUJIbHBIM BapHallUsiM B ONPeNIeICeHHON KaTeropun
MIPaBOHAPYIICHHH, - HAPHMEP, KpaXka CO B3JIOMOM, YTOH aBTOMOOHIICH,
MEJIKUE MPECTYIUICHUS, HACHIILCTBEHHBIE MPECTYIICHUS U KOPPYIILIHUS,
KOTOpBIE OTMEUYEHBI BO MHOTHX aHAJIM3UPYEMBIX cTpaHax B nepuon 1990-94
rT. 1 1995-97 rr. UMmeromuecs JaHHbIE TTO3BOJIMIN HCIIOJIb30BaTh TOJBKO
OIMHCATENbHBIN MOX0J], He 00ecIeunBas 1esieCO00Pa3HOCTH MTyOOKOTO
aHaJIn3a, eCIIM HE yAaBaJIOCh BEIIBUTH B 00IICH 0a3e TaHHBIX HATMIHUS
OTIPEICTICHHOTO (haKTa KaKk MPUYMHBI TAKUX Bapuanuii. Hanpumep, B
JIOCTaTOYHO BBICOKOH CTENEHBIO0 BEPOSTHOCTU U3BECTHO, C OAHON CTOPOHBI,
YTO TeHJEHIM K MOBbILIEHNIO YOuiicTB B LIloTIaH MU BBIBOAUTCS U3 T.H.
JlanOmMACKOTO ciy4yasi MaccoBOro yOuiicTBa, korja B Mapte 1996 rona Obu1o
youTo 18 yenosek. Ho ¢ npyroii CTOPOHBI, TOIBKO MOXKHO TaJaTh O
MpUYMHAX TEHACHIIUN K CHIYKEHHIO YTOHOB aBTOMOOMIIEH BO MHOTHUX
ctpanax LentpansHoii u Boctounoit EBponsl (LIBE), npuuem ¢ bonrapueii
n Poccueii Bo miase.

Cpenu KaTeropuii MpecTyIIICHNH, 1T0 KOTOPBIM HE CYIIECTBYET OOIBIIOTO
KOJTMYECTBa CTAaHIAPTU30BAHHBIX MEP, - ATO MEKIYHAPOIHAS
OpraHMU30BaHHAas MPECTYMHOCTh. XOTS HEKOTOPBIE JaHHbIE, COOpPaHHBIE 110
TUHUY nepuoanyeckux 063opos OOH miu MexxayHapoaHbIX 0030poB 10
JKEepTBaM MPECTYIHOCTH, U MOTYT pacCMaTpUBaThCs Kak MoKa3aTrean
OPTTIPECTYITHOCTH, COOP Takoi HHpopMaIHK B 0030pax HE MOCTABJICH Ha
CUCTEMAaTHYECKYIO0 OCHOBY C TIPSMBIM BBIXOJIOM Ha aHAJM3 PaclpoCTPaHCHHUs
MEXIYHapOIHOI oprupecTynHocTd. Bugumo, Tem He MeHee, Oyner
BO3MOXKHO B paMkax Oynymux 063opoB OOH pa3pabarbiBaTh HHCTPYMEHTHI
cOopa TaHHBIX KOHKPETHO 10 oprupectynHocT. Clieayer mpeaiararb
CTpaHaM-4JIeHaM [E€PEXOAUTh K BKIIOUEHHUIO ONpeeIeHUH 110
MEXIYHAPOTHOW OPTTIPECTYITHOCTH B UX 3aKOHOAATEIBCTBO M YUYUTHIBATH
MPaBOHAPYIICHHUS, BIUCHIBAIOIIMECS B 9Ty KaTeropuio. MIMeroTces Takxke
IUTaHBI pa3paboTKy mpoduiIell KPUMUHAIBLHON SKOHOMUKH, IPUBJICKas K
3TOMY HAIlMOHAJIbHBIX SKCIEPTOB, C LEJIbIO MOBBILICHNUS YPOBHS IOHUMAaHUS
(a3 mepeaBIKCHIS HEPa3PEUICHHBIX WM Pa3pPEIICHHBIX IPOAYKTOB B
CTPYKTYpE SKOHOMHKH, KOTOPOMY COICHCTBYIOT KPUMHHAILHBIC CUITBI.

Cka3zaHHOE BBIIIIE BO MHOTUX OTHOILIEHUSX MPUMEHUTENBHO U K aHATU3Y
(YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS TOCYNAPCTBCHHBIX MPABOOXPAHUTEILHBIX CUCTEM. 311ECh
TaK)Ke HE PEKOMEH]IyeTCsl UCI0JIb30BAHNE IPOCTOI0 COMOCTABIEHUS
Pe3ybTaTOB, IOAAHHBIX Pa3INYHBIMU CTPaHAMH, AJIs TOJIKOBaHUs SBJICHUH,
Jlake MIPH HAJTMYMHU KOJTUYECTBCHHOW HH(OPMAIMHU TI0 ONepaTuBHON padoTe.
[To naHHOM TMHUK OCHOBHBIM PE3YJILTATOM MO BCEM CTPaHaM BBICTYMAET TO,
9TO BO BCEX CTpaHaX-PECHOHACHTAX ONABIIONICe OONBIINHCTBO 3aHATHIX B
CUCTEME YroJIOBHOI'O IpaBa COCTABIISIOT NojuLeiickue cuibl. [lonuuuns
MTOKA3BIBACT OOJBITYIO CTETIEHb MPOAYKTHBHOCTH B CTpaHax 3amagHou
EBponsl u CeepHoii Amepuku, Hexxkenu B crpadax LIBE. B xone ananusa
BBISIBJISIETCA, YTO HU OJIMH U3 IBYX KOHKYPUPYIOIIMX IOAXOI0B K YPOBHIO
MOJTMILIEHCKOH pabOTHI HE MOTyYaeT a0COMOTHO OHO3HAYHOU TTOIICPIKKH —
«4eM OOIbIIe MOMHIEHCKHUX, TEM OOJBIIE MPECTYITHOCTI (TaK Kak
MOBBINIACTCS MOTCHITUAJ PETUCTPAILIMHU U BBISBJICHUS MTPECTYTUICHUH) U «4eM
OOoJIbIIIE TIONUIUH, TEM MEHBIIIEC IPECTYMHOCTH (BBUAY 3((EKTUBHOCTU



MOJIMIINH KaK (pakTopa cAep>KuBaHwms). YTO KacaeTcs MPOKypaTypsl, TO
CpeJHee KOJTMYeCTBO MPOKYpopoB B ctpaHax [[BE OGomnee uem BiBoe
MIPEBOCXOIUT COOTBETCTBYIOIIME MTOKA3ATENN 10 3amagHbM cTpaHaM. C
JpYyTOii CTOPOHBI, OOJIbIIIEE KOTUUECTBO IPOKYPOPOB B cTpaHax LIBE
CHPABJISETCS ¢ TOPA3/I0 MEHBLIMM KOJMYECTBOM Jie (B cpeaHeM 56 aen Ha
OJTHOTO TMPOKYpPOpa) Mo CpaBHEHHIO ¢ 3amaioM (B cpearem 270 men Ha
Mpokypopa). B oTHOmenuu cyneii paznuunii mexxay crpanamu LIBE n
3aHa)Z[HI>IMI/I CTpaHaMU1 HC OTMECYCHO. Bcee CTpaHbl C MOKa3aTeJIsIMU MO CYJAbIM
Ha CpEJHEM ypOBHE U BBIILIE OTHOCSITCS K KATETOPUHU CTPaH IPaskJaHCKOTO
npaBa. HauBpICIIne MOKa3aTenu 1mo KOJIHIECTBY
MIEHUTEHIINAPHO-UCTIPABUTEILHOTO TIEPCOHAJA COITYTCTBOBAIN BEICOKUM
YPOBHSIM TIOPEMHBIX IIPUTOBOPOB, HO B IIEJIOM OTMEUEHA TOIHKO HEOOIBINAs
TEH/ICHIIUA K TOMY, YTO OOJIbIlIce KOJTMUYECTBO MIEHUTEHIIMAPHOTO MEPCOHaNa
MIPOSBJISIETCS TaM, Ilie UMeeTcs OOJIbIle 3aKII0YeHHBIX TEHUTEHIIMAPHBIX
yupexaeHuid. CTpansl ¢ HanboJee HEBBITOIHBIMHA COOTHOIICHUSIMHE
MIEPCOHANA U 3aKJIIOYEHHBIX OOBIYHO 00Taaf0T OOMBIINMH KOJTHYECTBAMHU
3aKJIIOYCHHBIX, a HEC 3aHNKCHHBIM obecrnieyeHneM COOTBCTCTBYIOIINX
PabOTHHKOB.

[ToHsTHO, YTO B CUCTEME YrOJIOBHOM IOCTULIUHU MO-TIPEKHEMY pabOTaIOT B
OCHOBHOM MY>XYUHBI. Hambomnee HU3Kas 10J1s1 KCHIIMH HAOIIONAeTCs B
TIOJIMIINH: CPETHUN TIOKA3aTeh — KCHIIMHBI COCTABILIIOT 9 %. B psane crpan
9TOT IIOKA3aTeNb HAXOAUTCS Ha Topa3no 0ojiee HU3KOM ypoBHE. JKCHITHHBI
JIydIlie IPECTABICHBI CPEAU CYACOHBIX U MPOKYPOPCKUX PAOOTHUKOB,
(GYHKIIMHI KOTOPBIX HE B TAKOM MEpe pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS KaK 3aBUCSIINE OT
(U3NIECKUX, «MYKCKHX» KaueCcTB. B IeTIOM OKOJIO TpeTH cyaei u
MIPOKYPOPOB H OKOJIO TISITOH YacTh pabOTHUKOB
TICHUTCHIUAaPHO-UCTIPABUTECIIbHBIX y‘{pe)KZ[CHI/Iﬁ — XCHIIIUHBI.

Amnanu3 T.H. iudepeHnnaIbHON aTTpuLug, T.e. HapacTaIOIEro
NepeMeleHHsI KOJIMYeCcTBa MPECTYIIEHUH, CTaBUIMX U3BECTHBIMU
MIPaBOOXPAHNUTEIHHBIM OpraHaM, B KOIUIECTBO CYNEOHBIX IIPHTOBOPOB,
MIPOM3BOAMIICS C YIETOM CYIICCTBCHHOU MPOOIEMATHKH, CBI3aHHOI ¢
IIMPOKHUM Pa30dpOCOM Pa3INUHBIX MPOIETyPHO-TIPOIECCYyaTbHBIX BApUAHTOB,
a TaKKe OTCYTCTBHS CBA3HM BHYTPH CTPAaH MEXKJYy COOTBETCTBYIOLIUMHU
KOJIMYE€CTBEHHBIMU MEPaMU NPECTYIICHUH, 0J03pEeBaEMBbIX, YTOIOBHBIX
paccienoBaHuii ¥ MPUroBopoB. OObEM MPECTYIHOCTH B 3aafHBIX CTpaHax —
ropaszio 0OoIbIIIe, YTO MOXKET OOBICHATHLCS Oosiee d3PPEKTHBHON
peructpanueit npectymiceHuil. B moboMm ciyuae, pa3dpoc moxaszarencit
MOJI03PeBaEeMBbIX M MPECTYIUICHUH Oosee nmposiBisercs Ha 3anane (29
nofgo3peBaeMblx Ha 100 npectymienuii), Hexenu B ctpanax LIBE (53
niono3peBaeMbix Ha 100 mpecTyrenuii). COBOKYITHO TIO BCEM CTpaHaM Ha
100 mpectymnenuit npuxoautcs 41 mogo3peBaemblii, 28 yroJIOBHBIX
npeciieoBaHuil u 21 npurosop.

Mexy noka3aTensiMu (yHKIHOHAIBHOCTH U YPOBHEM MPECTYITHOCTH B
Pa3HBIX CTpaHaX YETKOH B3aMMO3aBHCUMOCTH HE OTMeYaeTCst. Bo3mMoxkHO,
STHM OTpPaXKaeTCs TOT (aKT, IYTO CTPAHBI, KOTOPBIE TIOKA3BIBAIOT OOJBIITIE
00BEMBI MPECTYITHOCTH MPOCTO 001a1at0T Ooee 3PpPeKTHBHBIM
MOTCHIIMAIOM €€ perucTpanuu. Takke 3T0 MOXKET CBUCTENbCTBOBATD, UTO
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CUCTEMa yroJOBHOM IOCTULIMU HE UTPAET TAKOH POJIM MPU ONpPEIeIICHUI
YPOBHSI TPECTYITHOCTH, KaK (PaKTOPHI CONNAIBEHON, IIOTUTHICCKON U
SKOHOMHWYECKOM JUHAMHUKU.

B cdepe npuroBopos oTMedeHa siBHas MOJOKHUTEIbHAS TCHIACHIINA,
HeB3Mpas Ha OTMEUYEHHbIE MPOOJIEMBI COMIOCTABUMOCTH U KOPPEKTHOCTH
JaHHBIX, - 3TO MPOAOCJDKEHUE YMEHBLIEHHs KOJIMYE€CTBAa CMEPTHBIX
IIPUTOBOPOB, BBIHECEHHBIX 32 aHAJIN3UPYEMBIH EPUOI. DTO B OCHOBHOM
CBSI3aHO C COKPAICHHEM HCIIOJIb30BAHUS dTON Mepbl HaKa3aHUs B OBIBIIMX
pecnyonukax CCCP, Ho HeOomnbIoe cokparnienue Hadmonaercs u B CIIA.
[pyroe sBneHue, oTpakaeéMoe B YETKOH CTaTUCTHKE, B c(hepe Mep HaKa3aHUs
— CepBE3HBIN POCT HaceneHus TiopeM u B EBporie, u B CeBepHOll AMepuke.
DT0 HeNb3sl OOBSICHATH JIMIITL POCTOM MpecTymHOCTH. B 90-¢ rosl Bo
MHOTHX CTPaHax permoHa OTMEYanoch CHIDKEHUE MPECTYMHOCTH, B
YaCTHOCTH, TSKKUX MPecTyIuieHud. POCT uncia 3aKkiIt04eHHBIX MOXKET
paccMarpHuBaThCsl KaKk KOHEUHBIH pe3ynbTaT cTpax Hepes MpecTynHOCThIO U
yOeXKICHHUS, YTO ONTHMATBHBIA BBIXOJ] — 3TO JIUIIEHHE CBOOOAEI. B
MaTepHuaax, MoJIaHHBIX PSAZOM CTPaH, OTMEYAIOCH, UTO 3aKJIFOYCHHBIC
CH30 cocTaBnsioT 6oj1ee 4YeTBEPTH BCEX 3aKIIOUCHHBIX, IPUYEM HE TOJIBKO
B [IBE, HO 1 B HEKOTOPBIX cTpaHax 3anagHoil EBponsl. IIpaBaa, B mepuon ¢
1995 mo 1997 rr. AMUTENBLHOCTH CPOKOB, MPOBEICHHBIX IO/ CTPAKEH B
OXKUJIaHUU CyJa, BO3pOCiia TOJIBKO B OTIEJIBHBIX HEMHOI'MX Cllydasx. Takxke
MOKET OBITh OTMEUYEHO M HEOOJIBIIIOE YBEIMYCHHE B TOT K€ TIEPUOT
KOJTMYECTBa HAXOSIINXCS TOJ] CTPaKeH JKEHIIHH.

Bce oTrmedeHHoOe BbIlIe CBOAUTCS K TPEM OCHOBHBIM BBIKJIaIKAM.
Bo-nepBbIX, 4TO KacaeTcs HaleXKHOCTU U KOPPEKTHOCTHU HOIMYIISPHBIX
CPaBHMBAEMBIX IIOKa3aTeIeld NPEeCTyIHOCTH MEKIY Pa3sHbIMU CTpaHaAMH,
CJIEZIyeT MOJHATH BOMPOC O COMOCTABUMOCTH O(UIIHATBHON
rOCyAapCTBEHHON CTATUCTHUKH IO MPECTYMHOCTH U AAHHBIX TIO
MIPECTYNHOCTHU COITIaCHO MeXayHapoIHOMY 0030py IO KepTBam
MPeCTYIMTHOCTH. BO-BTOPHIX, BBUY HAOTIOACHUH, OTMCUCHHBIX B
CYLIECTBYIOLIEH KPUMUHOJIOIMUECKON JIUTEpaType M0 YHUKAIbHBIM
Kay3aJIbHBIM MEXaHHU3MaM, CBsI3aHHBIM C HACUJIBCTBEHHOU U
HEHACUJIbCTBEHHOW MPECTYMHOCTHIO, CIIEAYET 3a/1aTh BOIPOC, HE
00BsICHSCTCS JIU (PCHOMEH HACWIILCTBCHHOW Y HEHACHUIIbCTBECHHOM
MIPECTYIHOCTHU IO-Pa3HOMY B TEOPUSIX, OCHOBAHHBIX HA BIMSHUU
MOJIEPHU3ALIUY, HEPABEHCTBA MJIM UCII0JIb30BaHU IPENOCTaBIEHHON
BO3MOXHOCTH. B TpeThuX, Tak kKak B paHee MPOBOJANMBIX UCCIICOBAHUSIX B
chepe conocTaBUTENbHON KPUMUHOJIOTHH JIIsl KOHCTPYUPOBaHUS
3aBUCHMBIX NIEPEMEHHBIX MPUMEHSIINCH PA3INYHbIE HICTOYHUKH JTaHHBIX,
cllelyeT IPOaHaJIu3upOBaTh, Kak [10Ka3aTeIu TEOPETUUECKUX KOHLEIIINHI
MOTYT B OOJIbIIICH WIIM MEHbBIIICH CTETIEHN OOBSICHATH BapHalliu YPOBHEH
MPECTYITHOCTH B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT MTPUMEHSEMOTO UCTOYHUKA JAHHBIX IO
npecTynHocTu. YTo ke KacaeTcs epBoro BOMpoca, To Hapsiay ¢ TeM, 4TO
ouIaTEHbIE TOKA3aTEN CONOCTABICHHS IPECTYITHOCTH 10 CTPaHAM
MIPEJCTABIAIOTCS KOPPEKTHBIMU, HE CYLIECTBYET JOCTAaTOUYHbIX CBUAETEILCTB
JUIst 000CHOBAHUS JOCTOBEPHOCTH HU O(UITHABHBIX TTOKa3aTesei, HU
nokaszareseil o BUKTuMu3anuy. Eciiu IocMoTpeTs Ha BTOPOH BOIIPOC, TO



MPEJICTABISCTCS, YTO JUISl TCOPETHUSCKHUX BBIKJIAJIOK 10 PA3IHYUSIM B
YPOBHSX MPECTYITHOCTH MIPH COMOCTABICHUH MEXK/y CTpaHaMH TpeOyeTcst
YUUTBIBATh BU/bI AHAJIU3UPYEMBIX NIPECTYIUIEHUH, TaK KaK JJIs1 HEKOTOPbIX
BH/JIOB MPECTYIUICHUH OYEBHUIHO BIUSHUE Kay3aJIbHbIX MEXaHU3MOB. AHAIN3
TPETHEr0 OCHOBHOTO BOIPOCA MOABOIUT K BBIBOJTY, YTO TEOPETUUECKUMHU
BBIKJIQJIKAMHU COTIOCTABJICHHUS CTPaH B TIaHE YPOBHS MPECTYITHOCTH MOXET
CO3/1aBaThCsl pa3iMyHasi KApTUHA, B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT HCTOYHHKA
UCTIOJIB3YEMBIX JIaHHBIX. B KOHEYHOM UTOTE, BCE 3TO MMO3BOJISCT MOJIArarh,
YTO KPUMHHOJIOTaM-KOMIIapaTUBUCTaM CIIEYET C 0CO00H OCTOPOKHOCTHIO
MOJIXOANTh K IPUMEHEHHIO KOJTUYECTBEHHOTO aHAIN3a, & TAKIKE CTPEMHUTHCS
K HCIIOJIb30BaHUIO 00Jiee Y3KO CIIeHaT3UPOBAHHBIX TEOPETHUECKHUX
mozenei. B kauecTBe majibHENIINX IIIAr0B MOXKET OBITH IIOJIE3HO
anpoOUpoBaHNE HHTEPIPETAIIOHHOTO IOTEHITMAIA TIOKa3aTenel u
MEPEMEHHBIX, HE CBSI3aHHBIX HAMPSMYIO ¢ (DEHOMEHOM IMPECTYITHOCTH.
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1 Infroduction

Kauko Aromaa and Matti Joutsen'

1.1 The Sixth United Nations Survey of
Crime Trends and Operations of
Criminal Justice Systems

Thisreport isbased on an analysis of national responsesto the Sixth United Na-
tions Survey. It is supplemented by other information available to the members
of the expert group that performed the analysis. Thisinternational expert group
consisted of Professor Gregory Howard (Western Michigan University, the
United States), Professor Tony Smith (Saint Anselm College, the United States),
Dr Pat Mayhew (Australian Institute of Criminology, Australia), Professor
Elmar Weitekamp (Catholic University of Leuven, Belgium), Dr Adam
Bouloukos (United Nations Office at Vienna, Austria), Dr Graham Farrell (Po-
lice Foundation, the United States), Professor Gloria Laycock (Jill Dando I nsti-
tute for Crime Sciences, University College London, the United Kingdom), and
Mr Kauko Aromaa (HEUNI). Professor Karoly Bard (Central European Univer-
sity, Hungary) has contributed to the text of thereport, ashasMr Roy Walmsley,
an English expert on penological issues. Mr Walmsley has also validated the re-
sponses to the penal institutions section of the questionnaire. Mr Mikko
Myrskyla (HEUNI) has undertaken the validation of the responsesto the police,
prosecution and courts sectionsof the questionnaire. Mr Seppo Leppa(HEUNI),
Mr Sami Nevala (HEUNI), and Ms Natalia Ollus (HEUNI) have overseen the
compilation of thedataand the editing. L ast but not least: the editing team grate-
fully acknowledges the opportunity to make use of texts (in aslightly modified
form) written by Dr Matti Joutsen (Ministry of Justice, Finland) for the Fifth Sur-
vey report and for other purposes.

In the Sixth Survey, responses were received from al European and North
American countries except Austria, France, Georgia, Liechtenstein, Luxem-
bourg, Malta and the Former Republic of Yugoslavia. In addition to the re-
sponses from the European and North American region, also national responses
from Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan (both of which belong to the Central Asianre-
gion) and Israel areincluded inthe analysis. The Central Asian stateswere con-
sidered relevant, becausethey areformer republicsof the Soviet Union, whilels-
rael, although geographically part of the Near East, hastraditionally participated
in thisregional analysis.

1 Much of what is written in sequences 1.2 to 1.6 are modified versions of texts by Matti Joutsen, published in
Kangaspunta, K., M. Joutsen and N. Ollus (1998).
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The report consists of eight chapters. The present chapter provides a back-
ground to the Sixth Survey itself aswell asadiscussion of the problems of inter-
national comparisons. It isto a considerable extent based on the corresponding
chapter in the Fifth Survey report, written by Dr Matti Joutsen. Chapter two dis-
cussesthe background to the criminal justice systemsof theregion. Also partsof
that chapter have been quoted from the Fifth Survey report, written by Dr
Joutsen. Chapter three providesan analysison cross-national variationsin crime
rates. Chapter four explores the crime situation and the relevant methodol ogy.
Chapter five presentsfindings on the operation of the criminal justice systemsin
the region. Chapter six concentrates on the sanctions delivered by the criminal
justice system. Chapter seven brings anew element to the report, namely that of
organized crime, reflecting the new priorities adopted by the United Nations
crime prevention programme. It should be noted that systematic comparablein-
formation on (transnational) organized crime phenomenais still much harder to
come by than that on traditional crime. In chapter eight afew concluding notes
are presented. Annex A. to the report reproduces the survey questionnaire form,
whileannex B. liststhe data sets used in computing the different indices utilized
inanalyzing theresponseresults (see sequence 1.6 below for amoredetailed dis-
cussion ontheindices). Annex C. comprisestwo presentations of trend distribu-
tionsin two crime sub-categories.

The purpose of the report

The purpose of the report isto describe public safety in regards of crimebothin
the region as awhole and in the individual countries. “Public safety” is under-
stood as the general risk of victimization to crime, as shown by the data. How-
ever, it must be underlined at the outset that an assessment of “ public safety” by
means of crime statistics and other crime-related data cannot be reliably made,
owing tothefact that thelevel of criminality asaphenomenon cannot bereliably
measured. The available tools are simply not valid enough (on a more detailed
discussion on this dilemma; see chapter 3 below; cf. also for example Barberet,
1999), and for want of better devicesin thisrespect, the use of the data must be
accepted. However, chaptersthree to seven of the report attempt to shed light on
various comparative approachesto studying crime asaphenomenon internation-
aly. The purpose of thisendeavour isto learn whether it is on the whol e oppor-
tuneand judiciousto continuewith thesetypesof transnational research efforts.

Thebasicideaof the surveys has been to collect routinely produced and pub-
lished data on recorded crime trends and features of the criminal justice system,
as provided by national correspondents for each country. It is evident that such
dataareasarulenot fully comparableacross countries, and even the comparabil -
ity over time may cause some problems.

A very basic and peroetual problem seemsto be that some member countries
arenot ableto provide any or some of the required information. This state of af-
fairsreflects the need of motivation, aswell as of technical assistance and sup-
port, both in regards of information systems and of criminological expertisein
the countries concerned.
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A further problemisrelated to the unavoidabletimelag: datacollection, vali-
dation, complementation, and analysis/reporting all require acertain amount of
time. Overcoming undue delays poses a major practical challenge to the entire
endeavour. Thisisvitally important to the final objective of the exercise: moni-
toring trends in crime and the criminal justice system is a necessary exercise if
governments are to understand and eval uate the consegquences and successful-
ness of their policies.

In the end, ng how successfully United Nations standards and norms
are applied providesin this sense ajustification for the entire data collection and
reporting work. Interest in knowing how recommendations become action stems
not from scientific curiosity but from practicality.

At anational level, monitoring the situation and trendsis possible only if the
dataarereliable and reflect central features of thetarget asdefined from apolicy
perspective. At acomparativelevel, the same requirements are necessary but not
sufficient: comparability must also be established. As far as the routinely pro-
duced data on recorded crime and on features of the criminal justice system are
concerned, comparability is notoriously hard to achieve.

The pitfalls of using stafistics: definitions,
classificafions and counting rules

A number of problems have been noted in connection with the United Nations
Surveys. These are problemsare, to alarge extent, commonto all effortsin gath-
ering international criminal justice statistics. The major problems in regard to
dataanalysis are the imprecise definition of the terms, improper classifications,
ambiguous coding structures, and differences in the units of count used.

The Sixth Survey questionnaire includes a brief section setting out the key
definitions, for example the definition of “assault”, the definition of “persons
prosecuted” and the definition of “admissionsto prison”. Thissection of the sur-
vey instrument isanecessity since even the basic termsaredefined differently in
thedifferent countriesof theregion. However, even the most rigorous definitions
areof littlehelpif countries have not adopted them alsointheir statistical report-
ing systems. Inthisrespect, asin someothers, the United Nations Surveysareex-
pected to function as an instrument of “emancipation”. But progress in these
matters is slow, and in practice, the problem of imprecise definitions remains.

Imprecision results in several inconsistences:. First, the detection rate or the
likelihood of crimes being recorded varies considerably both across crime cate-
gories and also over time. Consequently the desire to measure some aspects of
public safety by using recorded crime does not have a very realistic basis.

Second, the legal definitions of offences vary considerably from one country
to the next. For example, “assault” may be an independent crime category in
somejurisdictions, while others may not consider anincident to bean assault un-
lessit resultsin bodily injury. Similarly, “burglary” and “robbery” may encom-
passquitedissimilar typesof acts. Another illustrationisthe extent towhich neg-
ligence affects the determination of criminal responsibility. The scope of



criminalization poses yet another problem: Mattersthat in one country are dealt
with by regulatory authorities (such aslabour safety authorities) may be matters
for thepoliceinanother. Actsthat arecriminalized in some countries(such asthe
possession of drugs, certain sexual behaviour, and gambling) may be tolerated
elsewhere. Similarly, the scope of criminalization may vary considerably across
countries even if the crime definitions would seem to be similar, asfor example
thedifferent blood alcohol limits (or thetotal lack of preciselimits) stipul ated for
drunken driving, or the dissimilar criteriaapplied when ascertaining driving un-
der theinfluence of drugs. All such differences call for extreme caution in com-
parisons of crime rates or absolute numbers. It is often held that such problems
becomelesscentral if the assessment and the comparisonsconcentrate ontrends.
Even then, however, pitfalls remain. Trends, too, are vulnerable to changes in
definitions and counting rules, both of which do indeed occur occasionally.

Problems of definition may also be encountered elsewhere. For example, a
classic caseisthe comparison of imprisonment rates. The deprivations of liberty
included in the country-specific counts may show significant variations as to
what kinds of institutions they comprise. Persons imprisoned as a consequence
of offending may be kept in institutions that are not classified as prisons at all.

Third, there are considerable procedural differences between countries.
Crimesarenot alwaysdealt with by thepoliceand thelower courts. Certain cases
may be handled with a simplified procedure or by special investigatory and
adjudicatory bodies. Some respondents may understand acategory such as* per-
sons prosecuted” to refer only to persons against whom the public prosecutor
brings charges in court, while others may include cases where the prosecutor
takes other action, such as closing the case with awarning or the arrangement of
victim/offender mediation.

Another example of the significance of procedural differencesis provided by
traffic offences. In many countries they are not considered “ offences’, and are
dealt with by a special branch of the police or through a special procedure (and
often not recorded in the statistics). Without afull appraisal of these procedural
differences, countriesthat include such petty offencesintheir statisticswill show
considerably higher figures than do countries that do not include them.

Yet another procedural difference relates to the extent to which discretion is
permitted, either formally or informally. Some countriesrequirecriminal justice
agencies to proceed with any prima facie case (“principle of legality”). Other
countriesmay allow more discretion (*principle of opportunity”, also known as
the “principle of expediency”), which may in practice mean that further mea-
suresarewaived in alarge portion of the cases. In still other countries, the police
and the prosecutor will not proceed with certain types of casesunlessthevictim
requeststhat measuresbeinstituted. If no such request ismade, the caseisgener-
ally not recorded as an offence.

A fourth difference between countriesin respect of definitionsisinthe statis-
tical classification of crime. The classification of theft is a good example: de-
pending on the country, this crime category may or may not include burglary or
theft of amotor vehicle, ssmpleor aggravated theft asdefined by thelaw of theju-
risdiction in question, or shoplifting.



Fifth, the rules of counting offences or offenders vary. Some authorities in
some countries count offenders, others count offences, some count each separate
incident in aseries of offences, while othersrecord a series as one unit. One par-
ticular difference which has led to considerable confusion is the unit used for a
successful outcome of police investigations. Some countries count “arrests’,
othersuse“reported offences’, and still othersuse*” cleared offences’. Any com-
parison of statistics based on such different units would be quite misleading.

Variations in counting units occur also with prosecutorial data. Some coun-
triescount persons prosecuted, othersmay count casesdealt with by the prosecu-
tor. In the latter instance, several persons may beincluded in one “case’.

Furthermore, counting rules differ in admissions to prison. Some countries
count only theinstanceswhen anindividual isadmitted to prisonfor thefirst time
during the present imprisonment period, often as a suspect remanded in pre-trial
custody. Other countries may be of the view that, for example, a changein the
statusfrom pre-trial detaineeto convicted prisoner countsasanew “admission”.
Yet other countriesmay taketheword “admission” literally, and count each time
aprisoner entersthe prison doors, for example on returning from an appearance
in court or from a prison furlough.

Sixth, the comprehensiveness of the statistics varies. Some countries include
only the major criminal offences. Othersinclude petty offences or violations of
tax laws, alcohol laws, administrative regulations and similar subsidiary legisla-
tion. Consequently, any comparisons should be made between specific catego-
ries of offences, and not between aggregate amounts such as “all crimes re-
corded”.

Inadditiontothedifferencesinlaws, proceduresand statistical routines, there
aredifferences aso in legal terminology. They not only confound comparisons
when translation into a foreign language is required (where concepts such as
“plea-bargaining” may not exist) but also comparisons between jurisdictionsin
which the same language is nominally used. Examples from English-speaking
countries range from differences in spelling (jail/gaol) to those in definitions
(compensation/restitution).

Attempts to reach an international agreement, either formal or informal, on
uniform definitions, classifications, coding structures and units of counts have
consistently been unsuccessful. No country islikely to changeitsadministrative
and statistical practice in order to promote the international exchange of infor-
mation. The current statistics have been prepared by administratorsfor adminis-
trative purposes and, for them, this purpose remains the most important.

A morerealistic approach hasbeen pursuedin connection withthe United Na-
tions Surveys. Respondents are asked to compare their usage with abasic, rela
tively precise definition of terms, provided by the United Nations Secretariat,
and notehow their definitionisdifferent (if there aredifferences). Theamount of
respondents who submit their responses to the Secretariat together with these
notes seems to be on the increase. The comments and notes provided by the re-
spondents may be accessed through the web address www.uncjin.org/Satitics/
WCTS/WCTS6/ wetsbdata/6_section_comments.pdf.

Onefinal point regarding pitfallsin the use of statistics: official statistics on
reported crime and the operation of the criminal justice system tend to focus our
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attention on traditional crime and administrative procedures. No matter what
work isdone on the Surveys, some questions remain unanswered. The detection
ratefor, for example, drug crimes, economic crimesand environmental crimesis
believed to be very low, and so there are few recorded/reported cases. Another
exampleisthat, despitethe strong interest in Europe and North Americain orga-
nized crime, the present report offersvery little relevant quantitativeinformation
on the matter; in chapter seven afew qualitative features asregardsthis phenom-
enon are delineated. We know, on the other hand, that much of what could be
termed organized crimeis categorized —in terms of traditional criminal law —as
homicide, aggravated assault, extortion, aggravated theft and so on, and for this
reason reported organized crime tends to lose its distinctive profile in the statis-
tics. Organized crime does not allow simple counting of “offences’, and this
posesafundamental counting problem—apoint well illustrated intheannual Or-
ganized Crime reports of the European Union or the Council of Europe, or int
country level, for example, the Netherlands or the U.K. (NCIS).

A third exampleisthat it isdifficult to gather dataon the“invisible” facets of
criminal justice, such astheuseof discretion, or onthe possibledifferential treat-
ment of ethnic and other minorities. Cross-national studies based solely on sta-
tistics can scarcely cometo gripswith the operation of “alternatives’ to criminal
justice, such as mediation and conciliation proceedings, informal social control
or the operation of private security companies. Thelast point concerning the dif-
ferencesin the structure and intensity of overall social —formal and informal —
control across countries and over time is practically entirely overlooked in the
existing statistical sources.

Errors and non-response

No country was capable of providing dataon all theissuescovered by the Survey.
There are severa possible reasons for a lack of response. The more important
ones are as follows.

First, it ispossible that the datarequested simply do not exist. The country in
guestion does not keep the statistics or conduct the particular research. Somere-
spondents noted that their statistical system was being devel oped, and asaresult
data from certain years could not be provided.

Second, the information may exist, but not in acoordinated format. It may be
dispersed horizontally (between different departments or agencies) or geograph-
ically (at aregional level withno centralized repository for statistics). (Thislatter
possibility is particularly aproblem in federal states such as Canada, Germany,
and the United States).

Third, the information may exist, but it is several years out of date. It seems
that while many countries would be capable of furnishing more recent datathan
what is expected in the questionnaire (for example already being able to cover
theyears 2000 through 2002), there are countrieswherethelagin the production
of statistics tends to be very long.

Itisalso possiblethat the survey instrument simply never got to aperson will-
ing and ableto respond. Although the Surveysareavailablein all six United Na-



tionslanguages, the person(s) who could best respond may not have been fluent
in any of them. Language problems may thus have led to difficulties in under-
standing the questions or, in the case of open-ended questions, difficultiesin de-
scribing the experience and/or policy of the country.

Finally, thereistheever present possibility of clerical error when dataaretran-
scribed many times over. This may happen in the country in question when the
dataarefirst entered into the statistics, or later on when the data are entered into
the survey instrument. it may also happen when the data are analyzed for the
present report. As a precaution the United Nations Secretariat has attempted to
reduce the possibility of error by asking countriesto verify unusual entries (for
example, when thereisajump or drop of over 30 % from oneyear to the next, or
when the number of persons entering prison for acertain type of offence exceeds
the number of persons convicted of that offence).

1.5 Comparing the incomparable:
an aftempt to develop indicators of
crime and of performance

Thedangers of using statistics asareflection of crime and crime control at ana-
tional level are well documented, not to mention the use of statistical datain or-
der to manifest changes wit regard to crime as a phenomenon. We all know that
reported crimeisnot the same asactua crimeand that statistics have been devel -
oped for administrative purposes, not for satisfying researchinterests. Thevaga-
ries of changing laws, statistical practices and the idiosyncrasies of those in-
volved in defining criminal incidents make it difficult to draw any conclusions
when comparing statistics from different areas or different times. We al so know
that the crimes punished under the penal codes of different countries (the crimes
that are usually noted in the statistics) are generally the “traditional” offences,
which do not necessarily havethe greatest economic and social consequencesfor
society.

International comparisons are even more rife with misunderstandings, as has
been repeatedly noted in discussions concerning the United Nations Surveys
(see, for example sequences 1.3 and 1.4 above)?.

The following discussion on the attempts to make various aspects of crime data commensurable has also benefited
from observationsand commentsby Mr john van K esteren (Research Officer, UNICRI, Italy) acting asthe coordinator
of thelnternational CrimeVictim Survey (ICVS) project. Thegeneral methodology of the Survey isto randomly sam-
ple respondents from several countries, and to examine their experiences with crime policing, crime prevention and
feelings of unsafety. Attentionispaid to social correlatesthat may help in explaining crime and to demographic data
such as age, gender, education and income. Sample sizesin the |ICV S are small by the standards of most “bespoken”
national crime surveys, and thisresultsin relatively large sampling errors. However, for straightforward comparisons
of nationa risks, samplesof 1,000 or more sufficeto judge broad variationsin levels of crime. Modest samplesdo, on
the other hand, restrict the scope for analyzing issues about which asmall portion of the sample would provide infor-
mation. Comprehensiveinformation onthelCV Scanbefoundin Alvazzi del Frate, A., U. Zvekic, and J.J.M. van Dijk
(eds)) (1993), Understanding Crime: Experiences of Crime Control. Acts of the International Conference, Rome,
18-20 November 1992. Rome: UNICRI, Publication No. 49; and on the Internet: www.unicri.it/icvs.
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At least in the short run, no uniform basis will be devel oped for international
statistics. When reading the forthcoming comments on the results of the Sixth
Survey for Europe and North America, the following caveat must be kept in
mind: comparisonswill continueto be fraught with therisk of misinterpretation
and overgeneralization.

Oneplausibleremedy for this problematic situation isto gather datafrom dif-
fering but tangential, preferably independent sources in the field to see if they
point in the same direction. The idea represents an analogy which in research
termsis denoted as “triangulation”, and which in quantitative survey and other
dataanalysisis used when constructing sum scales: several unsatisfactory mea-
sures, if combined, represent amore robust and often more valid measure of the
phenomenon under scrutiny.

In preparing the previous report in this very same series (Kangaspunta,
Joutsen and Ollus, 1998), dataweretaken not only fromthe Fifth Survey (which,
alikethe Sixth Survey, isbased largely on the official statistics of the respondent
countries), but also for examplefrom the health and mortality statistics collected
by the World Health Organization (WHO) and the Centre for Disease Control
(CDC). ThelInternational Crime Victim Survey (ICVS) had already at that time
been carried out in almost every European and North American country. The
ICV Swas considered to provide awelcome supplement to statistical dataon re-
ported crime, including unique information on differences in the reporting be-
haviour of the population.

Thekey findings of the | CV Sinclude percentages of the public victimized by
crime—asmeasured by astandard list of crimes—over the past fiveyears, and re-
spectively, during the last year, respectively. Datafrom countries where the sur-
vey has been conducted more than once were averaged for the analysis of the
Fifth Survey. If, for example, the survey wascarried out in 1989, 1992, and 1996,
thethreevictimization rateswere averaged. In theanalysisof the Sixth Survey, a
slightly more nuanced sol ution has been employed for countriesthat show ama-
jor change in rates over the four surveys of, for example, 1989, 1992, 1996 and
2000.

Selected other studies have also been used in the Sixth Survey report, fore-
most among them the European Sourcebook materials®.

A second way to augment the explanatory power of statistical dataistotry to
measure different dimensions of one and the same phenomenon. For example,
the combined number of reported assaults and reported robberies measure dif-
ferent dimensions of non-fatal physical violencein society. Somewhat similarly,
anindex of motor vehicle theft combines data derived from aHEUNI study (see
Liukkonen, 1997) and the ICV S. A further example could be an index of theway
in which the public evaluates the performance of the police, devel oped by com-
bining measures of how often victimsof certain typesof crimereport themtothe
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Inthe mid 1990’ sthe European Committee on Crime Problems of the Council of Europe entrusted a Group of Special -
ists with preparing a compendium of crime and crimina justice data for the whole of Europe (i.e. the European
Sourcebook on Crime and Criminal Justice). The adopted mentodol ogy of the Group consists of a co-ordinated net-
work of national correspondents providing data from current statistical sourceswithin each country. Thisdataisthen
supplemented by the collection of information on statistical and legal definitions. For additional information on the
European Sourcebook project, see www.eur opeansour cebook.or g/esh/index.html.
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police, thedegreeto whichvictimswho havereported an offencetothepoliceare
satisfied with the way the matter was handled, and the degreeto which members
of the public believe that the policein their society are doing agood job in con-
trolling crime — al these questions have been addressed in the International
Crime Victim Surveys.

The analysis carried out by the HEUNI expert group of the responses to the
Fifth United Nations Survey sought to break new ground by utilizing both of the
approaches presented above. An attempt was madeto combineasmany different
sources of dataas possi bl e dealing with one and the same phenomenon. Thiswas
donein order to maximizethe number of countriesfromwhich at |east some data
wereavailable, andto ascertain that thedatafrom the different sourcespointedin
the same direction. Theoretically, a combination of data from several sources
dealing with one and the same phenomenon should produce a more reliable and
robust index than what is possible on the basis of individual variables.

Three sets of indicators were devel oped. Thefirst set contained indicatorson
theamount of crime (on, respectively, homicide, non-fatal violence, seriousvio-
lence, burglary, violence against women, vehicle-related crime, corruption and
petty crime). The second set contained i ndi cators on motivation and opportunity.
Thethird set contained indicators on the operation of the criminal justice system
(theresourcesavailabletolaw enforcement, gender balance among criminal jus-
tice practitioners, and citizen evaluation of police performance). The structure
usage of these sets are explained in a greater detail in the respective sections of
thisreport. An overview is provided in section 1.6 below.

Developing combined indicafors of
crime and of performance

As was already noted, one of the difficulties in making international compari-
sonsisthat corresponding datamay be missing, or the datacover different years.
On the other hand, the wealth of data available from a variety of sources that
could shed light on crime and criminal justice is so large that at times it is too
great to process.

No country hasfilled out every box initstheresponseto the Sixth Survey. Of -
ten, the country does not have the required data, or data are available for only a
limited number of years. Furthermore, making comparisons on the basis of just
one indicator (such as the number of reported homicides) may well be mislead-
ing for anumber of reasons — the definition of homicide varies, the figures are
calculated differently, and so on.

If several indicators can be brought together to form an index, the problem
with missing datais somewhat eased. These indices are also more reliable than
theraw data, and hence compensatefor at |east someof theflawsinthedata. One
source can give an overly high estimate of the actual situation, another an under-
estimate. In addition, theindices can, at least partialy, overcome the problem of
“outliers” (i.e. of country datafrom asingle source have valuesthat deviate sig-



nificantly from those of other sourcesor other countries, and thus* skew” there-
sults).

Another advantage of “bundling” together different data sets describing the
same phenomenon isthat thisreducesthe vast amount of datato amore manage-
able size, and therefore eases the processing of data and the drawing of conclu-
sions.

The following procedure was used in combining the different variables into
indices*:

1. Thedifferent variables describing the same phenomenon are identified;

2. Therank order isdetermined for each of the variables. The country with the
lowest value gets rank 1, the second lowest rank 2, and so on:

3. Therank ordersare standardized® by dividing by the highest rank and subse-
quently multiplying by 100;

4. Theindex isthe average of these standardized rankings.

Theresulting indices are on ascale from 1 to 100. The scores are interpreted as
follows:

0-25 very low

2640 below average

41-60 average

61-75 above average

76-100  very high

Differences of less than 10 are deemed insignificant.

We are aware that the procedure can justly becriticized on at |east the following

grounds:

1. By computing indices we lose the possibility of an absolute interpretation.
Theoriginal datamay show us, for example, what percentage of the popula-
tion has been victimized or the number of crimes per 100,000 inhabitants.
However, the indices are on the “ordina” level, which means that they can
only beinterpreted relative to the scores of other countriesor to other crimes
within the same country. For instance, if one country has an index of 60 on,
say burglary, and the corresponding index of another country is40, itisnot
justified to say that the level of burglary in the first country is 50 % higher
thanin the second. It is, however, justified to say that thelevel of burglary is
higher inthefirst country (whereitisabit above average), than in the second
(whereitisabit below average). Similarly, if acountry hasanindex value of
10 on homicide and 90 on petty crimes, we cannot conclude that there are
ninetimesmore petty crimesthan murders. What we can concludeisthat the
rate of petty crimes in that country is, internationally speaking, amont the
highest, whilst the rate of homicide is comparatively among the lowest;
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Thereare many different waysto combine several setsof datainto asingleindex, including complicated multivariate
techniques. Experience shows that the results of these exercises are often very similar. We have chosen the one used
here for its simplicity.

Asaready noted, not all dataare available for every country. Asaresult, the highest rank depends on the number of
countriesfor which that particular datasourceisavailable. If wewant to use the same scaleto assess each variable, the
rankings need to be standardized.



2. Theprocedure assumesthat the dataare valid and reliable, i.e. that they de-

scribe the phenomenon in question, and that the data have been correctly
compiled and reported. We have assumed —with some reservations—that the
data supplied to us by the Governments, and provided by various surveys, is
proper and correct;

Theprocedure assumesthat datafrom one country (for example, statisticson
reported crime) can readily be compared with data from another country.
With surveys carried out using much the same methodology in different
countries, this assumption can justifiably be made (although again, gener-
ally with somereservations). In the case of statistics, whichthe Sixth Survey
isin fact designed to collect, this assumption is much weaker — so weak, in
fact, that in earlier HEUNI reports on the United Nations Surveys, with the
exception of thereport analyzing the results of the Fifth Survey, we have de-
liberately down-played the making of such comparisons. We now believe
that sufficient research dataand supplemental statistical data, at |east on con-
ventional crime, have become availableto merit an exploration of the utility
of indicators in making cross-national comparisons of trends in crime and
criminal justice. In response to the criticism that international comparisons
should not be made, we note that the purpose of bundling different sets of
datatogether asanindex isindeed to makeamorerobust measure—if, for ex-
ample, different indicators suggest that there occurs an unusualy large
amount of violent crimeinacountry, then therearereasonablegroundsto as-
sumethat theindicatorsare correct, and that an unusually large amount of vi-
olent crime does indeed occur;

Theprocedure assumesthat the dataon which eachindex isbased are at | east
to somedegreecommensurable. It assumes, for example, that dataon owner-
ship of autos, motor cycles, mopeds and bicycles, data on the average num-
ber of evenings spent away from homefor recreational purposes, dataonthe
number of single-person househol ds and data on the percentage of females
with paid employment all measure dimensions of the opportunity for prop-
erty crime, and for this reason they can be bundled to form an index. Even
though this assumption is more difficult to substantiate, we have chosen to
examinethedatain thisway mainly in order totest theindex approach andits
explanatory quality inthecontext of crime prevention and criminal justice®.
The procedure al so assumesthat the sel ection of the dataused i s criminol og-
icaly justified. Thisisaparticularly sensitive issuein respect of theindica-
tors of motivation and opportunity. Thereisaburgeoning criminological lit-
erature on the possible link between, for example, unemployment and vio-
lence, between the prevalence of handguns and violence, and between the
prevailing typeof housing and burglaries. Although we are awarethat the se-
lection of factorsis avalue choice, we believe that the factors we have in-
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In respect of the crimeindices, the strength of the assumption wastested by computing Cronbach’ salpha(the average
correlation between the constituting variableswithin ascal ). Thisal phaisbased on those countriesthat have no miss-
ing values on any of the constituting variables. The consistency for the burglary index was .55, which is acceptable.
The consistency for the homicide index was .71, and the consistency for al other crime indices was over .80; al of
these can be regarded as good.

11
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cluded are justified. We are not claiming that these are the only factors that
contributeto crime or that affect the operation of the criminal justice system.
According to criminological theory, motivation, for example, can be influ-
enced not only by unemployment but also by (among many other factors)
family and peers, the media, and previous contacts with the criminal justice
system. It is unfortunate that international data sets that shed light on such
factorsare so far not available. When and if they do become available, they
can be used in corresponding analyses;

6. Finadly, the procedure assumes that aggregate national data (or, in some
cases, aggregate rural/urban data) can hel p to shed light on the prevalence of
crimeor onthestructureof criminal justice, wheninfact thereareoftenlarge
regional (and temporal) differences in both. A country may show a low
amount of violenceonthenational level, but thismay mask thefact that there
are regions within that country where the amount of crime is extraordinary
high. Similarly, a country may have alow unemployment rate, but unem-
ployment may be particularly high among young urban males.

Thedata sets used in computing the different indices are presented in annex B at
the end of the report. The analysis presented in chapter five is based mainly on
these indices. A somewhat different index-based approach is being utilized in
chapter three. These indices are described morein detail at the end of that chap-
ter. Chapters four and six use a more straightforward methodol ogical approach
interms of the statistical analysis applied. The methods of analysiswith respect
to chapterstwo and seven, respectively, are of more descriptive nature, al inline
with the materials discussed within their framework.
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2 A Backgrounder to the Criminal
Justice Systems of the Region

Kdaroly Bdrd, Matti Joutsen and Seppo Leppd

2. General observations'

Thedifficultiesin comparing national crime scenes derives not only from prob-
lems of interpreting statistical data. Another source of concern liesin the differ-
ences between national criminal justice systems. Readers with abackground in
comparative criminal justice are well aware of the differences between the Ger-
mani c-based, the French-based and the common law criminal justice systems.
Thediversity of terminology reflectsthefact that each country definesand deals
with crimein aunique manner. After all, criminal law is perhapsthe area of law
that ismost closely bound to national values and interests. No two countries de-
fine crimes the same way or have quite the same criminal justice systems.

And yet, all countries must deal with basically the same problems of crime
and criminal justice. Most of the cases processed in every country and consid-
ered in this report are thefts, burglaries, assaults and other mass crimes. The
broad outlines of the process are a'so much the same: the police investigatesin
responseto areport of acrime, the prosecutor prosecutes, the court hearsthe case
and, on conviction, imposesasentence, whichisthen enforced. At the sametime
weare bound to noticethat historical, political and economicfactorsexplaintoa
large extent the structure of the criminal justice system in a given country: the
balance of power between the central government and thelocal levels, the pow-
ers of the police, the training of judges and the basic principles of justice. They
very much serve to explain changes in the day-to-day operation of the criminal
justice.

During thefew recent decades, theimpact of demographic and social changes
on crime and on crime control in the European and North American region has
been amarked one. Asaconsequence of thisthere has also been achangein the
structure of crime. New criminalizations have been adopted, for examplein the
areaof environmental crime, economic crime, computer crime, traffic crimeand
narcotics crime. Moreover, crime has acquired a more international character.
All thisisseento overburden the criminal justice systems of many European and
North American countries. The responses have been more or lessthe samefrom
one country to the next: some decriminalization de facto or de jure, attemptsto
speed up the process for petty offences (for example by granting the police

1  Thispassage is amodified version of “Background to European and North American crimina justice systems’ by
Matti Joutsen. Pp. 15-19 in Kangaspunta, K., M. Joutsen and N. Ollus (eds.) (1998).
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and/or the prosecutor powersto settlethe matter, or by adopting simplified court
procedures), and to deal with certain serious offences (narcotics offences, in par-
ticular) more punitively. There hasalso been agrowing interest in crime preven-
tion programmes and in revitalizing community-based informal social control.
Finally, attempts have been made to improve the position of the victim.

Two examples of increasing convergence in criminal justice systems can be
noted. First, the literature commonly refers to two basic principles of prosecu-
tion, the legality principle and the opportunity principle (or expediency princi-
ple). Initsextremeform, thelegality principlerequiresthat the prosecutor brings
charges whenever thereis sufficient evidence of the guilt of an identifiable sus-
pect. The opportunity principle, in turn, gives the pro- secutor discretion to de-
cide, inany individual case, whether there existsapublic interest (or other over-
riding interest) in prosecution. In practice, however, the legality principle has
been eroded by granting the prosecutor discretion in certain (often broadly de-
fined) cases, and the opportunity principle, inturn, has been made morestrict by
requiring the prosecutor to bring chargesin certaintypesof cases. Thesechanges
are often expressed in prosecutorial guidelines. More and more, prosecutorial
principlesin Europe and North Americaare sharing common features (see Tak,
1986). The second example is provided by the classic distinction between
accusatorial and inquisitorial proceedings. In the former, the judge has tradi-
tionally been more passive, and it is up to the prosecutor (and the defendant) to
present the case. Inthelatter, thejudgeis supposedly more activein marshalling
theevidencefor and against the guilt of thedefendant. Again, in practice, thedif-
ferences between the theoretical extremes are being increasingly eroded.

Furthermore, all European and North American criminal justice systems
share fundamental principles, which have most notably been enshrined in the
first articles of the European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms: theright to life, the prohibition of torture and of inhuman or degrad-
ing treatment or punishment, theright to liberty and security, theright to duepro-
cess, the prohibition of criminalization ex post facto, and the prohibition of dis-
crimination in the enjoyment of the rights and freedoms set forth in the Conven-
tion (Council of Europe, 1950). As the Convention has been signed by the 41
member States of the Council of Europe (as of November 1999), the work of the
Council of Europeissignificant in the present connection. The Council formu-
lates conventions and recommendations that enshrine principles that can be re-
garded as universally respected in Europe. (These same principles are aso
widely enshrined in basic legislation in both Canada and the United States.)
There exists astrong tendency to review national legislation to ensurethat it ac-
cords with the requirements of, for example, the European Convention.

The impact of the Council of Europe does, however, vary from country to
country, and issue to issue. With perhaps the exception of the criminalization of
money laundering, which follows the ratification of the 1990 Convention, the
Conventions and numerous resol utions adopted by the Council of Europe allow
the member states considerable leeway in deciding how to adapt their criminal
justice system to the requirements of these Conventions. They do not provide a
detailed road map of the steps to be taken.
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Theroleof the European Unioninfostering reconciliationinthefield of crim-
inal justice within the member states, and also to some extent within the candi-
date states, will be discussed in chapter 2.3.

The Council of Europe and the European Union are not, however, theonly in-
tergovernmental organizations seeking to influence criminal justice reform in
Europe (and, ceteris paribus, aso in North America). Other examples include
the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the Or-
ganisation for Economic Co-operation and Devel opment, the G-7/P-8, and the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development. The Financial Action
Task Force (which was set up by the G-7) has worked to improve the regulation
of banking, the adoption of customer identification requirements, the retention
of transaction records for at least five years, the reporting of unusual and suspi-
cious transactions, and the need for the criminalization of money laundering.

In addition, there has been considerable bilateral activity in the devel opment
of criminal justice systems, activity that has involved almost al European and
North American countries (see Joutsen, 1996).

Inaworld of increasing diversity, Europeand North Americaare thus seeking
greater uniformity in fundamental principle of criminal justice.

Central and Eastern European Scene

Owing to the political and social upheavals within the former socialist states of
the Central and Eastern European region at theend of the 1980’ sand at the begin-
ning of the1990's, considerable restructuring efforts of the criminal justice sys-
tems can be observed throughout the region. The main features in respect of
these changes are outlined below.

Prior tothepolitical turnover inthelate 80’sand early 90's, the countries now-
adaysreferred to as post-communist states, new democracies or transition coun-
tries used to be considered from the outside as a homogenous entity. This was
alsothe casewith their criminal justice systems. However, amorethorough ook
at the criminal justice systems of the region revealsthat just asthere were varia-
tionsin the degree to which the political system of the states under Soviet domi-
nance deviated from the values of liberal democracy, also the criminal justice
systemswere considerably different. Whenin some European states cautious pe-
nal reformsinthe early 70'sresulted in the introduction of Western typeinstitu-
tions, the criminal justice system of some others was shaped by the Stalinist
criminal justice doctrine until the collapse of the communist political regime.
Similarly, while in some of the countries the autonomy of the criminal justice
systemwas moreor lessrespected in thelast decade of the communist regime, in
others the interference of the political elite in the operation of the prosecution
serviceand eventhe courtswasadaily practice until the political turnover. How-
ever, itistruethat certaintypical " socialist” traitsshaped thecriminal justicesys-
tems of the countries under Soviet dominance, clearly distinguishing them from
Western European models.

One of themost important differences between the” socialist” procedural law
and the Western European model concerns the distribution of competence: ” so-



ciaist” procedural laws allowed the courts afar less significant role. Thisisre-
flected primarily in the fact that in the pre-trial phase, the court had amost no
power; decisions on restricting fundamental rights by, for example, pre-trial de-
tention, search and seizurewere made by the police, investigatorsor the prosecu-
tor. In addition, as the primary "guardian of legality”, the prosecutor had the
power to exercise supervision over court proceedings. A further characteristic of
thedistribution of competencein the so-called socialist procedural lawswasthat
the police, the militia, and organs coming under the competence of the Ministry
of Interior were empowered with far broader licenses than their counterpartsin
Western Europe. Thepoliceor other agencies subordinated to the Ministry of In-
terior conducted investigation and were linked to the prosecution service
through the institution of prosecutorial supervision over investigation. The li-
censes covered by thisinstitution included on the one hand the prosecutor’s au-
thorization to carry out acts of investigation, giving instructionson how toinves-
tigate, and on the other hand the power to review measures taken by theinvesti-
gating agency on their lawfulness.

Thedistribution of competence affected the status and the position of the de-
fense counsel aswell. Although " socialist” procedural lawsdid not deny the de-
fendant’ sright to adefense counsel yet therole of thelatter wasconsiderably less
important than that of his/her Western European counterpart. In the most deci-
sive phase of the " socialist” criminal procedure, the pre-trial stage, the defense
lawyer’s rights were considerably limited.

Further differences between " socialist” and Western models of criminal jus-
tice derive from ageneral refusal by socialist doctrine of formalismin criminal
procedure, from an underestimation of the importance of legal professiona
skillsand from the limited autonomy of the parties. In addition, financial consid-
erations, the idea that limited resources should be rationally distributed were
alien to "socidist” procedural doctrine. Legislators in the former ”socialist”
countries opted for the principle of mandatory prosecution, though the so-called
material concept of thecriminal offense enabled the crime control agenciestore-
frain from prosecuting minor offences.

Finally, socialist doctrine did not regard legal security as avalue of criminal
justice. The absolute priority of the duty to ascertain material truth in the crimi-
nal processresultedin an underestimation of the principleof legal security. Final
court judgments could easily be annulled and altered through particular extraor-
dinary remedieswhose preconditionswere vaguely defined, and which were not
at the disposal of the parties but exclusively of persons holding top positionsin
theadministration of justice, such asthe General Prosecutor, the Minister of Jus-
tice or the Head of the highest judicial body.

After the political turnover, legislatorsin Eastern Europe and the former So-
viet Union have been facing thedifficult task of creating an efficient criminal jus-
tice system, which at the same time would provide for safeguards meeting inter-
national standards. The transition in all countries has been accompanied by an
increasein reported crime. New forms of criminality have emerged, and crimi-
nal s have become more professional and well equipped. Kidnapping, extortion,
economic and organized crime, illega trafficking in goods and people have
called, among others, for adequate provisionsin the criminal laws and the laws
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on criminal procedure that would provide for effectively counteracting new
formsof criminality. Ruleson the use of undercover agents, on wiretapping, and
witness protection schemes have been introduced. At the sametimenovel provi-
sions on criminal organizations, economic crime or on honoring cooperating
criminals have been adopted.

In addition to the introduction of institutions likely to guarantee efficiency in
law enforcement and crime prevention, the transition countries started to com-
pletely reconstruct their system of administration of justice. When reforming the
system, legislatorsfrequently turned to the pre-Soviet traditions of their country.
Thistrend isthe most obviousin reformsrelated to the structure of the adminis-
tration of justice, particularly the court system. A number of countries have re-
turned to their former four-level judicial system, and the role of the Supreme
Court as akind of Cassation Court has also been shaped according to pre-war
patterns. Russian Federation has re-introduced juries and justices of peace, and
some other countries, following their pre-war model, have subordinated the
prosecution agency to the executive.

International criminal justice standards have also served as sources of the re-
form. Thechangein the political domain wasaccompanied by the re-assessment
of the relation between international and domestic law. Several new Constitu-
tions or anendmentsto the old ones explicitly pronounced the supremacy of in-
ternational human rights instruments over national regulations, and in order to
guarantee the compatihbility of domestic law with international agreements, pro-
visionsidentical with those set forth in international human rights instruments
were included in the new Constitutions (or the amendments made to the old
ones) and the laws on the operation of criminal justice were modified accord-
ingly.

Today, almost al constitutions include the basic principles of fair criminal
justice, such as the nullum crimen and nulla poena sine lege principle, the pre-
sumption of innocence, the rule according to which individuals may be deprived
of their liberty only by acourt’s order, or theright to an independent and impar-
tial tribunal. The majority of the new democracies have become members of the
Council of Europe and thereby parties to the European Convention on Human
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. Pre-accession monitoring of the candidate
countries’ legal systems, and the jurisprudence of the European Court of Human
Rightsafter accession have shaped theindividual countries' criminal justicesys-
tems.

Thestructure of thelawson criminal procedurein thetransition countriesfol-
lowsthemodel of the Continental mixed system, i.e. elementsof aninquisitorial
procedure are blended with elements of an accusatorial (adversary or party) pro-
cedure.

The pre-trial phase is dominated by inquisitorial elements (ex officio proce-
dure; lack of strict separation of functions; secrecy) while the trial phase bears
the characteristics of aparty procedure (publicity; separation of the prosecution,
the defense and the judicature; strict adherence to the prosecutor’s charge, etc.).
Thefact that certain elementsof theaccusatorial process(e.g. participation of the
defense counsel of the accused is ensured within certain limits) are present also
in the pre-trial phase provides further proof for the mixed nature of the system.



On the other hand, thetrial phaseisnot entirely free from the elements of anin-
quisitorial procedure: the examination of the witnesses and the interrogation of
the defendant is primarily the duty of the judge and information collected in the
courseof the pre-trial stage can be used to alarge extent. Prosecutionisgoverned
by the so-called legality principle: asageneral ruleall crimesreported areinves-
tigated, and the prosecutor cannot refrain from bringing the case before the court
for expediency considerations. However, the number of exceptionsison thein-
crease; prosecutorsmay discontinue caseswith defendants’ consent, andinstruct
them to comply with orders to undergo treatment, compensate the victim or do
community service, etc.

In some countries the newly adopted laws on criminal procedure indicate a
shift towards the adversary model. Parties acquire more rights to present evi-
dence and examinewitnesses. However, in all countriesthe court hasretained its
power to introduce evidence it deemsimportant for ascertaining the facts of the
case and necessary for fair adjudication. In this context it should be mentioned
that constitutional courts established after the political turnover have through
thelir decisions played an important rolein anumber of countries, contributed to
separating the functions of prosecution and adjudication, and thereby relieved
judges of part of their inquisitorial role.

2.3 Western European and North American
Scene

In the Western European region and in North Americait is not possible to indi-
catereforms comparableto those of Central and Eastern European. Powerswith
the aim to continue with the harmonization of the criminal justice systems can
surely be observed, but the scope differs from the country-based efforts of the
Central and Eastern European region in that larger geographical areas are tar-
geted. In 2.1 above, therolesof the European Union and the Council of Europein
thisfield were already examined. The following discussess the issue in greater
detail?.

As dready mentioned, although the EU has been traditionally oriented to-
wards economic cooperation, it has taken over many functions related to police
and judicial cooperation in criminal matters, with the emphasis on organized
crime, terrorismand drug trafficking. Decisionson these mattersare made by the
Council of Ministers, i.e. the relevant ministers of the cabinets of the member
states. Since these are matters involving the sensitive issue of national sover-
eignty, decisionsrequirefull consensus among thefifteen members. In addition,
there are ongoing debates what could be be dealt with by the Union, and what
matters should be left entirely to the individual member states.

Ingeneral, itissafeto say that particularly during the second half of the1990's
andthefirst yearsof the new millenium, the European Union hastransformed the

2 Based onthearticle by M. Joutsen (2002).
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European debate on criminal policy. Many key debates previously conducted on
the national level have now moved to the European Union level, and European
Union decisions have considerable influence on national law, policy and prac-
tice. Agreement has been reached on the minimum requirements when
criminalizing a number of different offences, such as racism and xenophobia,
trafficking in human beings and sexual exploitation of children, and participa-
tioninacriminal organization. International cooperationin crimina mattershas
been smoothed by the establishment of Europol and the European Judicial Net-
work. Conventions have been adopted in order to simplify extradition and mu-
tual assistance.

Cooperationin the police sector restsnot only on Europol, but also, for exam-
ple, on the Schengen arrangements. Europol can be best characterized asacoor-
dination body that seeksto ensurethat the policeforcein every member state has
the cooperation and resources it needs to carry out its functions. The Schengen
arrangements (which do not apply to the United Kingdom and Ireland) allow for
extensive operational cooperation and the sharing of information. New struc-
tures for police cooperation that are being devel oped include the European Po-
lice Chiefs Task Force, and a European Police College.

The European Judicial Network has been up and running for several years. Its
purpose is to facilitate the exchange of information between prosecutors and
courts. Inadditiontoimproving general understanding of how thedifferent crim-
inal justice systems work, the Network has produced tools by which practitio-
nersinonecountry can readily identify whoisthecompetent authority in another
country for certain cases, and what are the requirements for extradition and mu-
tual assistance requests. Work is proceeding on a secure telecommunications
system between competent prosecutors. Also, plans are well advanced for
Eurojust, as a more or less parallel body to Europol to promote cooperation
among prosecutors. Eurojust will not have operational powersinthe sensethat it
coulditself order prosecution or demand certaininvestigations. Instead, it will be
abody consisting of one prosecutor from each member state. These prosecutors
meet together, either in plenary to discuss over-all strategy, or in different com-
positions to deal with the coordination of cross-border cases.

Extradition and mutual recognition among the EU countries have to alarge
extent been based on two conventions worked out already in the 1950’s within
the framework of another European organization, the Council of Europe. Since
that time, practices in respect of extradition and mutual recognition have devel -
oped considerably, including those restricting the grounds of refusal, expanding
therightsof the personin question, and developing a“ good practice” in process-
ing reguests. Two conventions designed to simplify extradition and supplement
the 1957 Council of Europe Extradition Convention were adopted in 1995 and
1996, and in 2000, aconvention designed to supplement the 1959 Council of Eu-
rope Convention on Mutual Assistancein Criminal Matters was adopted.

More complicated issuesarisewhenthevictim of, asarule, white collar or or-
ganized crimeturns out to be the European Community itself. As pointed out by
Pedersen, Elholm and Kolze (1999), “traditionally, Member States have laid
great store by thefact that penaltiesfor contravening Community law are part of
the general system of national penaltiesthat are based on national traditionsand



crime policies. However, significant differencesin national crimina law have
givenriseto alegal disparity difficult to reconcile with the development within
the European Community in general” (op.cit., p. 164). Thus, “inaseriesof cases
the European Court of Justi ce hasestablished that the Community (...) isempow-
ered to impose the sanctions it considers necessary to ensure effective and uni-
form administration of the rules concerning (the misappropriation of subsidies
affecting the Community’s financial interests)” (op.cit., p. 168). This practice
might indicatethat in thefuture anintergovernmental agency, inthiscasethe Eu-
ropean Community/European Union will increasingly dictate the extent of the
juridical independence of the national administrations of the European region,
particularly in view of the Union’s ongoing enlargement process.

Therapprochement of the operativeeffortsin thefield of law enforcement and
crime policy reached within the EU member states, and in the coming yearsalso
in the candidate countries, is exemplified by the already mentioned Schengen
Agreement. Marc (2001) writesthat already in thelate 1980s " immigration con-
trol became the most important argument to justify compensatory measures for
the abolition of border controls. Only the combination of policing and immigra-
tion arguments made it possible to mobilise financial resources, namely for the
Schengen Information System (SIS). The practical implementation of the SIS
and the intensified police controls in the border regions have shown since then
that immigration control isthe most important aspect under which the Schengen
cooperation hashad practical impacts” (op.cit., p. 105). Alsointhiscontext it can
be observed that “international police cooperation hasreached amajor extent in
a context of governance without government”, since “institutions coordinating
the use of force at international levels exist without the formal framework of a
state” (op.cit., p. 111).

Comparing the North American scene with the European one in this respect
makesit plausibleto claim that the exi sting mechani sms of transborder coopera-
tioninthefield of crimeprevention and criminal justice, particularly the systems
constructed between the law enforcement bodies, are much less complicated. It
has been notified that “ due, in part, to the smaller number of partnersinvolved
(namely, USA, Canada and, to alesser extent, the most important countries of
Latin America) and, toamuch bigger extent, totheinevitableweight of the USA,
cross-border police cooperation on the American continent appears to be more
straightforward than the European approach” (op.cit., p. 115). The straightfor-
wardness of the police cooperation is not the only common feature characteriz-
ing the crime prevention and criminal justice structures of the North American
region.

Thelegal systemsof the North American countrieshavetheir rootsin English
criminal law and the practices (especially common law) were transplanted to
those countries hundreds of years ago. Another factor having a profound effect
on theform and structure of the criminal justice administration of the two coun-
triesisthefederalist system of government; responsibility for thevarious parts of
thecriminal justice systemisshared and divided among all level sof government:
federal, state or provincial, and municipal.
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2.4

Information on the national criminal jusfice
systems

Passages 2.2 and 2.3 above delineate the recent major changesin criminal justice
systems in those parts of the European and North American region where
large-scal e reforms have been implemented or are planned. Those readers who
would like to examine details of the national systems, in which no notable re-
forms have taken place during the period in question, are recommended to study
the relevant country reviews in Kangaspunta et al. (1999).
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3 Understanding Cross-national

3.1

Variatfions of Crime Rafes
iINn Europe and North America

Gregory Howard and Tony Smith

Infroduction

The purpose of this chapter isto understand cross-national variations of crime
rates in Europe and North Americaduring the middle of the 1990s. We are con-
cerned with three related questions. First, do official measures of national crime
rates (United Nations, Interpol, European Sourcebook and, for homicide, the
World Health Organization) substantially agree with one another aswell aswith
victimization datafrom the International Crime Victim Survey intheir represen-
tations of criminal offending? Second, do measures of important concepts from
modernization, inequality, and opportunity theory differentially explain varia-
tionsin national violent and nonviolent crimerates? Third, do these measures of
theoretical concepts explain more or lessvariation in acrimerate, say homicide
or theft, depending upon the source of crime data? With the analysis to be re-
ported below, we wish to confirm an important point already made in the com-
parative criminology literature, that theoretical accountsof cross-national varia-
tionin crimerates need to take account of thetypesof crimethat areexamined as
well as the source of the crime data that are used.

Our first question, about the degree to which the different data series provide
similar picturesof crimeand criminal offending, isbasically concerned with the
notion of triangulation. A standard warning in the comparative criminology lit-
erature alerts readers to the suspect nature of international crime data. We are
generously reminded, for instance, that official dataare collected in national data
systemsof varying sophistication, and the process by which they are collated and
disseminated by reporting agencies like the United Nations, Interpol, European
Sourcebook, and theWorld Health Organi zation aremoreor lessrigorous. Given
the problems associated with official measuresof crime, theInternational Crime
Victim Survey has been devel oped, but as with any method of measuring social
phenomenon, this technique also has its own share of difficulties. Indeed, all
sources of crime data will harbor various errors, both systematic and random.
While we can make solemn efforts to reduce these errors in the construction of
thevarious dataseries, the secretive nature of crimeaswell asthe subjectivity in-
volved in al measurement exercises ensures that no data series will be perfect.
Nonethel ess, we need not despair. If the different data series, despite their vary-
ing errors, converge on aparticular image of crime, then we can feel more confi-
dent that the dataare measuring what they areintended to measure. Such conver-
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gence is known as triangulation. We will assess triangulation in the crime data
studied in this chapter by examining agreement about crimeratesamong various
sourcesof official dataaswell asagreement between sources of official dataand
asource of victimization data. Thisquestion of triangulation, then, speaksto the
quality of the dependent variables often used in comparative criminological in-
vestigations; simply put, quantitative studies of comparative criminology de-
pend crucialy onthereliability and validity of cross-national indicatorsof crimi-
nal offending. Triangulation provides confidencethat the concept of crimeisbe-
ing measured reasonably well and that assessments of theoretical efficacy are
giving theories afair shake.

Our second question addresses the possibility that comparative criminol ogi-
cal theories might have differential explanatory power depending on the type of
crime under consideration. Messner (1986), for example, has provided evidence
that structural characteristics of asociety arevariously related to property crime
and violent crime. Similarly, Bennett (1991) has observed that modernization
and devel opment are differentially related to crimes of violence and theft, while
LaFreeandKick (1986: 213) have suggested that “ devel opment, wealth distribu-
tion, and national demographic characteristics affect murder and theft rates dif-
ferently” (see aso, LaFree, 1999). Moreover, in a crisply worded refutation of
general theory in comparative criminology, Groves and Newman (1989: 28)
have concluded on logical grounds that universal theory, claiming applicability
to al crimes, al offenders, and all cultures, “should be recognized for the dead
endthatitis” Accordingly, we assembleahost of variableslinked to major con-
cepts in popular comparative criminological theories and assess their utility in
accounting for variationsin different kindsof crimerates. If criminol ogical theo-
riesdifferentially explain violent and nonviolent crime, comparative investiga-
torswill dowell to specify their theoriesmore narrowly and to consider other sit-
uational and contextual featuresof criminal offendingintheir efforts at theoreti-
cal elaboration.

Related to the two questions already discussed, our third question attends to
the possibility that different theoretical accountsexplain moreor lessvariancein
national crimerates depending upon the datasourcethat it used by theinvestiga-
tor. While LaFree (1999) has concluded that certain generalizations may now be
stated asaresult of dozens of published comparative criminological studies, the
listing of 34 studies considered in his meta-analysis of cross-national homicide
indicatesthat five different crime data sources have been used by researchers, in-
cluding figures from the World Health Organization, Interpol (modal homicide
datasource), United Nations, Comparative Crime Data File, and the Human Re-
lations Area Files. Generally speaking, these previous studies have not consid-
ered more than one data sourcefor purposes of constructing dependent variables
(But see, Neapolitan, 1994; 1996; 1997). In this study, we assess whether there-
lationship between explanatory variables and crimes ratesis conditioned by the
data source from which the dependent variable derives.

Thisisapreliminary analysisof cross-national variationsin crimerates(1) us-
ing a variety of crime data sources (i.e., United Nations, Interpol, European
Sourcebook, World Health Organization, and the International Crime Victim
Study) for multiple dependent variables (i.e., violent and nonviolent crime) to
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exploretriangulation and (2) deploying a set of explanatory variables from four
different domains (i.e., modernization, inequality, opportunity, and controls) to
assessdifferencesintheoretical efficacy by type of crimeand source of data. We
begin this study with afew words about the sources of crime data and then dis-
cussthetypesof crimeto be examined. We move next to describe the theoretical
perspectives evaluated in thisanalysis. From there, we spell out the method that
wefollowed in carrying out thisinvestigation and then report on theresults of the
analysis. Weclosewith adiscussion of theseresultsand anumber of general con-
clusions.

Sources of crime data

Official dataand varietiesof error. Thelarger part of theliteraturein compara-
tivecriminology hasbeen built ontheback of admittedly fallibleofficial data. In-
deed, no published study of cross-national variations in national crime ratesis
complete without a standard litany of cautionary words. These aerts about the
quality of comparative crimedataare warranted for twoimportant reasons. First,
official dataeven within asingle nation are saddled with systematic and random
error. For onething, asrecordsof official action, thesedatado not tell usanything
about crimes that go unreported to the police nor those that go unrecorded by
these authorities. Studies that have compared victimization data with official
datain the United States and around the world have consistently found that offi-
cia data dramatically undercount the number of criminal offensesin a society.
Totheextent that criminal eventsthat go unrecorded are different from thosethat
do find their way to the police ledgers, representations of crime based on these
figureswill be biased. Moreover, official records of law enforcement and crimi-
nal prosecution are dependent upon the content of laws; asradical criminol ogists
have been keen to demonstrate, law oftentimesactsin theinterest of thefew over
themany (Reiman, 1990; Chamblissand Zatz, 1993). Thus, official measures of
crime typically overlook the offenses of the powerful. Neither the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation in the United States nor the Center for International Crime
Prevention of the United Nations publishes figures on corporate or government
crimein their standard statistical series. Another problem with official datais
that they are dependent upon the subjective judgments of law enforcement offi-
cials, prosecutors, and judges who must engage in discretionary practices that
might vary considerably by jurisdiction even within nations. Of course, theseare
only afew of the many flaws associated with official data; acomprehensivedis-
cussion of other limitations associated with these data can be found in any intro-
ductory criminology textbook.

Second, hygiene warnings about official crime data are especially warranted
inthe case of cross-national figures. For one thing, different nations may define
particular types of crime much differently; thus, what might be considered afe-
lonious act in one country may only be treated as amisdemeanor in another, and
perhaps not even deemed offensiveat al instill athird (Newman, 1999). Discre-
tionary practicesthat vary within the nation-state, such asthe decision to arrest,
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charge, and convict, may be even more variant cross-nationally. Consequently,
systemic differencesinlegal standardsunder which police officersmay makean
arrest or can initiate charges can have an influence on crime rates quite apart
from the actual amount of crime in the society. Another problem with official
cross-national dataisthat they are generally availablefor only asmall number of
the world's nations; the typical sample of countriesis generally biased toward
highly developed nations. As aresult, theoretical formulations that account for
the available datawell may be criticized for the “ cultural imperialism” roundly
derided by Beirne (1983). In any case, that official cross-national crime dataare
confronted by threatsto reliability and validity isacommonplacein the compar-
ative criminology literature; for useful reviews of the sources of error in official
cross-national data, the reader isreferred to thework of LaFree (1999) and Nea-
politan (1997).

Victimization data and varieties of error. Because of the much noted prob-
lems of reliability and validity associated with official crime data, victimization
surveys have been ingtituted in single nations (e.g., the National Crime Victim-
ization Survey in the United States and the British Crime Survey in the United
Kingdom) and, with theadvent of the I nternational CrimeVictim Survey in 1989
(vanDijk, Mayhew, & Killias, 1990; van Dijk, 1991; van Dijk & Mayhew, 1993),
globally as well. While these victimization surveys at the national and interna-
tional level avoid many of the troubleslinked to official data, such asareliance
onlegal definitionsof crimethat typically vary from one country to another, this
measurement technique is unfortunately troubled by itsown limitations (Beirne
& Perry, 1994; Neapolitan, 1997). For one, thereliability and validity of the sur-
vey data are largely dependent upon the memory of the respondents and their
willingness to report about their victimizations to social scientists. Moreover,
sensitivity toward certain typesof crimes, such assexual assault or domestic vio-
lence, may make arespondent lesslikely to report about certain kinds of victim-
izations (a problem, by the way, that a so threatens official measures). Another
crucial threat to thereliability and validity of victimization dataisthe problem of
telescoping. When a respondent tel escopes, she or he reports an experience of
victimization that actually occurred outside the time period of interest to the re-
searchers. Telescoping is minimized in some victimization surveys through the
useof bounded interviews; unfortunately, the International Crime Victim Survey
does not employ this procedure (Neapolitan, 1997). Still another problem with
all surveysisresponse rate. The danger is that those individuals who refuse to
participatein the survey may bedifferent in crucial waysfrom those peoplewho
agree to participate. While the International Crime Victim Survey has experi-
enced arange of responsiveness from about 30 percent to over 90 percent, de-
pending upon the national survey, van Dijk and Mayhew (1993) report that crim-
inal victimization does not seem to vary with responsiveness and therefore con-
cludethat biasin the datais minimal. Although thisis good news about the ear-
lier surveys, response biasis always a concern with successive administrations
of thesurvey. In short, thereliability and validity of victimization dataneed to be
assessed as cautiously as the reliability and validity of official data.

On triangulation. We have just offered avery brief overview of the varieties
of error associated with the two most common methods for measuring crime
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cross-nationally. Thisreview was naturally not exhaustive, but it servesto make
an important point. While both victimization and official data sources are
plagued by threats to reliability and validity, the varieties of error are generally
different for these two general types of crime data. If the data sources haverela
tively distinct error structures and they converge nonetheless on asimilar image
of crime in a society, then we can be a bit more confident in the validity of our
crime measures. Conseguently, the extent of agreement between official and vic-
timization data should speak most directly to the validity of these measures of
criminal offending. While validity is concerned with the accuracy or “truthful-
ness’ of data, reliability isconcerned with the consistency of similar crime mea-
sures. Because the various measures of official crime considered in this study
have similar error structures, we should expect to find that these data sources
yield a consistent image of criminal offending. Therefore, the extent of agree-
ment among theofficial datasources should addressthereliability of thesecrime
figures.

Types of crime

Most comparative criminological studies have focused on homicide as the de-
pendent variable since this type of crime is generally considered the most reli-
able and valid indicator of cross-national criminal offending and serious vio-
lenceistypically aphenomenon of great interest to criminol ogistsand the public
alike (Neapolitan, 1997). While homicide has enjoyed the most criminological
interest to date, one can certainly find a number of studies that have considered
various types of property crime as well. Interestingly, as Neuman and Berger
(1988: 291) have observed, “ studies that examined both homicide and property
crimes have not found both to be caused by the samefactors.” LaFree (1999) has
also noted that when comparative studies of crime examine both violent and
property crimes, thereislittle support found for the contention that both types of
crimeare produced by acommon causal mechanism. In hisstudy of therelation-
ship between development and crime, for example, Bennett (1991) has main-
tained that development serves to decrease crimes of violence but simulta-
neously actsto increase crimes of theft. In their study of violent and nonviolent
crime, Kick and LaFree (1986: 223) have concluded that “contrary to the pre-
dominant theoretical explanationsin recent quantitative cross-national analyses
of crime, measures of devel opment, inequality, and population growth generally
have opposite effects on murder and theft rates.” “Although a general explana-
tory theory is a desirable long-term goal,” counsel Neuman and Berger (1988:
292), “researchers cannot assume that homicide and property crime result from
the same causal process and should specify the link between causal processes
and each type of crime.” Whileweresist the tendency to pursue general theories
of crime along with Groves and Newman (1989), we agree with Neuman and
Berger aswell as other researcherswho have called for comparative studies that
consider violent and property crimes separately.
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Violent crime. In this study, we have examined four types of violent crime as
dependent variables. Aswith most prior investigations, we will consider homi-
cide along with assault, rape, and robbery. Each of these dependent variablesis
measured by multiple sources so we shall be able to draw some conclusions
about therel ationship between explanatory model sand different typesof violent
crime measured by multiple data series.

Nonviolent crime. In addition to the four types of violent crime identified
above, we have also examined four types of nonviolent crime. Traditionally, pre-
vious studies that have explored nonviolent crime have focused on theft, and we
will follow suit here aswell. In addition to theft, however, we will aso consider
other types of nonviolent crime, including burglary, auto theft, and drug-rel ated
crimes. Using multiple measuresfor each of these dependent variablesfrom dif-
ferent dataseries, wewill beinaposition to make conclusionsabout therel ation-
ship between explanatory models and different types of nonviolent crime.

In short, our analysis of avariety of crime types allows us to assess whether
existing observations about thedifferential power of standard theoretical models
to explain violent and nonviolent crime apply to these most recent data. More-
over, by examining different forms of violent and nonviolent crime, we are able
to present evidence concerning differential theoretical efficacy inaccounting for
variationsin crime rates within these standard categories.

Theoretical explanations for cross-national
variations of crime rates

We do not intend to present acomprehensive review of the theoretical literature
in comparative criminology in these few pages as this task has been undertaken
at length in other venues (Howard, Newman, & Pridemore, 2000; LaFree, 1999;
Neapolitan, 1997; Neuman & Berger, 1988). Instead, wewill focuson threethe-
oretical camps commonly considered in published studies of comparative crimi-
nology: modernization, inequality, and opportunity. Our aimisto review briefly
the central tenantsof each theoretical perspectiveandto summarizetheavailable
empirical evidence related to these theories.

Modernization. This perspective draws heavily from the ideas of Durkheim
(1964, 1966), and it has been advanced most notably in comparative criminol ogy
by Shelley (1981) and by Clinard and Abbott (1973). The central contentions of
Durkheimian-modernization theory are that the evolution of societies through
developmental stages|eadsto amore complex division of labor, abreakdown of
mechanical solidarity and the collective conscience, adrop in control over sav-
age material desires or anomie, and more deviant behavior. On thisview, norms
andvaluesfail intheir regul ative functionsduring periods of rapid social change,
which are linked to the collapse of traditional society as evidenced by a break-
down of the extended family, local community ties, traditional beliefs, and as-
cribed status relations. In this context, individualism is brought to the fore and,
without new controls and norms put into place, this individualism along with
conflict arising from growing cultural heterogeneity lead to crime and deviance



(LaFree, 1999; Neuman & Berger, 1988). Organic solidarity may sprout from
themutual interdependence of amodern society, but even Durkheim seemedtorn
about whether this newfangled community control would be as effective as that
arising from mechanical solidarity. Thus, comparative researchers working in
the modernization perspective have argued that modernization and devel opment
should be associated with increasing level s of crime and that they should aso be
associated with permanently higher rates of criminal offending, especially prop-
erty crime, owing to the suspected weakness of organic solidarity (Neapolitan,
1997). According to Neapolitan (1997), modernization theory assertsthat indus-
trialization and urbanization have more to say about cross-national variationsin
violent and nonviolent crime than the unique characteristics of the nationsbeing
studied.

A review of the comparative criminological literature easily reveal sthat mod-
ernization is the most common theory employed in cross-national studies
(LaFree, 1999; Neuman & Berger, 1988). Perhaps due to the popularity of this
theoretical perspective and the wide range of data sets used to assemble inde-
pendent variables, a number of tacks have been taken with respect to
operationalization. LaFree (1999) haslisted thefollowing ascommonindicators
(per capita) of economic devel opment and modernization: gross national (or do-
mestic) product, telephones, energy consumption, industrialization and devel-
opment indexes, and proportion in agriculture. LaFree (1999) has reported that
most studies of modernization and homicide surprisingly find an inverse rather
than apositiverelationship. Neuman and Berger (1988) have confirmed thisgen-
eral conclusion and have contended that moderni zation may be positively related
to property crime.

I nequality. One of the standard accounts of the relationship between inequal -
ity and crime derives from the work of Blau (1977), inwhich socia structureis
depicted asafunction of heterogeneity (nominal parameters that divide a popu-
lation into discrete groups with no inherent rank ordering such as religion and
race) and inequality (graduated parametersthat depict status through continuous
measurements such as income and wealth). In terms of interpersonal violence,
heterogeneity can lead to conflict between those who bel ong to aparticular nom-
inal group and “outsiders’ whileinequality can lead to conflict as those “with-
out” try to reduce imbalances while those “with” try to maintain the status quo.
Messner (1989: 597) hasal so reported that “ the structuring of economicinequal-
ity onthebasisof ascribed characteristicsisaparticularly important source of le-
thal violencein contemporary societies.” In other words, an interaction between
heterogeneity and inequality, such that a particular group is disadvantaged eco-
nomically or educationally, is likely to exacerbate societal violence (Avison &
Loring, 1986). The results of these two studies are consistent with the earlier
work of Blau and Blau (1982). More generally, this perspective maintains that
economic distress associated with inequality, poverty, and unemployment leads
tocrime. Givenitsfocuson conflictsowing to material conditionsand classrela-
tions, thisstanceismost clearly related to “radical” criminology (LaFree, 1999;
Lynch and Groves, 1986).

A positive rel ationship between economic inequality and homicide is one of
the most consistent findings in comparative criminology (LaFree, 1999;
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Messner, 1989). However, Neuman and Berger (1988) have reported that eco-
nomic inequality is unrelated to property crime. Lee and Bankston (1999) have
also reported support for the relationship between economic inequality and ho-
miciderates, while al so presenting some evidence that economic inequality may
have an enhanced relationship to criminal violence in nations with democratic
environments. This latter claim is consistent with the results of research by
Krahn, Hartnagel, and Gartrell (1986) in which the effects of economic inequal-
ity were found to be more pernicious in more democratic nations, a result that
they argue supports relative deprivation theory.

Opportunity. Relative to the other perspectives described above, opportunity
theory islittle studied (LaFree, 1999; Neuman & Berger, 1988). Neuman and
Berger (1988: 288) have said that opportunity theory “connects macro-level evo-
lution to a micro-level explanation of crime through the concept of opportuni-
ties” “In the ‘routine activity’ version of the theory,” they continue, “attractive
‘suitabletargets becomeincreasingly vulnerable through socioeconomic activi-
ties that are dispersed away from the home, reducing protection from ‘ capable
guardians'.” Whereas modernization and inequality theory speak to motiva-
tional factors associated with criminal and deviant behavior, Cohen and Felson
(1979: 589) aswell asother advocates of opportunity theory take* criminal incli-
nations as given and examine the manner in which the spatio-temporal organiza-
tion of social activities helps people to trandate their criminal inclinations into
action.” Cohen and Felson (1979) have argued that development in the United
States, and presumably other nationsaswell, hasbrought changesin“ routine ac-
tivities’ that take people away from their homes and therefore increase opportu-
nitiesfor certain typesof crime. On thisview, lower crimeis associated with ac-
tive guardianship norms, decentralized populations, low youth mobility and in-
dependence, and women in homemaking roles rather than the labor force.
Neuman and Berger (1988: 288) have explained that the opportunity perspective
in cross-national studies, which they trace back to the Chicago School of Park
and Burgess, predicts the appearance of crime “wherethereisamix of growing
material resources and environments which provide increased opportunities for
unsanctioned criminal behavior.” Bennett (1991) has reported qualified support
for routineactivitiestheory, noting that thetheory appearsto becrimespecific asit
fits property crime better than personal crime. Similarly, van Dijk (1998) has re-
viewed a series of studies conducted with the International Crime Victim Survey
and concluded that violent crimeismost highly related to measures of poverty and
inequality while property crime is most associated with opportunity indicators.

We should add that these theoretical perspectives are often compatible with
one another. Neuman and Berger (1988) have maintained that modernization
and opportunity theory aresimilar intheir evol utionary perspective, focuson ad-
aptation, and concern with industrialization, urbanization, cultural diversity, and
population growth, but they also have argued that opportunity theory stresses
material conditions (technological, organizational, and demographic) while
modernization theory highlights cultural values, normative patterns, and psy-
chological mativations. LaFree and Kick (1986) have melded modernization
theory to opportunity theory to argue that modernization will lead to decreased
homicide rates since these crimes are largely committed between intimates and
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the heightened mability and impersonal nature of modern life diminishes these
types of relationshipsand therefore opportunity. Neapolitan (1999), for his part,
has added that the marriage of modernization and opportunity theory “explains
both property and violent crimesin terms of social control, motivation, and op-
portunity.” Finally, van Dijk (1998: 50) has described a useful interactionist
model, “which sees crime rates as the result of the dynamic interplay between
motivational and opportunity factors at the macro level.” While the analysisre-
ported below segregates independent variables into theoretica domains, it
should be clear to the reader that integration between the conceptual clustersis
not only possible but likely advisable for future investigations.

Method

The objective of this study isto evaluate the relative degree of empirical agree-
ment among crime measures reported by different data sources and to assessthe
differential power of independent variablesfrom threetheoretical domainsto ex-
plain cross-national variationsin various forms of violent and nonviolent crime.

Asindicated at the start of this chapter, we are concerned with three main ques-

tions:

1. Doofficia measuresof national crimerates(United Nations, Interpol, Euro-
pean Sourcebook and, for homicide, the World Health Organization) sub-
stantially agree with one another aswell aswith victimization datafrom the
International Crime Victim Survey in their representations of criminal of-
fending?

2. Do measures of key concepts from modernization, inequality, and opportu-
nity theory differentially explain violent and nonviolent crime rates?

3. Dothese measuresof theoretical conceptsexplainmoreor lessvariationina
crimerate, say homicideor theft, depending upon the source of crimedata?

Data

This study analyzes data from nations drawn mostly from Western, Central and
Eastern Europe but also includes statistics for Canada, the United States, Israel,
and Turkey for atotal of 54 countries.! Crime statistics are provided by five dif-
ferent sources in HEUNI’s Crime Guide: (1) Sixth United Nations Survey on

1 Inorder to assess whether the relationships between theoretical domains and crime rates were conditioned by the re-
gional placement of the nationsincluded in the sample, we constructed aregional dummy variablewhere nationswere
coded aszeroif they werelocated in Europe or North Americaand oneif they werelisted as central independent states
intheHEUNI Crime Guide. Because theselatter countriesarein aperiod of transition asthey embrace market econo-
miesand thelike, explanationsof criminal offending might bedifferent intheselocationsthenin themore stable coun-
triesfurther to thewest. Whenweintroduced thisregional dummy variableinto our regression models, wefound that it
was often significant but only in the control variable only models. Whilethe regional dummy variabledid not achieve
statistical significancein the vast majority of modelsincluding inequality, modernization, and opportunity, it should
be noted that some significant coefficientsin these model swere rendered nonsignificant. Taken together, theseresults
provide further support for our general conclusion in this chapter that theoretical statementsin comparative criminol -
ogy arelikely to be most useful when they aretightly and narrowly specified. In other words, theoretical devel opment
might be well-served by efforts to specify predictions about regional variation in criminal offending rates.
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Crime Trends and Operations of the Criminal Justice Systems (1995-1997), (2)
International Crime Victim Surveys (collected between 1991-2000), (3) Inter-
pol International Crime Statistics (1997-1998), (4) European Sourcebook of
Crimeand Criminal Justice Statistics(1995-1996), (5) and the World Health Or-
ganization (1995-1997). The study also analyzes crimeindices, created by com-
bining some of the five crime sources together, developed by HEUNI's expert
group. Additionally, data for the independent variables are provided by the
World Bank, the United Nations Development Programme’s Human Devel op-
ment Report (2000), United Nations Statistical Division, theInternational Crime
Victim Survey, and Kurian (1997).

Table 1. Variable list

Variable Name | Description N Mean SD Skewness

Homicide

UNHOMAVG UN average rate of recorded committed 39 5.25 518 1.45
intentional homicide, 1995-1997

IPHOMAVG* Interpol average homicide rate, 49 6.62 8.20 4.21
1997-1998

WHOHMAVG* | WHO average homicide rate, 1995-1997 | 42 8.99 10.95 2.22

ESIHCAVG* European Sourcebook [ES] average rate | 31 3.51 3.79 2.33
of completed intentional homicide,
1995-1996

HOMIND HEUNI Homicide Index 47 51.20 26.17 .04

Assault

UNASSAVG* UN average rate of serious assaults, 28 59.57 112.06 3.25
1995-1997

IPSASAVG* Interpol average rate of recorded major 48 91.85 127.04 2.07
assaults, 1997-1998

INC4 ICVS (national or city) assault and threat | 34 3.50 1.39 -.02
average (%)

ESASAVG* ES average assault rate, 1995-1996 37 175.94 224.49 1.96

Rape

UNRAPAVG* UN average rate of recorded rapes, 42 9.58 14.61 4.67
1995-1997

IPRAPAVG* Interpol average rape rate, 1997-1998 47 7.22 6.27 2.19

INC6 ICVS (national or city) sexual assault 34 .87 .68 1.02
average (%)

ESRAPAVG* ES average rape rate, 1995-1996 36 7.50 6.40 3.00

VIOWOM HEUNI Violence Against Women Index 48 50.45 26.68 -.08

* Natural log  ** Squared
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Table 1. Variable list (continued)

Variable Name | Description N Mean SD Skewness

Robbery

UNROBAVG UN average rate of recorded robberies, 43 62.01 56.26 1.38
1995-1997

IPROBAVG Interpol average robbery rate, 48 61.17 55.34 1.46
1997-1998

INC16* ICVS (national or city) robbery average (%) | 34 1.58 1.18 1.79

Major Theft

UNMTFAVG* UN average rate of recorded major 21 559.26 912.47 2.00
thefts, 1995-1997

IPAGTAVG Interpol average major theft rate, 43 725.15 73219 1.39
1997-1998

ESTFTAVG ES average total theft rate, 1995-1996 35 | 244440 | 2,244.85 1.16

Burglary

UNBURAVG UN average rate of recorded burglaries, 33 743.70 603.54 .73
1995-1997

IPBURAVG Interpol average burglary rate, 44 789.57 710.52 1.13
1997-1998

INC2 ICVS (national or city) burglary average 34 2.55 1.19 .58
(%)

ESBRTAVG ES average burglary rate, 1995-1996 33 948.95 692.29 1.14

BURGIND HEUNI Burglary Index 44 50.06 22.60 -.00

Drug-Related

UNDRGAVG* UN average rate of recorded drug-related | 43 123.01 181.33 1.81
crimes, 1995-1997

IPDRGAVG* Interpol average drug-related crime rate, 47 153.19 193.32 1.83
1997-1998

ESDRTAVG ES average drug-related offense rate, 33 142.54 180.79 1.48
1995-1996

Auto Theft

UNATMAVG UN average rate of recorded auto thefts, 42 242.53 257.29 1.12
1995-1997

IPAUTAVG Interpol average auto theft rate, 47 224.81 278.57 1.49
1997-1998

INC10 ICVS (national or city) auto theft average | 34 1.12 .70 74
(%)

ESTFMAVG ES average car theft rate, 1995-1996 35 315.04 267.82 .99

MVCI HEUNI Motor Vehicle Crime Index 48 47.86 26.55 .08

* Natural log  ** Squared
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Table 1. Variable list (continued)

Variable Name | Description N Mean SD Skewness
Controls
HDRDIV98 Divorces (as % of marriages) 1998 46 35.37 20.97 .72
UNDER15* Percent of total population under age 15 49 21.55 5.90 1.66
(1998)
ETHNHOM™** % Ethnic Homogeneity 32 80.47 16.90 -1.78
Macro-Structural
Economic Inequality
INC34 ICVS (national or city) satisfied with 33 2.57 .55 .23
income, averaged (4 = very satisfied,
1 = not satisfied)
TOP20 Percent of income or consumption to 32 39.53 4.39 1.02
upper 20%
Gender Inequality
GEM Gender Empowerment Measure 31 .60 14 -.00
GDI98 Gender Development Index 42 .84 .08 -.58
GENINEQ Factor score variable (GEM & GDI98) 31 .00 1.00 -.29
Modernization
URBPOP98 Urban population (as % of total) 48 67.10 15.58 -22
AGRICULT Percent workforce in agriculture (1990) 43 15.33 12.33 1.49
ENERGY Energy use/consumption (oil equivalent) | 44 | 3,084.45 | 1,746.78 .80
per capita (kg) (1994)
SANITATE** Percent of population with access to 34 88.65 17.89 -1.52
sanitation
HDI98 HDR 2000: Human Development Index 48 .83 .08 -28
(1998)
HDRTEL98 HDR 2000: Televisions per 1000 people 48 420.35 161.75 .05
MODERN Factor score variable (all six 30 .00 1.00 -47
modernization variables named above)
Opportunity
INC31A ICVS (national or city) % living alone 33 8.39 6.05 91
INC33 ICVS (national or city) evenings out, average | 34 2.90 42 -15
LIFESTYLE Factor score variable (INC31A & INC33) 33 .00 1.00 .28
HDRFEA98 HDR 2000: Female economic activity 48 53.10 9.18 -97
rate (%), 1998
INC36 ICVS (national or city) car ownership 34 67.10 19.69 -.61
(%), average
INC38* ICVS (national or city) handgun 34 5.36 5.35 2.34
ownership (%), average
* Naturallog  ** Squared
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Dependent Variables

Assummarizedin Table One, violent crimeisrepresentedin thisstudy by figures
on homicide, assault, rape, and robbery while nonviolent crime is measured by
major theft, burglary, drug-related offenses, and motor vehicle theft.? All vari-
ablesfrom the UN Survey, Interpol, WHO, and European Sourcebook (official
sources of data) were computed by using averaged yearly ratesto offset possible
random fluctuations in the data series. However, when incomplete data series
wereencountered for agiven country, an averagefor theavail able subset of years
was computed or only asingle data point was used to avoid losing cases. Crimi-
nal victimization statistics employ adifferent unit of measurement than the offi-
cial crimerates(standardized per 100,000) mentioned above. ICV Sstatistics, af -
ter averaging three survey sweeps, represent the percent of respondentswho had
been victimized in the past five years. When national level datawere not avail-
ablefor aspecific case, city level survey datawere substituted.® Finally, HEUNI
crime indices for homicide, violence against women, burglary, and motor vehi-
cle theft are included in the analyses.*

Independent Variables

The theoretical perspectives discussed above — modernization, inequality, and
opportunity — are represented by a number of independent variables which will
be discussed below. In addition to these three popular theories of comparative
criminology, we aso employ afew control variables to account for other com-
monly specified relationships.

M oder nization. The modernization hypothesisis measured by asingle com-
posite factor score variable, called modernization, which is composed of six
variables. urban population (as percent of total population in 1998), percent of
workforceemployedin agriculturein 1991, energy consumption (oil equivalent)
per capita(inkilograms) in 1994, percent of the population with accessto sanita-
tionin 1994-1995, televisions per 1000 peoplein 1998, and the Human Devel -
opment Index for 1998. The Human Development Index ispredicated onindica
torsof life expectancy at birth, educational attainment (combination of adult lit-
eracy ratesand school enrollment rates), and standard of living (measured by real
Gross Domestic Product per capitain U.S. dollars). Table Two providesthe fac-

When statistical datafor the United Stateswere missing, crimeratesfrom the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) were sub-
stituted. UCR figures for murder/nonnegligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, motor vehi-
cletheft, or burglary rateswere used in the computation of UN Survey, Interpol, and European Sourcebook dependent
variables.

Our colleaguesin the expert group conducting analyses of the Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trendsand Oper-
ationsof Criminal Justice Systemsfor HEUNI were concerned that our practice of substituting city datawhen national
level figureswere absent might bias our results. To determinewhether thiswasthe case, we created adummy variable
to examine the effect of our substitution on the regression modelsfor the ICV S datareported later in the chapter. The
dummy variablewas scored zero if no substitution of national level datawas made and oneif city figureswereused in
theabsenceof themoredesirablenational level data. For theassault, burglary, and auto theft equations, the substitution
of city dataseemed to makelittle difference. In the robbery model, income satisfaction wasno longer statistically sig-
nificant. With respect to sexual assault, modernization and divorce were rendered statistically significant, although
beta coefficients over one indicated that serious problems of multicollinearity existed in the model.

See the introduction to this volume for a detailed discussion of the HEUNI crime indices.
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tor load scores and the amount of variance explained by the unrotated compo-
nent. The factor score variable representsthe relative level of modernization for
each nation. High scores represent greater levels of modernization.

Table 2. Factor analysis results

Modernization Factor Loading Variance Explained
Urban population (as % of total) .69
Percent of workforce in agriculture (1990) -.85
Energy use/consumption (oil equivalent) per capita (kg) (1994) .89
Percent of population with access to sanitation (squared) 49
Human development index (1998) 94
Televisions per 1000 people 91
65.57
Lifestyle
Percent living alone (ICVS national or city) .87
Average number of evenings out (ICVS national or city) .87
75.16
Gender Inequality
Gender Empowerment Measure (HDR 2000) 97
Gender Development Index (HDR 2000) 97
93.73

Notes: This table reports the results of three separate factor analysis runs that employed a principal components extraction
method. None of the components required rotation because only one component was identified.

Inequality. We have operationalized inequality along two dimensions re-
ferred to as economic and gender inequality. The two measures of economicin-
equality are income satisfaction and top 20 percent share of income/consump-
tion. Income satisfactionisderived froman | CV Squestion that asksrespondents
how they feel about their level of household income (1 = not satisfied, 4 = satis-
fied); accordingly, low scores are taken to indicate greater income inequality.
Top 20 percentisaWorld Bank indicator representing the degree of inequality in
termsof the percentage share of income or consumption claimed by the upper 20
percent of income earners and consumers in a nation. High scores represent
greater economic disparities. Gender inequality isacomposite factor score vari-
able created with two Human Development Report (2000) statistics: Gender

36



Empowerment Measure and Gender Devel opment Index. The Gender Empow-
erment M easure represents the rel ative empowerment of men and women in the
political and economic spheres. The measureis an index consisting of women's
and men’s percentage shares of administrative and managerial positionsand per-
centage shares of professional and technical jobs (economic participation) as
well aswomen’s and men’s percentage shares of parliamentary seats (political
participation). Low scoresindicate asociety with greater gender inequality. The
Gender Development Index represents the differences between males and fe-
males with respect to their achievementsin life expectancy, educational attain-
ment, and earned income. Low scoresindicate a society with greater gender in-
equality. Table Two providesthefactor loading scoresand the percentage of vari-
ance explained by the unrotated component.

Opportunity. Opportunity theory is tested with four different variables. The
first predictor, termed lifestyle, isafactor score variable composed of two ICV S
variables. percent of respondents living alone and the average number of eve-
ningsout (see Table Two for factor load scores). The second opportunity predic-
tor, female economic activity rate, measures women's share of the adult 1abor
forcefor those aged 15 and above. As more women enter the labor force, we as-
sumethat householdsarelesslikely to be occupied on aconsistent basis. Both of
these variables are intended to be proxy measures of guardianship. Finaly, the
last two opportunity variablesarethe percent of respondentswho own ahandgun
and percent of respondents who own acar. These last two opportunity variables
are used only in equations predicting homicide and motor vehicletheft rates, re-
spectively.

Controls. There are aso a number of control variables used for the
multivariate portion of our study. To control for the criminogeni c effectsof insta-
bility in family structure, we include ameasure of divorces as the percentage of
marriages. Another measure, percent of total population under 15 yearsof agein
1998, is used to control for age structure and is provided by the United Nations
Statistics Division (United Nations, 1999). Thefinal control variable, Kurian's
(1997) Ethnic Homogeneity Index, is used to control for population diversity.
Thisindex represents the homogeneity of anation-statein termsof ethnicity, re-
ligion, and language. Countriesthat contain fewer ethnic groups, havefewer reli-
gious traditions, and enjoy less variety in language score higher on the Ethnic
Homogeneity Index. Descriptive statisticsfor al variables, prior to any transfor-
mation, are provided in Table One above.
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Results

Theresultsof our analyseswill be presented in two main sections. First, wewill
discuss findings concerning the bivariate rel ationshi ps between official and vic-
timi zation measures of violent and nonviolent crime. Asnoted earlier, these cor-
relations speak to our first question about the reliability and validity of theinfor-
mation about cross-national variations in crime. Next, we will consider the re-
sults of multivariate analyses. These models permit us to address our second
guestion regarding the differential power of competing theories to account for
violent and nonviolent crime and to pursue our third question centered on
whether theoretical conclusions are conditioned by the source of data for de-
pendent variables.

Bivariate Analyses

Zero-order correlations between the various measures of violent crime are pre-
sented in Table Three. Correlations among homicide variables, excluding
HEUNI’shomicideindex, rangein strength from moderate between I nterpol and
European Sourcebook (r = .60, p <.001) to strong between WHO and European
Sourcebook (r=.91, p<.001). Theaverage correlation among thefour homicide
variables (.91), as measured by Cronbach’s standardized alpha, is the highest
among all violent crimesexamined (see Table Five). M ost measures of rape corre-
late very strongly with one another with the exception of the ICV S sexual assault
variable. Curioudly, all official crime measures exhibited negative associations
withthe ICV S sexual assault variable, although they were not statistically signifi-
cant. Likewise, asimilar pattern emerged for the set of robbery variables. Though
most of the official crime measures correlated strongly with each other, the ICVS
measure was weakly associated with the UN Survey (r=.33, p=.077) and not sig-
nificantly associated with theother official robbery measures. Finaly, correlations
between the assault measures were the weakest among all violent crime variable
clusters, ranging from a weak association between Interpol and the European
Sourcebook measures (r=.34, p=.04) to amodest association between Interpol and
the UN Survey measures (r=.68, p<.000). The ICV S measure was not statistically
significantly related to any assault variables and even produced an unexpected
negative correlation with the European Sourcebook measure.

Zero-order correlationsbetween the various measures of nonviolent crimeare
reportedin Table Four. The magnitude of therel ationships between official mea-
suresof nonviolent crimewere, onthe average, moderateto strong. Drug-related
measures exhibited the highest average correlations (.94), as measured by
Cronbach’s standardized a pha, followed by auto theft, major theft, and burglary
(see Table Five). Again, the cluster of ICVS measures correlated weakly with
variablesfrom official datasources, generating statistically insignificant coeffi-
cientsand two unanticipated negativerel ationshipsfor burglary. TheICV Smea-
surefor auto theft, however, achieved statistical significanceinitsrelationshipto
the UN Survey and European Sourcebook measures, although the correlations
were weak to moderate in strength.



Table 3. Zero-order correlations of violent crime by data source
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Table 4. Zero-order correlations of nonviolent crime by data source

UN Survey Interpol European Sourcebook ICVS HEUNI
UN Survey 1.00
Interpol A .76 (p = .000) (n=30) 1.00
B .76 (p = .000) (n=40)
C 49 (p = .033) (n=19)
D .82 (p = .000) (n=41)
European A .66 (p = .000) (n=24) .93 (p = .000) (n=29) 1.00
Sourcebook B 97 (p = .000) (n=29) 79 (p = .000) (n=34)
C .68 (p = .011) (n=13) .79 (p = .000) (n=29)
D .81 (p = .008) (n=29) .82 (p =.000) (n=31)
ICVS A -01 (p = .971) (n=23) -.06 (p = .772) (n=30) 01 (p = .981) (n=24) 1.00
B .39 (p = .042) (n=28) 223 (p = .191) (n=33) 43 (p = .024) (n=27)
C na na na
D na na na
HEUNI A -.76 (p = .000) (n=33) .58 (p = .000) (n=39) 72 (p = .000) (n=33) 62 (p = .000) (n=32) 1.00
B -.86 (p = .000) (n=42) .68 (p = .000) (n=46) 82 (p = .000) (n=35) 53 (p = .001) (n=33)
C na na na na
D na na na na

Notes: (A) Burglary (B) Auto theft (C) Major Theft (D) Drug-Related




Table 5. Reliability analysis

Crime N Variables Standardized ltem Alpha
Homicide 22 4 91
Rape 21 4 71
Robbery 21 4 .83
Assault 16 4 .66
Burglary 17 4 .68
Auto Theft 22 4 .85
Major Theft 11 3 .83
Drug-related 27 3 94

Notes: HEUNI crime indices were not included in the analysis.

In summary, the measures of violent crimefrom official datasourceswereei-
ther moderately or strongly related to one another. Variables from the ICVS
were, however, largely unrelated to all other measures of violent crime. Addi-
tionally, measures for assault produced the weakest correlation coefficients
among al clustersof violent crime variables. Measures of nonviolent crime pro-
duced modest rel ationshipsoverall. Aswasthe casefor violent crimes, theICVS
measures were generally weakly correlated to measures from official data
sources. The cluster of nonviolent crime measures exhibiting the strongest rela-
tionship was drug-related offenses. In short, crime variables from official
sources were related to one another in a statistically significant manner. There
was general agreement between UN Survey, Interpol, European Sourcebook,
and WHO data. This agreement evidences acceptabl e reliability among the offi-
cial measures of crime. ICV S variables, with the exception of automobile theft
and robbery, were not associated with officia crime sources (and then weakly
and inconsistently). Thislack of agreement between official and victimization
measures of crime casts some doubt on the validity of the crime data. Either the
official dataor thevictimization data, or both, seemto missthemark. Inany case,
the two types of crime data paint fundamentally different pictures about
cross-national variationsin crime.®

At a meeting of experts affiliated with HEUNI, several colleagues suggested that the well-known problem of
underreporting crimes to the police might account for the observed differences between the ICVS and official mea-
suresof crime. In order to addressthis possibility, we computed new dependent variableswith the |ICV S datathat dis-
counted the percent of crimes not reported to the police. The HEUNI Crime Guide provides two reporting rate
variables with which to accomplish this end. One is crime specific, percentage of burglaries reported to the police,
whilethe other covers personal contact crimes, presumably sexual assault, assault, and robbery. We used the burglary
reporting rateto discount the | CV Sburglary variable and the general personal contact crime reporting rateto discount
thelCV Ssexual assault, assault, and robbery figures. Substituting these new dependent variabl esthat discount the per-
cent of crimes not reported to the police, we find little convergence between the two types of data sources.
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Multivariate Analyses

We estimated our models using Ordinary Least Squares (OL S) regression tech-
nigques. Because many of the independent variableswere highly correlated with
oneanother (see Table Six), four separate regression equationswereestimatedin
order to avoid problemswith multicollinearity. The models were defined asfol-
lows:

X Model 1 estimates an equation for only the control variables.

X Model 2 estimates an equation for the inequality measures and controls.

X Model 3 estimates an equation for the modernization measure and controls.
X Model 4 estimates an equation for the opportunity variables and controls.

Homicide. Table Seven presents the results of an OL S regression on homicide
variables. Overall, the models calculated for each data source generated a num-
ber of similar results. First, regression coefficients for all theoretical variables
were consistently in the same predicted direction. Second, theinequality models
explained the most amount of variancein the dependent variablefor three of the
datasources(i.e., UN Survey, European Sourcebook, and Interpol), although the
opportunity models also posted respectable R? statistics for all but the Interpol
data. Finally, amgjority of the models tested reported income satisfaction, top
20, modernization, lifestyle, and handgun ownership to be statistically signifi-
cant predictors of homicide.

Though many similarities existed between data sources, a few conspicuous
differencesappeared. First, thelnterpol homicidedatafailed to replicate many of
the findings from the other official data sources. None of the theoretical predic-
tors tested were significantly related to Interpol homicide rates. Second, only
two data sources found female economic activity to be significantly related to
homi cide (European Sourcebook and HEUNI). Finally, therel ativeinfluencefor
each theoretical variable asmeasured by the standardi zed regression coefficients
varied by each data source. For instance, some sources find income satisfaction
exertsthe most influencein the inequality model while other modelsfind top 20
percent as the strongest explanatory predictor.
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Table 6. Zero-order correlations of independent variables

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8 X9 X10 X11
X1 1.00
X2 -.36* 1.00
X3 -.26 -.29 1.00
X4 -.04 -20 .16 1.00
X5 27 .02 -.04 12 1.00
X6 .09 -18 -.05 94** -.09 1.00
X7 A44* -.57 -16 J2%* .33 .93** 1.00
X8 .24 -27 .00 .84** .16 .92%* .84** 1.00
X9 .29 .34 -.45* -.34 .07 .03 -.21 -10 1.00
X10 -13 -.49** 12 T4%* .08 87** .82** T4%* -51** 1.00
X1 -19 -.09 -.09 .06 .23 .26 .28 15 -.07 .21 1.00
*p<.05 **p=<.01
X1 HDRDIV98 (Divorces as % of marriages)
X2 UNDER15 (% of population under 15)
X3 ETHNHOM (% ethnic heterogeneity)
X4 INC34 (ICVS income satisfaction)
X5 TOP20 (% of income or consumption to upper 20 %)
X6 GENINEQ (Gender inequality factor score variable)
X7 MODERN (Modernization factor score variable)
X8 LIFESTYLE (Opportunity factor score variable)
X9 HDRFEA98 (Female economic activity rate)
X10  INC36 (ICVS car ownership average percentage)
X11 INC38 (ICVS handgun ownership average percentage)
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Table 7. OLS regression of homicide

UN CRIME SURVEY INTERPOL (In)

1) 2) €) ) (1) ) (€) (C)
Controls
Divorces 51** [.04] 28 [.03] .62* [.03] .60** [.04] 32 [.01] 24 [.01] A3 [01] 33 [.01]
% Under 15 Years (In) A7 [4.97] A7 [7.52] .04 [3.65] -13 [10.13] -05 [71] | -13 [2.16] | -32 [87] | -22 [2.04]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -25 [.00] .02 [.00] | -19 [.00] .04  [.00] -43* [.00] | -20 [.00] | -51 [.00] | -35 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction -48  [1.00] 32 [31]
Top 20 Percent .55 [.12] 34 [.04]
Modernization
Level of Modernization -47* 58] A4 [17]
Opportunity
Lifestyle -61** [.73] 32 [16]
Female Economic Activity 43 [16] 13 [03]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 36 [1.12] .01 [.25]
(N) 25 17 16 19 29 18 19 22
Constant -9.11 [17.00] | -38.93[22.93] | .02 [11.53] -2.46 [26.86] 2.85 [2.44] | 391 [6.90] | 5.89 [2.89] | 5.65 [5.58]
Adjusted R? 37 83*F** .50* B63** 29** 23 19 .08
*p<.05 **p=<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 7. OLS regression of homicide (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK (In) WHO (In)

1) @ ©) (C) 1) @ @) )
Controls
Divorces 34 [.01] -14 [.01] 31 [.02] A4*  1.01] A42% [.01] 21 [.01] J1%* 1.01] 58** [.01]
% Under 15 Years (In) -10 [1.32] A9 [1.45] | -12  [2.27] -14  [1.45] .00 [1.35] 25 [1.64] | -.53* [1.37] 01 [1.71]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -56* [.00] -46* [.00] | -.88* [.00] -03  [.00] -25  [.00] .03 [.00] | -24 [.00] .01 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction -35  [.23] -58** [.25]
Top 20 Percent A48* [.03] A43* .03
Modernization
Level of Modernization -40 [.22] -44*  [.23]
Opportunity
Lifestyle -69** [14] -.63***[.13]
Female Economic Activity .56*  [.02] 27 [.03]
% Handgun Ownership (In) S1* 19 A2% [19]
(N) 17 13 11 15 25 17 17 20
Constant 439 [4.28] | -3.61 [4.46] | 6.81 [7.31] | -33 [4.55] 1.87 [459] |-5.64 [5.21] | 11.15* [4.33] |-2.00 [4.37]
Adjusted R? A6* J9** .53 75** 19 .66 ** 54 ** .66**
*p=<.05 **p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 7. OLS regression of homicide (continued)

HOMICIDE INDEX (HEUNI)

1) @ @) “)
Controls
Divorces 28 [19] 07 [.23] 38 [.29] 37 [17]
% Under 15 Years (In) .05 [24.95] 13 [47.89] | -.09 [31.32] -20 [42.24]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -42 [00] | -08 [.00] | -25 [.00] -12 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction -.62**[6.91]
Top 20 Percent A1*[.82]
Modernization
Level of Modernization -50 [5.01]
Opportunity
Lifestyle -.68***[3.33]
Female Economic Activity A45%  [.69]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 51** [5.22]
(N) 28 18 18 22
Constant 55.14 [85.08] |-36.80[152.68] | 83.44[99.42] | 72.52[115.37]
Adjusted R? .25* 56** 21 57*

*p=<.05 **p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.




Rape. Table Eight presentsthe results of an OL S regression on rape variables
by source of data. There is general agreement across models. First, theoretical
predictorsin official datamodelsare consistently in the same direction. Second,
four of thefive OL Sregression model sfind gender inequal ity and moderni zation
tobesignificantly related to rape and three model sreport lifestyleto beasignifi-
cant predictor of sexual assault. Third, three of the five data sourcesfind that the
inequality model significantly explained more of the variance in the dependent
variable than any other regression model tested.

Despite the agreement across data sources, some noticeable differences did
emerge. First, the ICV S modelsfailed to duplicate many of the significant rela-
tionshipsfound in the other models. In fact, none of the |CV S modelsfound the-
oretical predictors to be significantly related to sexual assault. Finally, the ex-
planatory contribution of the controls varied by data source with divorce being
the only stable predictor of rape (control only models).

Robbery. Table Nine presents the results of an OLS regression on robbery
variables. Three of the four data sources find modernization to be positively and
significantly related to robbery. Other theoretical variables were consistent in
that they were statistically poor predictorsof robbery. Although income satisfac-
tionisasignificant predictor in two regression models, they have opposing va-
lences. The ICVS model finds a negative relationship while the European
Sourcebook reportsapositiverelationship. Lifestyle, too, inthel CV Sregression
model departsfrom other model sby generating atheoretically unexpected nega-
tive relationship in the prediction of robbery rates.

Assault. Table Ten presents the results of an OL S regression on assault. Most
theoretical variables are statistically poor predictors of assault across all data
sources. Only two variableswere significantly predictive of assault in morethan
asingle model: divorce and modernization.

Regression equations for the European Sourcebook data generated many sta-
tistically significant models finding the theoretical variables ethnic homogene-
ity, income satisfaction, and female activity rateto be predictive of assault rates.
Surprisingly, however, ethnic homogeneity was positively related to assault.
Thismeasure was negatively associated to all other formsof violencetested pre-
vioudly (i.e., homicide, rape, robbery).
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Table 8. OLS regression of rape

UN CRIME SURVEY (In) INTERPOL (In)

U] @ @) “) 1) ) @) )
Controls
Divorces 37 [.01] -03  [.01] A2 [.01] 19 [.01] b5*  [.01] -10  [.01] .01 [01] A1 [01]
% Under 15 Years (In) -17  [1.02] 21 [.96] A0 [79] .09 [2.29] .00 [1.07] 24 [1.26] A3 [91] A3 [1.99]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -33  [00] | -48* [.00] | -45** [.00] | -.23 [.00] A4 [.00] -10  [00] | -33  [.00] 35 [.00]
Inequality
Gender Inequality .68*** [113] 83** [.15]
Top 20 Percent 16 [.03] 29 [.03]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 65***[.16] .85** [.20]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 65** [17] 52*  [14]
Female Economic Activity -04  [.03] -05  [.02]
(N) 27 17 18 20 27 15 17 20
Constant 479 [3.54] |-1.51 [3.24] | 1.34 [2.59] A1 [6.19] A8 [3.79] |-3.23 [4.35]| 1.25 [3.47] |-3.131**[6.16]
Adjusted R? 27* B7** V& o -43* 18 .62* 5h** 50**
*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 8. OLS regression of rape (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK (In) ICVS

1) ) ©) ) (1) @ (€) “4)
Controls
Divorces 65  [.01] -09 [01] A1 [01] 39 [01] 39 [.01] .05 [.01] 45 [.01] 34 [.01]
% Under 15 Years (In) .00 [1.00] T2%*[1.17] .06  [.96] 43 [1.77] 02 [1.33] .03 [1.90] -25 [1.98] | -10 [1.57]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) A1 [00] -11* [00] | -32  [.00] 36 [.00] .08 [.00] .09 [.00] -15  [.00] .09  [.00]
Inequality
Gender Inequality 57 [12] -18  [.16]
Top 20 Percent -06 [.02] 51 [.03]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 54*  [.21] -15  [.20]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 35 [15] -21 [12]
Female Economic Activity .08 [.02] A9 [02]
(N) 21 13 14 17 22 16 15 22
Constant 51 [3.39] |-11.84* [3.65] | 1.65 [3.26] | -8.70 [5.36] | -.06 [4.21] |-2.23 [6.04] | 415 [5.85] 86 [4.44]
Adjusted R? 27* 8** B4** 40 .00 -.02 -.20 -.05
*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 8. OLS regression of rape (continued)

Violence against women index (HEUNI)

M @) @) (4)
Controls
Divorces A1x o [21] A1 [21] A1 [.30] 19 [21]
% Under 15 Years (In) -04 [25.14] | .45*[28.18] 20 [27.77] .08 [50.97]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -21  [.00] -17  [.00] | -.27  [.00] .04 [.00]
Inequality
Gender Inequality .58* [3.85]
Top 20 Percent .09  [.83]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 57* [5.51]
Opportunity
Lifestyle A49* [4.03]
Female Economic Activity 25 [.79]
(N) 29 17 19 22
Constant 61.50 [86.55] |-152.841[95.12]| -13.71[91.79] |-50.42 [144.42]
Adjusted R? 18* .50* 37* .26

*p<.05 **p=<.01

***p < .001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 9. OLS regression on robbery

UN CRIME SURVEY INTERPOL
U] @ @) “) 1) ) @) )

Controls
Divorces .56** [.37] 24 [.57] 09  [.56] b4* [47] B85***[.37] 52*  [.65] 25 [.52] .80***[.45]
% Under 15 Years (In) -14 [41.46] 13 [117.70] .03 [51.95] | -.23 [125.34] | -.15 [44.59] .02 [134.01] | -.03 [48.37] 11[110.88]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -32 [00] | -40 [00] | -40 [00] | -28 [01] | -10 [0OO] | -10 [0O1] -15  [00] | -10  [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction 18 [16.99] 37 [19.34]
Top 20 Percent A42* [2.01] 35 [2.29]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 49*[10.32] .60**[9.60]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 13 [8.95] 27 [8.74]
Female Economic Activity 26 [1.97] -35 [1.81]
% Handgun Ownership (In) .36 [14.01] .20 [13.70]
(N) 27 18 18 20 29 18 19 22
Constant 163.28 -332.91 79.83 257.69 141.53 264.31 77.22 -30.06

[143.78] [375.23] [171.32] [326.55] [153.50] [427.24] [159.88] [302.86]
Adjusted R? H2*x* 53* .35* .50* ATHF* 46* 46* H2**
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Table 9. OLS regression on robbery (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK ICVS (In)
) ) @) (4) (1) @) 3) 4)
Controls
Divorces 57* [49] 09 [88] | -08 [64] | .62* [65] 22 [01] 06 [01] 36 [01] 25  [01]
% Under 15 Years (In) -.02 [68.43] 10[163.11] A7 [51.72) .05[155.47] -06 [1.69] | -17 [1.59] | -19 [2.42] | -34 [1.54]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -17 [o01] | -65 [.01] | -64* [O1] | -26 [01] | -43 [00] | -37 [.00] | -44 [.00] | -35 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .62*[26.39] -59** [.23]
Top 20 Percent 14 [3.03] 21 03]
Modernization
Level of Modernization .91**[11.30] -48  [.24]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .35 [15.34] -.64** [12]
Female Economic Activity -24  [2.42] 41 1.03]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 17 [20.41] 27 [19]
(N) 21 14 14 17 22 18 15 22
Constant 57.26 -193.85 94.81 58.18 2.22 5.25 4.48 4.91
[231.27] [504.27] [175.21] [479.95] [5.32] [5.06] [7.15] [4.20]
Adjusted R? 34* 4 T3 .32 12 A4* .09 A9**
*p<.05 *p<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 10. OLS regression on assault

UN CRIME SURVEY (In) INTERPOL (In)

) @ @) “) ) ) @) )
Controls
Divorces 30 [01] .05 [.03] -01  [02] 53*  [.01] 09  [01] -02  [02] | -19 [.02] 20 [.02]
% Under 15 Years (In) -07 [1.77] 36 [8.59] 32 [2.29] .07 [3.49] 04 [1.61] 38 [3.84] 51* [1.74] 50 [3.89]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 45 [.00] .63 [.00] 54 [.00] 36 [.00] -01  [.00] .00 [.00] .00 [.00] .01 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction 13 [1.02] A7 [.55]
Top 20 Percent 18 [15] 09 .07
Modernization
Level of Modernization A7 [.37] .63*  [.39]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 35 [24] 188 [31]
Female Economic Activity -59*  [.05] =31 [.06]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 38 [.37] .04 [48]
(N) 18 12 13 14 29 18 19 22
Constant 2.67 [5.93] | -19.16 [25.77] | -5.19[7.29] 3.73 [9.79] 2.67 [5.56] | -14.11[12.25] | -7.64 [5.77] | -11.44[10.62]
Adjusted R? .09 -.23 A3 .55 -1 .04 29 -1
*p<.05 **p=<.01 **p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 10. OLS regression on assault (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK (In) ICVS

(1) @) 3) (4) (1) ) @) )
Controls
Divorces A49*  [.01] 51* .02 23 [.02] A45*%  [.01] 29 [.01] =31 [02] | -27 [.03] 10 .02]
% Under 15 Years (In) -01 [1.88] .09 [2.80] 27 [1.29] 26 [2.63] A1 [3.38] 53 [4.04] 61 [4.44] -12  [4.06]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 51* .00] 22 [.00] 25 [.00] 38 [.00] -05 [00] | -04 [0O] | -17 [0O] | -04 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .76** [.45] -30  [.58]
Top 20 Percent -17 0 [.09] 34 1.07]
Modernization
Level of Modernization J7** [.28] -25  [44]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 65** [.26] 11 32
Female Economic Activity -34  [.04] A7 [.07]
% Handgun Ownership (In) A5 [.34] .03 [.50]
(N) 21 14 14 17 22 18 15 22
Constant 39 [6.36] 5.81 [8.64] -4.64 [4.36] -6.47 [8.10] | -1.28[10.65] | -18.99 [12.87] | -19.10[13.13] | 2.91[11.08]
Adjusted R? 18 72 77 .69 -.04 10 19 -.05
*p<.05 **p=<.01 **p< 001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.




Burglary. Table Eleven presentsthe results of an OL Sregression on burglary.
First, among the theoretical variables, modernization and lifestyle were signifi-
cantly related to burglary in three out of five regression models from different
data sources. Income satisfaction was significant in two models. Second, all of
the significant predictors exhibited a positive relationship. Third, divorce
emerged as asignificant control variable in several equations calculated for the
European Sourcebook and Interpol regression series. Again, the ICVS regres-
sion series produced no significant models or predictors of burglary.

Auto Theft. Table Twelve presents the results of an OL S regression on auto
theft. There was a high degree of consistency between data sets. First, the in-
equality model explained the most amount of variance among all regression
models tested. Income satisfaction and modernization were significant predic-
tors of auto theft for four data series.® Lifestyle was also a significant predictor
but for only one model. Finally, the ICV S models failed to duplicate the robust
relationships observed in other data series tested.

Major theft. Table Thirteen below presentstheresultsof an OL Sregressionon
major theft. The UN Survey and Interpol data converge on most modelsfinding
no significant relationships between theindependent variabl esand theft with the
exception of modernization (for theInterpol model only). Resultsfrom the Euro-
pean Sourcebook depart from other official data sources finding divorce, ethnic
homogeneity, income satisfaction, and lifestyle to be significant predictors of
major theft.

Drug-Related Offenses. Table Fourteen presentsthe results of an OL Sregres-
sion on drug-related offenses. There is a remarkable amount of agreement
among the three official data sources. All three data series find income satisfac-
tion, modernization, and lifestyle to be statistically significant predictors of
drug-related offenses. Among all crimesanalyzed in thisstudy, the greatest level
of agreement between data series exists with the prediction of drug-related of-
fenses.

The standardized coefficient for modernization in the European Sourcebook model isabove 1.00 in valueindicating a
problem with collinearity. Caution iswarranted in interpreting this statistic because collinearity increases the chance
of committing aType| error (failureto find astatistically significant relationship when one exists) and renders com-
parisons between beta coefficients, to determine relative explanatory strength, impossible.
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Table 11. OLS regression on burglary

UN CRIME SURVEY INTERPOL

(1) @) @) 4) (1) ) (€) )
Controls
Divorces 44 [769] | .32 [6.71] | .01 [8.18] .20 [5.65] A7* [5.82] | .39** [3.82] | .08 [5.66] .28* [3.63]
% Under 15 Years (In) -.06 [1025.93] | -.24 [1625.20] | .07[807.07] | -.14[1616.53] | -.17[698.46] |-.31* [1003.67]| .07[535.31] -.03[1055.40]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 31 [.08] | .26 [.05] | .30 [.06] 31 [.05] 32 [.06] | .18 [.03] | .33* [.04] 29*  [.04]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .83** [206.85] .88*** [113.39]
Top 20 Percent A3 [37.22] 01 [13.21]
Modernization
Level of Modernization .82**[127.49] .84***[98.34]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .79**[99.49] .78***[65.30]
Female Economic Activity .09 [29.23] -09[13.41]
(N) 18 13 14 14 26 17 18 20
Constant 506.18 2,633.28 -560.77 2,914.10 1,321.99 5,574.14 -725.71 1031.13

[3,323.31] [5,446.85] [2,565.20] [4,463.87] [2,383.79] [3,079.19] [1,788.52] [3,039.59]

Adjusted R? .00 74 .52 .68 21 .84 .69 .76
*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.




LS

Table 11. OLS regression on burglary (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK ICVS
(1) @) @) (C) (1) @) 3) )

Controls
Divorces 63* [559] | .81* [6.90] | .15 [15.58] | 43* [443] | -12 [.01] -108 [.02] -04  [.03] -02  [.01]
% Under 15 Years (In) .06 [974.50] | .04 [1,460.29] | .72 [2,612.26] | .14 [1,201.17] | -14 [3.02] | -16 [4.04] | -17 [4.97] -38 [3.34]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) .50 [.08] | .44 [.08] | .85 [19] | .29 [.07] | -39 [.00] -38 [.00] -33  [.00] =37 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .55 [258.62] -24  [.58]
Top 20 Percent -33 [23.23] 24 [.07]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 35 [177.29] .04 [.49]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .64** [125.27] -24  [.26]
Female Economic Activity -05 [15.24] 44 [.05]
(N) 18 12 12 15 22 18 15 22
Constant -1,603.11 -1,814.21 -11,182.11 -2,277.07 8.58 9.84 9.97 12.57

[3,200.77] [4,109.28] [8,407.76] [3,740.39] [9.52] [12.87] [14.72] [9.46]
Adjusted R? 27 .70 58 .68 .00 -.06 -.28 .07
*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 11. OLS regression on burglary (continued)

BURGLARY INDEX (HEUNI)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Controls

Divorces

% Under 15 Years (In)

% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq)
Inequality

Income Satisfaction

Top 20 Percent
Modernization

Level of Modernization
Opportunity

Lifestyle

Female Economic Activity

N)
Constant
Adjusted R?

20 [.24]
04 [35.93]
10 [.00]

25
31.77 [117.74]
-07

05 [.34]
20 [70.42]
-09  [.00]

43 [10.19]
07 [1.23]

17
-119.68 [226.89]
-11

-26  [.33]
36 [33.93]
07 [.00]

71 [5.51]

17
-86.29[107.10]
30

02 [.27]
10 [63.01]
01 [.00]

26 [5.11]
36 [97]

21
-68.13 [178.86]
-01

*p<.05 **p=<.01

***p < .001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 12. OLS regression on auto theft

UN CRIME SURVEY INTERPOL
) ) @) (C) 1) @) ©) )
Controls
Divorces 18 [2.73] .03 [2.05] -29 [2147] | -07 [2.07] .07 [2.45] -04  [2.46] | -40* [2.77] | -12 [2.50]
% Under 15 Years (In) -12 [299.83] .00 [443.16] .26 [203.44] | -.04 [445.34] | -.04[303.63] | -.04[506.42] .28 [258.83] | -.17 [505.36]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 19 03] 02 [.02] 04 [.02] A3 [02] A1 03] -13 [.02] | -.11 [.02] | -.02 [.02]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .90***[65.90] 84***[73.09]
Top 20 Percent .03 [11.65] .03 [8.66]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 95***[40.42] .83***[51.39]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .73*[66.79] .67 [83.73]
Female Economic Activity 13 [7.50] 21 [8.73]
% Own Car A7 [3.95] 07 [4.97]
(N) 26 17 18 19 28 18 19 22
Constant 462.22 -941.37 -658.76 100.39 247.43 318.80 654.13 924.46
[1,041.84] [1,526.13] [670.96] [1,304.68] [1,043.80] [1,614.51] [855.44] [1,583.45]
Adjusted R? -.05 T4FEH B8*** BY*** -10 59** 51** 42*
*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 12. OLS regression on auto theft (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK ICVS
1) ) @) (4) (1) @) 3) 4)

Controls
Divorces 31 [276] | .05 [3.17] | -50 [5.12] | -08 [257] | -.03 [01] 06 [01] | -01 [01] | -08 [01]
% Under 15 Years (In) -.03 [448.78] .02[590.02] 11[342.30] | -.13[570.02] -35 [1.61] -55 [1.90] | -52 [2.23] -43 [1.99]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 4 [.04] 01 [.04] 18 [.09] 21 [.03] -43  [.00] -46  [.00] | -38  [.00] -43  [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .87**[95.44] A3 [.27]
Top 20 Percent -.04 [10.96] 10 [.03]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 1.14**[93.95] 21 [22]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .76 [96.85] -09 [.33]
Female Economic Activity 24 [9.78] A1 03]
% Own Car -.04 [6.09] -07  [.02]
(N) 19 14 13 17 22 18 15 22
Constant -150.84 -822.43 -377.94 613.90 8.41 11.63 10.99 9.50

[1,477.68] [1,824.10] [1,166.32] [1,895.43] [5.07] [6.07] [6.60] [6.22]
Adjusted R? .02 .63 51 .56 .00 .05 -.05 -16
*p=<.05 **p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 12. OLS regression on auto theft (continued)

Motor Vehicle Theft Index (HEUNI)

(1) @ @) (C)

Controls
Divorces 10 [.23] -15 0 [22] | -41* [27] | 11 [24]
% Under 15 Years (In) -.26 [27.51] -.07 [44.68] 19 [25.63] -.26 [48.78]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) .02 [.00] -20 [.00] -14  [.00] -07 [.00]
Inequality
verflowIncome Satisfaction .79***[6.45]
Top 20 Percent 15 [.76]
Modernization
Level of Modernization .83***[5.09]
Opportunity
Lifestyle -07 [8.08]
Female Economic Activity 51 [.84]
% Qwn Car .80 [48]
(N) 29 18 19 22
Constant 137.09 14.92 1.68 49.82

[94.70] [142.45] [84.70] [152.84]
Adjusted R? -.03 5B** 50** .36*

*p=<.05 **p=<.01

***p < .001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 13. OLS regression on major theft

UN CRIME SURVEY (In) INTERPOL
1) @) (3) 4 (1) @) @) 4

Controls
Divorces 26 [.02] 27 [.15] -01  [05] A1 [.03] 38 [4.64] 28 [8.09] 01 [751] | .48 [5.14]
% Under 15 Years (In) -32 [2.72] | -.07 [36.65] A1 [9.69] -08 [9.21] | -33[604.77] | -.33[2025.39] | -.12[856.28] | -.07[1341.78]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) A2 [.00] 23 [.00] 28 [.00] 16 [.00] -09 [05 | -16 [07] | -.08 [06] | -22  [.06]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .65 [1.55] .53 [267.84]
Top 20 Percent -09  [49] .20 [26.87]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 44 1.80] .63* [140.30]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 56 [.56] .33 [113.83]
Female Economic Activity 30 [10] 49 [21.44]
(N) 14 8 10 10 25 15 16 19
Constant 11.26 5.59 -.53 13.10 3352.12 5591.60 2041.68 4124.32

[9.20] [92.67] [28.58] [26.71] [2,062.69] [6,177.44] [2,746.36] [4,061.95]
Adjusted R? .00 -.83 -.38 -.03 .25* 16 .30 .36
*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 13. OLS regression on major theft (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK
(1) @ @) (G

Controls
Divorces 50* [20.51] | .16 [46.21] | -.01 [47.22] | .08 [15.41]
% Under 15 Years (In) -11[2,908.39] | .23[8,626.16] | .23 [3,654.86] | -.01 [3,985.48]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) b2*  [28] | 14 [.53] | .00 [.62] | .38 [.23]
Inequality
nincome Satisfaction .78*[1,414.88]
Top 20 Percent -08 [124.96]
Modernization
Level of Modernization .87 [1,243.31]
Opportunity
Lifestyle .65*** [351.55]
Female Economic Activity .28 [53.47]
(N) 20 13 13 16
Constant -97.18 -25,157.53 -5,581.50 -5,380.92

[9,775.40] [26,147.69] [10,718.59] [11,843.65]
Adjusted R? .25 .50 .36 74>

*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 14. OLS regression of drug-related offences

UN CRIME SURVEY (In) INTERPOL

) ) @) (C) 1) @) ©) )
Controls
Divorces .08  [.02] A0 [.02] -12 [02] A1 [01] 22 [.01] 20 [.01] .04 [.01] 21 [.01]
% Under 15 Years (In) .09 [1.80] 24 [3.66] 22 [1.66] 46 [3.81] -.04 [1.60] A5 [2.61] .09 [1.39] A4 [2.91]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) -04  [.00] .03  [.00] -13  [.00] .08  [.00] .09  [.00] .08 [.00] -05  [.00] A7 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction 78***[.53] 87***[.38]
Top 20 Percent 18 [.06] 15 [.04]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 82***[.33] .82***[.28]
Opportunity
Lifestyle 69** [.27] J3** [.23]
Female Economic Activity -46  [.06] =21 [.09]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 19 [43] a5 [.36]
(N) 27 18 18 20 29 18 19 22
Constant 121 [6.26] | -17.94[11.66] | -1.41[5.47] -12.95[[9.94] 3.84 [5.52] -11.56 [8.31] 1.96 [4.60] -.67 [7.95]
Adjusted R? -1 .52* B53** 45 -.06 BY*** H59** 50**
*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Table 14. OLS regression of drug-related offences (continued)

EUROPEAN SOURCEBOOK

1) @) 3) (4)
Controls
Divorces 33 [.02] 02 [02] | -30 [04] | .28 [.02]
% Under 15 Years (In) 16 [3.03] 31 [3.69] 40 [6.34] 25 [4.12]
% Ethnic Homogeneity (sq) 53 [.00] .09 [.00] .02 [.00] 43 [.00]
Inequality
Income Satisfaction .85%**[.59]
Top 20 Percent 22 [.07]
Modernization
Level of Modernization 99** [.49]
Opportunity
Lifestyle B57* 4]
Female Economic Activity -17  1.06]
% Handgun Ownership (In) 22 [.54]
(N) 20 14 13 17
Constant -6.41[9.96] | -24.82[11.28] | -10.32[20.23] | -11.35[12.71]
Adjusted R? .07 .69** .58* A48*

*p<.05 *p=<.01 ***p=<.001

Notes: Standardized regression coefficients are shown with standard errors in brackets.
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Discussion and conclusions

In this chapter, we were concerned with answering three main questions. First,
concerned about the reliability and validity of popular cross-national measures
of crime, weinquired whether official measures of national crime rates substan-
tially agree with one another and with victimization datafrom the ICVSin their
representationsof criminal offending. Second, owingto observationsreportedin
the extant comparative criminological literature concerning the unique causal
mechanismslinked to violent and nonviolent crime, we asked whether key con-
cepts from modernization, inequality, and opportunity theory differentially ex-
plain violent and nonviolent crimerates. Finally, because previous studiesin the
vein of comparative criminology have used avariety of datasourceswith which
to construct dependent variables, we examined whether measures of theoretical
concepts explained more or less variation in crime rates depending upon the
source of the crime data.

Turning to the first question, we learned generally that official measures of
crime aremostly consistent in their depictions of crimerateswhile official mea-
sures and victimization measures were typically in disagreement. For violent
crime, we saw that the official measures of rape were correlated strongly (r=.92
tor=.97) while measures of robbery were moderately associated (r=.83tor=.85)
and measures of homicide were modestly to strongly related (r=.60 to r=.91).
Among the official measures of crime, the poorest measures of association were
obtained for indicators of assault (r=.34 to r=.68), which probably results from
thevariationwith which assault isdefined and treated by police cross-nationally.
With respect to the association between official and victimization measures, we
observed that there waslittle agreement between the two types of data. Theonly
significant correlation results from the UN Survey and ICV S measures of rob-
bery, although this coefficient wasrather weak. Asfor nonviolent crime, weonce
again found significant consistency among the official measures, although for
these crimetypesthe measures of association werelessrobust. Official measures
of drug-related crimes were correlated moderately (r=.81 or r=.82) while auto
theft (r=.76 to r=.97), burglary (r=.66 to r=.93), and major theft (r=.49 to r=.79)
displayed more range in the resulting coefficients. While the ICV S measures of
auto theft were modestly related to those derived from the UN Survey (r=.39,
p=.04) and European Sourcebook (r=.43, p=.02), suggesting that official and
victimization sources are in agreement with respect to their renderings of this
form of crime, no such relationship was uncovered for official and victimization
measures of burglary. In conclusion, we can say that the official measures dem-
onstrate a reasonable degree of reliability. However, this finding says nothing
about their accuracy. Asevery introductionto methodol ogy textbook reportsear-
nestly, datamay be consistently wrongin their depiction of “reality.” That solit-
tle agreement isfound between the official and victimization measures |eads us
to suspect the validity of standard measures of cross-national crime. Whileitis
truethat onetype of crime data may be more accurate than the other, it isalmost
impossible to know for sure from only two types of data series. Indeed, afirmer
answer to the question of validity will haveto await amore complete application
of the notion of triangulation, and asthe name suggeststhisexercisewill require



at least three different types of crime data, each with their own sources of error.
Perhaps a robust effort to implement rigorous cross-national self-report studies
of crime will help to resolve this problem in the future.

With respect to the second question, we found that homicide rates tend to be
negatively related to income satisfaction, modernization, and lifestyle while the
other measures of violent and nonviolent crime tend to be positively related to
these same variables. In other words, homicide rates seem to be highest in those
nations where people are generally dissatisfied with their income (a measure of
inequality for purposesof thisstudy), modernization hasnot been achievedfully,
and folks tend to live with others and stay at home in the evenings. However,
other forms of violent crime, such as rape and robbery, as well as nonviolent
crimesaremorelikely to occur in nationswhere peopleare satisfied with their in-
comes (or in the rape model swhere gender equality ishigh), modernization has
occurred,” and folks tend to live alone and go out in the evenings. These out-
comes are consistent with the reports of previous studies in which the causal
pathways for violent and nonviolent crime seem to be different (Bennett, 1991;
LaFree, 1999; LaFree and Kick, 1986; Messner, 1986). In conclusion, these re-
sults lend support to the injunction of Groves and Newman (1989) against gen-
eral theory in comparative criminology and should serveto encouragethe devel -
opment of moretightly and narrowly specified theoretical accountsfor cross-na-
tional variationsin criminal behavior.

Looking finally at our third question, we have seen that the rel ationships be-
tween key explanatory variables and measures of crime are dependent inimpor-
tant ways on the data source for the dependent variables. Generally speaking,
few of thetheoretical variables explained much of the variancein cross-national
criminal offending reported by the ICV S data series and when these variables
achieved statistical significance, their valences werein the opposite direction of
those returned in the models using official data. Even within the official mea-
sures, however, depending upon the data source that one chose to employ, one
might reach fundamentally different conclusions regarding the efficacy of par-
ticular theoretical indicators. Consider, for example, theregressionsof homicide
measures. While the UN Survey models show divorce (+), income satisfaction
(-), top 20 percent in income/consumption (+), modernization (-), and lifestyle
() to be significant predictors of cross-national variations in homicide rates,
none of these variables emerge as significant in the models using Interpol data.
Or consider, for another example, the regression of burglary measures. Exam-
ining the UN Survey models, we seethat income satisfaction (+), modernization
(+), andlifestyle(+) aresignificant predictorsof cross-national variationsin bur-

On the suggestion of our colleaguesinthe HEUNI expert group, weincluded ameasure of the rate with which crimes
arereported to the policetaken from the ICV S(i.e., percent reporting contact crimeto the policefor therape/sexual as-
sault, robbery, assault models or percent reporting all crime to police for all other dependent variables) aswell asa
measure of policeefficiency (i.e., conviction ratesper 100,000 for each type of crimedivided by police personnel rates
per 100,000) in order to see whether the observed relationshi ps between modernization and cross-national variations
incrimeratesmight bewashed away. Whilethe number of casesavailablefor the regression model swasreduced dras-
tically in some cases and multicollinearity was an obvious problem, these two measures did mediate the relationship
between modernization and crime ratesin anumber of models. Asindicated by our colleagues, these findings suggest
that the moderni zation-crimerel ationship may be spurious, attributabl e perhapsto the better reporting practices of po-
lice agencies in modernized nations. Of course, this possibility deserves more refined attention in further analyses.
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glary rateswhilethe European Sourcebook modelsyield significant coefficients
for divorce (+) and lifestyle(+). In conclusion, theresults of the present study in-
dicatethat the choice of data source from which dependent variablesare gleaned
can have ameasurable impact on the support, or lack thereof, for different theo-
retical stancesin comparative criminology.

We began this chapter by indicating that our purpose in carrying out the re-
ported anal yseswasto understand cross-national variationsof crimeratesin Eu-
rope and North Americaduring the middle of the 1990s. Addressing three main
guestions, we have concluded: (1) while official measures of cross-national
crime rates seem to bereliable, thereislittle evidence to support the validity of
either theofficial or victimization measures; (2) theoretical accountsof cross-na-
tional variation in crimerates need to take account of the types of crimethat are
examined since some crimes seem to have distinct causal mechanisms at work;
and (3) theoretical accounts of cross-national variation in crime rates may yield
different pictures depending upon the source of crime data deployed. Taken to-
gether, these conclusions suggest that comparative criminol ogists should be es-
pecialy careful when engaging in quantitative analyses and, further, that they
should pursue theoretical models that are more narrowly specified.
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4  Crime Trends: Europe and

4.1

4.2

North America

Kauko Aromaa and Seppo Leppd

Constructing indices of different types
of crime

In chapter one (section 1.6) the construction of crime indices was briefly de-
scribed. In this present chapter, the national scores on the indices are presented.
Asreported previously, indiceswere constructed by averaging rank numberson
the source variables. The procedure resulted in rank numbers for all countries
whichresponded to therelevant items. One advantage of making use of theindices
approach isthat it enables atime series comparison of the results of both the Fifth
United Nations Survey, covering thetimeperiod 1990to 1994 (seevan Dijk, Block
and Ollus, 1998) and those of the Sixth Survey, covering the time period 1995 to
1997. Asalso explained in section 1.6 above the indices are based on avariety of
source variables. A list of these variablesis found in annex B of this report.

As delineated in section 1.6 above the calculation of the indices resultsin a
scale of scoresfrom 1 to 100. Comparison of score values should bestrictly lim-
ited to analysing them over time, i.e. only horizontal examination is recom-
mended, not vertical one, involving comparison between countries. These cau-
tionary recommendationsare based on theinherent problemsrel ated to the ques-
tionable quality of crime statistics, as already discussed in chapter one. Thisis
also the reason why only eight crime categories have been selected for the fol-
lowing time series analysis. The categories of crime settled upon are: burglary,
motor vehicle crime, petty crime, violent crimes (homicide, serious violence,
non-fatal violence, violence against women), and corruption.

The crime indices per country and
per crime category

Asmentioned, thefocusisonthe possible change over time, particularly in cases
whereremarkabl e changesin the score points can beobserved!. A changeof only

1  Thenational scoreswere not always available for the time periods in question, in which case the entry n.a. has been
written in the relevant column. This factor, naturally, renders the comparative effort impossible. In some cases the
score values may be based only oninformation on officially recorded crimes, i.e. responsesto the United Nations Sur-
veys. Accordingly, in the context of coming excercises of thiskind they should be checked against morereliable data,
based for example on future ICV S results.
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afew score points can a so be of relevance, for example at the extremely low end
of thescale, when at the opposite end only really marked changesof scorepoints,
say more than fifteen units, ought to be taken as significant. In the tables of this
chapter, themean values of the scoresfor the countriesof the Central and Eastern
European region?, Western European region®, for the countries of North Amer-
ica, for themember states of the European Union, and a so, for thetime period of
1995-1997, for the applicant statesof the EU are presented, aswell. Theseaggre-
gated score val ues have been cal culated with theideain mind tol ook at the devel -
opments within larger regional areas.

4.3 Burglaries

Household burglaries can be viewed — more so than other types of crime—asa
cross-cultural phenomenon. The prevalence of burglary is apparently not to any
considerable extent influenced by country-specific opportunity structures. The
availability of targetsis roughly the same everywhere. Previous analyses of the
| CV Sdatahave shown that burglary rates arethe best predictorsof overall crime
victimization rates. If burglary ratesin acountry are high, the overal victimiza-
tion rate of the public also tends to be relatively high in that country (van Dijk,
19984). It has al so been established that national household burglary ratescorre-
late highly with national burglary rates of business premises (van Dijk and
Terlouw, 1996).

Regionally, no great variations can be observed between the time periods
studied. When one looks at the national scores, the most significant downward
changes are found in Albania, with 48 points down, France (28 points down),
Latvia (26 points down), and Bulgariaand Italy (each approx. 20 points down).
These descending trends are balanced by the ascending tendencies in Switzer-
land (up 30 points), Germany and Lithuania (25 points), Norway (23 points), and
Scotland and Northern Ireland (approx. 20 points). On the other hand, the start-
ing positionsof, for example, both Norway and Switzerland arevery low if com-
pared with those of Bulgaria, Estonia and USA, which also show a downward
curve.
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Theaccronym CEE isusedin thetablesfor the countries of the Central and Eastern European region, which consists of
former socidlist block states, including the former Soviet Union republics of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan; aspreviously mentioned these countries have been included for reasons of comparison
with previous United Nations Survey analyses. The abandonment of these states should, however, beconsideredinthe
future, since they geographically belong to the Central Asian region.

Alsointhisregional group reconsiderationintermsof the countriesincluded should perhaps be given somethough. An
ideamight be, in the future excercises of similar kind, to form an Estern Mediterranian sub-regional group consisting
of Cyprus, Israel and Turkey. The United Kingdom, on the other side, which consists of England and Wales, Northern
Ireland and Scotland, isin this analysis divided into those three constituent parts, owing to fact of different criminal
justice systemsof their own Theaccronym WE standsfor the countries of the Western European region, while NA de-
notesthe North American countries, and EU, naturally the European Union member states. The EU applicant countries
are as follows: Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania,
Slovakiaand Slovenia.



Burglary Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
1990-1994 1995-1997
Country100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 Country

Estonia 9 88 Estonia
Bulgaria |94 [ [ [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ T T ] N Bulgaria
Georgia & ! (/' ' [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ | . Georgia
! ! ' ' ! [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ]
England & Wales 81 87 England & Wales
USA 80 USA
Albania 79 ---__-----.. Albania
Canada 79 B — Canada
Slovakia 7 Slovakia
Czech Republic Czech Republic
Kyrgyzstan Kyrgyzstan
Ukraine Ukraine
France France
Belgium Belgium
Italy Italy
Netherlands Netherlands
Lithuania 84 Lithuania
Scotland Scotland
Latvia Latvia
Yugoslavia Yugoslavia
Sweden Sweden
Hungary Hungary
N. Ireland N. Ireland
Slovenia Slovenia
Poland Poland
Spain Spain
Finland Finland
Greece Greece
Austria Austria
Croatia Croatia
FYR Macedonia FYR Macedonia
Russian Fed. Russian Fed.
Romania Romania
Moldova Moldova
Germany Germany
Kazakhstan Kazakhstan
Norway Norway
Cyprus Cyprus
Malta Malta
Switzerland Switzerland
Belarus Belarus
Azerbaijan Azerbaijan
Denmark 85 Denmark
Israel Israel
Ireland Ireland
Andorra Andorra
Luxembourg Luxembourg
Portugal Portugal
Armenia Armenia
CEE mean CEE mean
WE mean S WE mean
NA mean 80 e NA mean
EU mean EU mean
EU applicant EU applicant
countries mean countries mean

100 9 8 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Fig. 1. Burglary index
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4.4

4.5

74

Motor vehicle crime

The average scores for motor vehicle crime — theft of or from a car — are quite
unsurprisingly higher in North Americaand the Western European regionthanin
the Central and Eastern European countries. In addition, the score points de-
creased inthe Central and Eastern Europe, but increased in Western Europe. One
of the conclusionsmight bethat anincreasing number of carshave been stolenin
the West and taken over to the East, as confirmed by Liukkonen (1997).

A more detailed analysis reveal s that when national scores over time are ex-
amined, some modifications seem to have taken placein thistrafficking. In most
of the Central and Eastern European countries, a decreasing tendency seemsto
be predominant, with Bulgaria in the lead with a drop of 36 score points, fol-
lowed by the Russian Federation (23 points). For the Western European region, a
more confused picture emerges. A steep downward trend is evident in several
countries, particularly in Denmark and Spain (down 31 and 27 score points re-
spectively), whilein Germany, for example, whichisregarded asoneof themain
sources of the cars trafficked to the East, the decrease is fairly small, only six
points. At the sametime an upward trend can be observed in the British Isles, the
Scandinavian countries except Denmark, and Switzerland. Improved theft-pre-
vention technology installed in new cars may serve as apartial explanation for
the developments.

Pefty crimes

In the ICV'S, the respondents who report victimizations are asked to assess the
seriousnessof their own victimization on athree-point scale (very serious, some-
what serious, not very serious). Theranking of thetypesof crimeintermsof seri-
ousnessshowsmarked similarity acrosscountries(van Dijk, 1998a). Car vandal -
ism, theft from garages, theft from a car, bicycle theft, indecent behaviour, at-
tempted burglary, persona theft and threats are considered least serious. It
should be noted that theft from carsis included in the index for motor vehicle
crime (see section 4.4 above). Our index for petty crimes consists of the percent-
age of respondents victimized by at least one of the five less serious types of
crime, i.e. car vandalism, theft of bicycle, theft of personal bel ongings, sexual of-
fensive behaviour (no assault), threatsor of theft of amotorcycle (atypeof crime
rated as moderately serious by the victims). Since policefiguresfor less serious
crime are notoriously unreliable owing to widely varying legal definitions and
national reporting patterns, no attempt has been made to include official statis-
ticsin the petty crimes index.

Excepting afew countries like England and Wales, and France where an up-
ward tendency is quite clear (France 25 score points, England and Wales 20
points), and Canada, Switzerland and USA where adownward trend is discern-
ible (Switzerland 23 score points, Canada 16 pointsand USA 14 points) no large
scale aterations are seen. The same holds true for the regional averages, natu-
rally. We see that the North American mean is down 15 score points, consistent



Country

Spain9

Denmark 9
USA
Bulgaria
England & Wales
Italy
Luxembourg
Malta
France
Czech Republic
Estonia
Canada
Yugoslavia
Germany
Sweden
Scotland
Slovakia
Greece
Lithuania
Netherlands
Georgia
Poland
Hungary
Latvia
Russian Fed.
Belgium
Portugal
Slovenia
N. Ireland
Croatia
Iceland
Finland
Norway
Moldova
Austria
Albania
FYR Macedonia
Ukraine
Cyprus
Romania
Belarus
Kazakhstan
Switzerland
Kyrgyzstan
Turkey
Tajikistan
Israel
Ireland
Andorra
Armenia
Azerbaijan

CEE mean
WE mean
NA mean
EU mean

EU applicant

countries mean

100 90

93
92
9
89
89

Motor Vehicle Crime Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
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Spain
Denmark
USA
Bulgaria
England & Wales
Italy
Luxembourg
Malta
France
Czech Republic
Estonia
Canada
Yugoslavia
Germany
Sweden
Scotland
Slovakia
Greece
Lithuania
Netherlands
Georgia
Poland
Hungary
Latvia
Russian Fed.
Belgium
Portugal
Slovenia

N. Ireland
Croatia
Iceland
Finland
Norway
Moldova
Austria
Albania

FYR Macedonia
Ukraine
Cyprus
Romania
Belarus
Kazakhstan
Switzerland
Kyrgyzstan
Turkey
Tajikistan
Israel
Ireland
Andorra
Armenia
Azerbaijan

CEE mean
WE mean
NA mean
EU mean

EU applicant
countries mean
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Petty Crime Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
1990-1994 1995-1997
Country100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 Gountry

Netherlands 98 99 Netherlands
Ukraine o7 (/' ([ [ | [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] & Ukraine
_ ‘7 ' [ | | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] )
Czech Republic 90 88 Czech Republic
Estonia o .t 1 | [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ ] 7% Estonia
Canada o (! /[ ! [ | | [ [ [ [ [ ] o Canada
USA % (! /[ ! [ | | [ [ [ [ [ ] - USA
) (! /[ ! [ | | [ [ [ [ [ ] .
Russian Fed. 75 71 Russian Fed.
Latvia 7 (!t | [ ' [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ ] » Latvia
Slovakia 72 72 Slovakia
Sweden 7 72 Sweden
Wi W
Bulgaria 62 Bulgaria
ulgari ulgari
] 9 . ! 1 [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ ] ) ¢ )
Lithuania 66 64 Lithuania
! 1 [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ ]
England & Wales 64 84 England & Wales
Potand o 1 [ [ [ | [ [ [ [ ] Poland
1 [ [ [ | [ [ [ [ ]
Kyrgyzstan 63 61 Kyrgyzstan
) (1 | 1 [ [ T [ ] )
Switzerland 58 Switzerland
. (1 | 1 [ [ T [ ] .
Slovenia 57 Slovenia
Austria Austria
Germany Germany
Yugoslavia Yugoslavia
Finland Finland
Malta Malta
Romania Romania
France 62 France
Italy Italy
Albania Albania
Scotland Scotland
Spain Spain
Belgium Belgium
Hungary Hungary
Norway Norway
Croatia Croatia
N. Ireland N. Ireland
Georgia Georgia
FYR Macedonia FYR Macedonia
Belarus Belarus
Denmark 64 Denmark
CEE mean CEE mean
L [ | | [ [ [ |
WE mean WE mean
L [ | | [ [ [ |
NA mean 77 62 NA mean
EU mean 45 EU mean
EU applicant 58 EU applicant
countries mean countries mean

Fig. 3. Petty crimes index
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4.6

with the Canadian and UStrends. A moredetailed analysisof trendswithinindi-
ces could disclose important developments on this dimension as “ petty crime”
admittedly is quite a non-analytical concept; there is no good reason to expect
that the different itemsincluded in the petty crime index would behave in auni-
form manner over time.

Violent crimes

Four different indiceswere constructed for types of violent crime: non-fatal vio-
lent crime, homicide, seriousviolent crimeand violence against women (includ-
ing serious sexual violence). Sincethefirst three indices are strongly correlated
(seevan Dijk, 1998b), only the national scoresfor seriousviolence and violence
against women indices are presented here. The data on non-fatal violence and
homicide are summarized below. (the index distributions as regards these
sub-categories of crime are presented in annex C).

The upward trend has been the most remarkable in Andorraand France, with
rise of 32 and 30 score points respectively. A more modest increase can be ob-
served in some of the CEE countries (Albaniaand Belarus, up 20 points, Mace-
doniaand Moldova, up 17 points), but also for examplein England and Wales (up
15 points), and Scotland (up 19 points). Some of the Western European countries
show the oppositetrend, with L uxembourg (down 28 points), Norway (down 20
points), Sweden (down 18 points), Northern Ireland (down 16 points) and Spain
(down 15 points) as the lead countries. In the CEE region the greatest drop oc-
curred in Armenia (down 18 points), followed by Poland (down 13 points). Of
particular interest is the US development in this sector, with the downward
course of 11 points.

Homicide (for index distribution, see annex C, fig. 1), asalready disclosed, is
strongly correlated with the seriousviolenceindex. If thehomicideindex isused
as aseparate individual analysistooal, it isworth remembering that when coun-
trieswith no morethan afew millioninhabitantsare considered, thehomicidein-
dex isstrongly influenced by the annual fluctuationsin actual numbers of com-
mitted homicides. Two contrasting cases might illustrate the point: during the
time period in question, the homicide index of Northern Ireland dropped 53
score points, whilein Scotland, there was an increase of 25 points. In Scotland,
the main factor behind the upward trend is quite probably the Dunblade mass
murder casein March 1996 with 18 peoplekilled. For Northern Ireland, the on-
going peace negotiations during the latter part of the 1990s were quite probably
apt to decrease the number of homicidesin that part of the United Kingdom. Itis
more complicated, however, totry tofind explanationsfor why theindex goesup
32 scorepointsin Andorra, 30 pointsinthe Netherlands, 27 pointsin Belarus, 24
points in France, 23 in Macedonia, and 20 points in England and Wales, not to
mention the many minor upward changes. The downward trend, after Northern
Ireland, is steepest in Sweden, with 41 score points down, followed by Luxem-
bourg (28 points down), Belgium (24 points down), Malta (21 points down),
Switzerland (18 points down), Denmark and Italy (both 16 points down), and
Austria (15 pointsdown). Should thisresult beinterpreted to mean, for example,
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Serious Violence Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997

1990-1994 1995-1997
Country100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 Country
Estonia 9 91 Estonia
Russian Fed. |93 95 Russian Fed.
Kazakhstan 95  Kazakhstan
USA (! ' ! [ ' [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ T ] 7 USA
(.t ! 1 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ]
Armenia 80 62 Armenia
! [ [ [ [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ |
Kyrgyzstan 73 Kyrgyzstan
Bulgaria 7 77 Bulgaria
Pgl d 7 ------------: P Ig g
olan olan
6 i 70 . 1 [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ ] a i
eor
ga ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] gorgia
Azerbaijan 68 Azerbaijan
Latvia ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] 7 Latvia
Ulrai ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ] Ukrai
raine raine
[ ' ' [ | [ | [ [ [ [ [ |
Lithuania 73 Lithuania
! (! [ 1 [ [ [ [ [ [ [ [ ]
Moldova 80 Moldova
canad -----------: Canad
anada anada
1 ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ ]
Belarus 79 Belarus
Finland Finland
i
! ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ |
Slovenia Slovenia
1 ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ ] .
Yugoslavia Yugoslavia
1 ! [ [ | [ [ [ [ ]
Romania Romania
1 1 [ [ [ [ [ ]
N. Ireland N. Ireland
[ 1 [ [ [ | [ [ ]
Portugal Portugal
1 1 [ [ | [ [ [ ]

Albania Albania
Slovakia Slovakia
Croatia Croatia
Czech Republic Czech Republic
Sweden Sweden
Spain Spain
Belgium Belgium
Hungary Hungary
Netherlands Netherlands
England & Wales England & Wales
Germany Germany
Scotland Scotland
Malta Malta
Luxembourg Luxembourg
Norway Norway
France France
Switzerland Switzerland
FYR Macedonia FYR Macedonia
Greece Greece
Austria Austria
Andorra Andorra
Turkey Turkey
Cyprus Cyprus
Ireland Ireland
Italy Italy
Israel Israel
Denmark Denmark
CEE mean CEE mean
WE mean WE mean
NA mean 73 NA mean
EU mean EU mean
EU applicant EU applicant

countries mean countries mean

Fig. 4. Serious violence index
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that the potential murderers kept on moving from Belgium and L uxembourg to
the Netherlands in the second half of the 1990s? On an aggregate level these
changes mean that in the Western European region the mean over timedropped 4
score points. At the sametime the European mean dropped only one point, obvi-
ously mainly owing to the fact that the German score went up 14 points. In the
Central and Eastern European region, the downward tendency was most evident
in Armenia (18 score points down), in Georgiaand in the Czech Republic (both
13 points down).

The non-fatal violence variable (for index distribution, see annex C, fig. I1) is
based on the ICV S victimization rates for assaults and threats and for robbery.
Themain*“climbers’ are France (35 score pointsup), and England and Wales (12
pointsup), whilst the United States|eadsthe* descendig” group (16 score points
down), followed by Spain (11 pointsdown) and Poland (9 pointsdown). The sta-
tus of the United States al so explains much of the downward trend of the North
American region (11 points down).

The 1990s trend in violence against women seems to be, with some excep-
tions, an increasing onein the Western European region, and the opposite onein
the CEE countries, whilein North America, arelatively stablestate of affairspre-
vails.

It isawell-known fact that police statistics are not areliable source of infor-
mation when determining the annual figures of actually committed offencesin
thiscrimecategory (seee.g. Johnson, 1996). Asamatter of fact, only those coun-
trieswherethe | CV Shasbeen undertaken should qualify for thecurrent analysis.
Inafew of thecountries, thefiguresare based on mereofficial rape statistics, and
would need further scrutiny. Thisisthe case particularly with the four countries
ranked with thelowest indices. But sincethe analyses of the previous United Na-
tions Survey resultsare based on similar data, it was considered appositefor con-
tinuity’s saketo review the phenomenon also in thiscontext. Inthe United King-
dom as a whole the upward tendency seems to be the most manifest (Northern
Ireland 59 score points up, England and Wales 26 points up, and Scotland 13
pointsup). Also France (29 pointsup), Belgium (24 points up), and Norway (22
points up) show a steep ascending course. The more remarkable downward
trends, perhapswith the exception of Denmark (28 pointsdown), aremoreor less
guestionable and would need more detailed examination.
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Violence Against Women Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
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Fig. 5. Violence against women index
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4.7

Corruption (taking of boribes by government
officials)

The corruption index is based on information from three independent sources
(cf. thelist of variables, annex B). Somewhat surprisingly it wasfound that even
thel CV Sranking of street level corruption of public officialswasstrongly corre-
lated with the Transparency International ranking of corrupt practices as per-
ceived by the business sector (r=.86; n=11; p=0.001). Thisfinding suggests that
corruption at different levels of society is somehow intercorrelated. Corruption
of the highest echelons seems to go hand in hand with street-level corruption.

The aggregated indices point to the fact that the region splitsinto two parts: in
the East, the phenomenon is considered to be quite widespread and to be rather
on the increase. In the West and in North America, the scores that are already
fairly low seem to be decreasing. More or less the same picture emerges when
changesin theindicesover time of separate countriesare studied. Theonly nota-
ble exceptions from this overall impression are the downward trend in Hungary
(down 17 score points) and, to a minor degree, the upward orientation of Den-
mark (up 14 points—although herewe should take into account the quitelow ini-
tial point of departure of that country). Correctly positioned, at thefar endsof the
dimensions are on one side Ukraine (up 18 points), and Belgium (down 35
points), on the other, followed by Portugal, and England and Wales (17 points
down). It should perhaps also be pointed out that in this crime dimension, the
lack of dataisfairly manifest.
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Corruption Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively

1990-1994 1995-1997
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Fig. 6. Corruption index
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5 The Operation of Criminal Justice

5.1

Systems

Pat Mayhew

Infroduction

Thischapter discussesavariety of indicatorsrelating to the operation of criminal
justice systems across awide range of countriesin Western and Central Europe
and North America. The datamainly comes from countries’ repliesto the Sixth
United Nations Survey (the Sixth Survey hereon), but use is also made of addi-
tional material from the International Crime Victim Survey (ICV S hereon). Use
is made of three indices derived from the (analysis of the Fifth Survey results)
Sixth Survey: the Gender Balance Index, the Citizen Eval uation of PolicePerfor-
mance Index, and the Corruption Index (see: Kangaspunta, Joutsen and Ollus,
1998). (Each of these indices has been adapted dlightly by the author, and they
are described more in due course.)

Much of theanalysisin thischapter mirrorsthat done by Ineke Haen Marshall
(1998) when shelooked at equival ent datafrom the Fifth United Nations Survey.
For instance, use is made of simple summary measures for two groupings of
countries: (i) Central and Eastern Europe;! and (ii) countriesin Western Europe
(including I srael and Turkey), towhich areadded the USA and Canada.? For con-
venience, the latter group are called *Western’ countries. Obviously, there are
important differences between individual countries within the two groups, but
the classification nonethel ess proves to be discriminating.® Other analysis of the
material from the UN Surveys on crimina justice resources was done by
Newman and Howard (1999b) in the Global Report on Crime and Justice. This
was based on all countriesthat responded to the survey, not just thosein Europe
and North America.

Section 2 describesresourcing intermsof criminal justice personnel, looking
at police, prosecutors, judges, and correctional staff. Some attentionisalso paid
to the gender balance in personnel. Section 3 takes up various indicators of the
productivity of these personnel — for instance, how many suspects the police

1 TheCentral and Eastern European countries covered are: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia,
the Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, theformer Y ugoslav Re-
public of Macedonia, Moldova, Poland, Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, and the Ukraine. Dataare
not available for all topics. No data are available for Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Y ugoslavia.

2 TheWestern European countriescomprise: Andorra, Austria, Belgium, Cyprus, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Iceland Ireland, Israel, Italy, and Liechtenstein. Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, and the three UK countries. Again, data are not available for all topics.

3 Marshal aso used meansfor two groupings of countries: (i) the European Union countries, and (ii) Central and East-
ern Europe countries. North America (the USA and Canada) and non EU Western countrieswereincluded in her total

means.
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5.2
5.2.1

catch, and how many prosecutions and convictionsare achieved. Section 4 1ooks
at other indicators of performance: citizen satisfaction with the police, and indi-
catorsof corruptionthat may also spill over to criminal justice personnel. Section
5 brings the previous data together in terms of an overall measure of perfor-
mance. Section 6 provides a summary.

It should be emphasized that the comparability of indicators on the operation
of criminal justicesystemsisamajor problem that could potentially compromise
many of the analysesin this chapter. The main difficulties are referred to at ap-
propriate points below. Highlighting them does not solve them of course, and
while some issues of comparability can be identified, there are no doubt many
othersthat cannot. The difficulties of international comparisons have been very
well rehearsed (see among many others, Newman and Howard, 1999a, and
Killias and Rau, 2000). Discussion of the material here in the main simply
touches again on the known problems.

Criminal justice resources

General points

The focus here is limited to four counts of criminal justice resources. police,
prosecutors, judges/magistrates, and correctional staff. Of course, crime control
can be seen asin the hands of amuch wider range of people: for instance, private
security, policy makers, politicians, local authorities, community crime preven-
tion groups, probation officers, and other youth justice teams. The UN Survey
did not attempt to collect any information on total resources committed to crime
control —and indeed it isdifficult to see how reliableinformation here would be
forthcoming. Oneimportant omissionisprivate security: companiesoffering se-
curity servicesonacommercial basis. Thenumbersemployedin private policing
aresubstantial: using datafor selected countriesfrom asurvey by theDutch Min-
istry of Justice, Marshall (1998) showed per capitarates to be about athird the
level of that of the police — aratio which might now be conservative (see, e.g.
Sarre and Prenzler, 2000: Bayley, 1994).

Although the Sixth Survey collected budgetary information in relation to the
police, prosecution services, courts and correctional institutions, there is no
analysisof thishere. Therewasmuch missinginformation, and thedataareinlo-
cal currencies, making conversion to a standard unit tedious (and somewhat
problematic insofar as currency rates fluctuate across the counting period). Pur-
chasing power will aso vary over time and from place to place. Of course, the
majority of criminal justice budgetswill be spent on personnel, so the numbersof
staff involved will giveafair indication of thefinancial resourcesbeing set aside.

Thecount of criminal justice personnel wasasked for from 54 countriesin Eu-
ropeand North America. Figuresfor 1995 and 1997 wererequested. Somecoun-
tries supplied data for both years, although some did so only for one of the two
(and this could vary according to category of personnel). Where data for both
yearswereavailable, theaverage hasbeentakenin all analysesreported here. For
some countries not providing datafor either 1995 or 1997, avail ableinformation
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for 1994 from the Fifth Survey was used instead to increase the number and
range of countries for analysis.* Some data for 1990 for the Netherlands and
Switzerland was also used. Table | in Annex B provides details of the year(s) to
which the dataanalysed in this chapter refers. There was|east complete dataon
prosecutors (15 countries missing). For each of the other three sectors, informa-
tion was missing for nine of the 54 countries.

Itisimportant to notethat what is counted within respective categories of per-
sonnel may differ somewhat across country, reflecting differencesin the organi-
sation of law enforcement. More important still is that counts of personnel are
simply the most basic and tangible resource measure. They leave aside anything
todowithtraining, availabletechnological support, or thequality of service staff
provide in terms of professionalism, equity, or moral integrity. How far these
other resource elements would alter the picture of investment in criminal justice
isimpossible to say, though they certainly would to some degree.

The police

The Sixth Survey questionnaire defines police or law enforcement personnel as
those whose principal functions are the prevention, detection and investigation
of crime and the apprehension of alleged offenders. In some countries, these
functions are performed by paramilitary/military forces or by national security
forces. For this reason, the person completing the UN questionnaire is asked to
...try to focus your replies as much as possible on the civil police rather than on
the national guard or local militia. The questionnaire also specifiesthat ......if
there are many local forces, please provide data on those forces if possible. It
also asksthat data concer ning support staff (secretaries, clerksetc) should beex-
cluded.® Information was asked for by gender, aswasthe case for the three other
categories of criminal justice personnel.
Inspection of national responsesto the question on police personnel suggests
caution is needed.
¢ Although countries were asked to exclude support staff, it may be that some
civilian staff remainincluded if thereisno separate count of them, or they are
seen as performing the policing functions specified (e.g., crime laboratory
technicians). Employing civiliansto perform some policing dutiesis, in fact,
anincreasing trend in many devel oped countries.
¢ Some countries have complex policing systemswhich makeasummary mea-
sureof ‘total police’ difficult. Thereare particular problemsin some countries
in differentiating between police and military personnel, with a substantial
overlap of function between them. The treatment of regulatory personnel
(e.g., those who investigate fraud) may also differ (cf. Nalla and Newman,
1993).

4 Thecountriesfor which 1994 datawere exclusively or mainly used were: Armenia, Austria, France, Hungary, L uxem-
bourg, Macedonia (FYR), Malta, Norway, and the Russian Federation.

5  The1994 return asked for dataon police personnel (sworn/uniformand civilian). For just under half the countrieswith
figuresfor 1994, aswell as 1995 and 1997, the 1994 per capitapolicing rateswere much higher. For the other countries
1994 rates were similar or even lower than in 1995 and 1997.
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Table 1 shows the number of police per 100,000 population in 45 countries,
rank ordered. (Tablell in Annex B showsfurther details.) Thehighest ratesarein
the Russian Federation (1,225 police per 100,000 population, 1994 value) and
Kazakhstan (788). (Newman and Howard (1999b) reported apolicing ratein be-
tween thesefor Singapore, well knownfor ahigh policinglevel.) Thelowest rate
wasin Finland (156), albeit thisisalower figurethanin 1994 (232), so dataqual -
ity may be anissue.

Table 1. Number of police per 100,000 population (1)

Russian Federation 1,225 Macedonia 318
Kazakhstan 788 Germany 309
Northern Ireland 714 Ireland 300
[taly 544 Hungary 293
Cyprus 527 Luxembourg 276
Malta 507 Sweden 269
Lithuania 481 Poland 260
Ukraine 468 USA 253
Portugal 453 England & Wales 244
Croatia 427 Romania 240
Israel 424 Norway 231
Latvia 417 Iceland 226
Czech Rep. 415 Slovenia 224
Albania 408 Turkey 216
Armenia 405 Andorra 214
Scotland 370 Switzerland 202
Greece 370 Netherlands 196
Austria 367 Denmark 193
Slovakia 352 Liechenstein 190
France 349 Canada 183
Belgium 344 Moldova, Rep. of 164
Spain 338 Finland 156
Estonia 318
Police per 100,000 population
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 405 424 249
Western countries 288 320 134
All countries 318 359 190
25% quartile 231

Median 318

75% quartile 417

Note

1 In most cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).
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Some broad conclusions about policing levels are;

* Palicing rates are generally higher in Central and Eastern European (CEE
hereon) countries, consistent with their having historically relied heavily on
state security forces to maintain order (cf. Bayley, 1985). Eleven of the 17
CEE countries have policing rates above the median.

¢ [taly, Cyprus, Malta, Portugal, and Israel are other countries with apparently
high policing rates. The same applies to Northern Ireland, although special
circumstances apply.

¢ Finland and Denmark haverelatively low rates of police per capita; theratein
Sweden and Norway (1994 value) were also bel ow the Western Europe aver-
age. Therewere also three CEE countrieswith low rates: Moldova, Slovenia,
and Romania.

For the 45 countries al told, the median value was 318 police officers per
100,000 people — or one police employee for every 314 people. (Medians are
mainly used hereon as averages can be distorted by extreme values. Where
means are used, each country isgiven equal weight.) The median for CEE coun-
trieswas 405, or one police employeefor every 247 people. (Excluding the Rus-
sian Federation still gives a CEE median of 379.) In Western countries, the me-
dian was 288 (one police employee for every 347 people).

Oneexplanation for differencesin policing levelswill be country differences
in the functions that police officers are expected to perform. But other factors
may also play apart. Thelevel of development isonefairly commonly used cor-
relate. With the current selection of countries, there was a weak negative rela-
tionship between policing rates and the United Nations 1998 Human Develop-
ment Index (r =-0.27, p<0.10; n=42). In other words, countriesthat scored |ower
on the HDI tended to have rather more police officers per capita. Thisrelation-
ship goes in the opposite direction to that found by Newman and Howard
(1999b) on abroader range of countries. It is also was somewhat fragile. For in-
stance, simply excluding the Russian Federation and Kazakhstan reduced the
correlation (to —0.11) to a non-statistically significant level.

There are three premises as regards the relationship between policing levels
and crime. Thefirst is that a higher policing level curbs crime. The second —
working in the opposite direction —is that more police will be employed when
crime levelsare high. The third premise (going in the same direction as the sec-
ond) is that more police officers increase the amount of crime recorded simply
becausethereisgreater official capacity torecord. Onthe basisof the present se-
lection of countries, assessing police per capitaa ongside the various Sixth Sur-
vey crimeindices showslittle support for either ‘ more police equalslesscrime’,
or ‘more police equals more crime”’ — although the direction of the association
dlightly more often supported the second position. The strongest relationship
was that higher policing levels were significantly associated with higher homi-
ciderates. Marshall also found the same, asdid Newman and Howard (1999b) on
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the basis of aworldwide selection of countries. With the current data, the associ-
ation was boosted in particul ar by high levels of both police and homicidein the
Russian Federation, Kazakhstan, Latvia, and Albania.®

Prosecutors

Comparing prosecutorial resources is arguably even more difficult than the po-
lice, as there can be markedly different arrangements for the organisation of
prosecutorial work. Themajority of countriesexamined herehaveacivil law tra-
ditioninwhich—to generalise broadly —the prosecution processinvolvesthe ju-
dicia police, prosecutors (or procurators), and examining magistrates/judges
(Reichel, 1994). In some instances the functions of prosecutors and judges are
the same. Essentially, a prosecution is brought on behalf of the state, and the
prosecutorial agencies tend to play more part in the investigation of cases. In
countrieswith acommon law tradition, offendersare prosecuted on behalf of the
victim rather than the state. Of the 39 countries for which there wasinformation
on numbers of prosecutors, five have a common law tradition.” Within them,
though, there are differences. In England and Wales, for instance, the Crown
Prosecution Service instigates the prosecution, while in the United States the
prosecutor isadistrict attorney — an elected official.
The Sixth Survey offered advicefor compl eting the questionnaireasfollows:

Prosecution personnel may be understood to mean a government official
whose duty isto initiate and maintain criminal proceedings on behalf of the
stateagainst personsaccused of committing a criminal offence. |n some coun-
tries, aprosecutor isamember of a separateagency; in others, aprosecutor is
amember of the police or judiciary. Please indicate the title of the agency in
your country under which the prosecutor functions. If morethan onecriminal
justice systemoperatesin your country (e.g. federal/provincial systemsor ci-
vilian/martial systems) please provide separateinformation about prosecuto-
rial functions in each system. Data concerning support staff (secretaries,
clerks etc) should be excluded.

The median number of prosecutors per 100,000 population, seven, is as one
would expect very much smaller than the median number of police — 45 timers
lower. Rates vary from three or lessin Spain, the Netherlands, Austriaand Ire-
land to nineteen or morein Latvia, Lithuania, Kazakhstan and the Russian Fed-
eration (1994 data). Fifteen of the twenty countries in the top two quartiles are
CEE countries, and all but one (the USA) operateunder civil law. The CEE coun-
trieshave amedian of 11 prosecutors per 100,000 — over doublethat in Western
ones (5). Newman and Howard (1999b) speculate that the higher figure may be
partly because prosecutorshave awideroleinthe processing of cases, and partly

The correlation between homicide and per capitapolicelevelsoverall wasr = 0.36 (n = 42, p<0.02). Without the four

countries mentioned however, there was no statistical relationship (r = 0.02).

The common law countries are: England & Wales, Ireland, Israel, Scotland and the USA. Cyprus has an amalgam of

common and civil law (Reichel, 1994).
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Table 2. Number of prosecutors per 100,000 population (1)

Latvia 24 Slovenia 7
Lithuania 20 Bulgaria 7
Kazakhstan 20 Israel (2) 7
Russian Federation 19 Luxembourg 7
Georgia 17 Croatia 7
Azerbaijan 16 Germany 6
Belarus 15 Cyprus 6
Sweden 14 Macedonia, FYR 5
Kyrgyzstan 12 Iceland 5
Moldova, Rep. of 12 Scotland 5
Hungary 11 Andorra 5
Slovakia 10 Finland 5
Estonia 10 Turkey 5
Portugal 10 England & Wales 4
Denmark 9 Greece 4
USA 9 Spain 3
Armenia 9 Netherlands 3
Romania 8 Austria (3) 2
Czech Rep. 8 Ireland 2
Belgium 7
Prosecutors per 100,000 population
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 11 13 5
Western countries 6 6 3
All countries 9 9 5
25% quartile 5

Median 7

75% quartile 12

Notes

1 In most cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

2 lsrael: the figure includes police prosecutors.

3 Austria: total prosecutors do not include district prosecutors (the ‘Bereichsanwalt’).

because prosecutors are career public servants and more likely to be reliably
counted. Table 2 shows the number of prosecutors per 100,000 population, rank

ordered. (Table Il in Annex B shows further details.)

Theretended to be more prosecutors per capitain countriesclassified as‘ me-
dium development’ on the HDI scale (the median was 12 per 100,000) than in

“high development’ countries (6 per 100,000).




5.2.4

Judges

Information was requested on both professional and lay judges and magistrates
(called ‘judges hereon). The advice for providing the information was as fol-
lows:

Professional judges or magistrates may be understood to mean both full and
part-time official s authorised to hear civil, criminal and other cases, includ-
inginappeal courts, and makedispositionsinacourt of law. Pleaseincludein
that category associate judges and magistrates, who may be authorised as
above.

Lay judges and magistrates may be understood to mean persons who per-
formthe same functions as professional judges or magistrates but who do re-
gard themselves, and are not normally considered by others, as career mem-
bers of the judiciary. Data concerning support staff (secretaries, clerks etc.)
should be excluded.

Lay judges

In some countries (and particularly so in Africa), the participation of lay people
inthejustice processisnotable. But the unpaid and sometimesinformal rolethey
play may be one reason why statistical information is scarce. Only about athird
of countries here provided information on lay judges. Of the rest, few indicated
whether there were no lay judges to count, or no data available.

For the present countries, lay judges were more common in CEE countries
with acivil law tradition. (Estoniastands out in particular.) In countries making
comparatively high use of lay judges, they outhnumbered professional sby around
afactor of five, although theratio of lay judgesto professional swas much higher
thanthisin Estonia, Scotland, and England and Wales. (Detailsarein TablelV in
Annex B).

Professional judges

There are large variations in the number of professional judges per capita (see
Table 3 and Table V in Annex B). At the low end, there were five or under per
100,000 populationin Armenia, Ireland, Azerbaijan, Northern Ireland, the USA,
the Ukraine, and the UK. At the high end, there were over 25 in Switzerland,
Slovenia, Andorra, Croatia, Luxembourg and Germany. Theratein Switzerland
(70) was appreciably higher than el sewhere, although thiswas based on 1990in-
formation. Unlike prosecutors, therewas no marked difference betweenthe CEE
countries and others, with the median rate of professional judges in the former
group (11) closeto therest (12). The majority of countries being compared here
operate under civil rather than common law, but all countrieswith judicial rates
around or above the median were civil law countries—in line with Newman and
Howard's (1999b) worldwide analysis.
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Table 3. Number of professional judges and magistrates per 100,000 population (1)

Switzerland 70 Latvia 10
Slovenia 37 Norway 10
Andorra 32 Belarus 9
Croatia 28 Turkey 9
Luxembourg 27 Cyprus 9
Germany 26 Russian Federation 9
Macedonia, FYR 24 Spain 8
Czech Rep. 22 Netherlands 8
Slovakia 22 Malta 8
Hungary 21 Georgia 7
Greece 20 Kazakhstan 7
Austria 20 Israel 7
Finland 18 Kyrgyzstan 7
Iceland 17 Moldova, Rep. of 6
Italy 15 Scotland (2) 5
Estonia 14 England & Wales 4
Sweden 13 Ukraine 4
Romania 13 USA (3) 4
Lithuania 13 Northern Ireland 3
Bulgaria 12 Azerbaijan 3
Denmark 12 Ireland 3
Portugal 12 Armenia 3
Belgium 12
Judges and magistrates per 100,000 population
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 11 13 9
Western countries 12 15 14
All countries 12 14 12
25% quartile 7

Median 12

75% quartile 20

Notes

1 Inmost cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

2 Scotland: the number of professional judges and magistrates includes judges, magistrates,
sheriffs and stipendiary magistrates.

3 USA: includes judges from federal and state courts, but not from the lower courts
(e.g. municipal and police courts).



5.2.5

Correctional staff

The UN questionnaire asks for data on prison staff, who are defined as:

... all individuals employed in penal or correctional institutions, including
management, treatment, custodial and other (maintenance, food service €etc)
personnel.

Information was requested for adult and juvenile establishments separately.
Some countries indicated that there was no separate juvenile correctiona sys-
tem. Other countries simply did not provide information, which may mean that
no juvenile ingtitutions existed, or that no information was available. Table4 is
based on figuresin which adult and juvenile staff are added together if separate
figures were given; otherwise, total prison staff is assumed to equal adult staff
(see adso Table VI in Annex B). An additional measure of investment in the
prison system is the staff/inmate ratio: countries where the staff/inmate ratio is
low (closeto onestaff member per oneinmate) might be assumed to devote more
resources to corrections than countries where theratio is high. The data on in-
mate levels used here are taken from the Sixth Survey.

Therearewidevariationsinthe number of correctional staff per 100,000 pop-
ulation among the countries providing information. At one end, the highest fig-
uresarein Northern Ireland (189), Estonia (163), the Russian Federation (154)
and the USA (147); these reflect high imprisonment levels, although less so in
Northern Ireland where special factors apply. At the other end of the scale, there
are less than 30 staff per 100,000 in Greece, Macedonia, Kyrgystan, Armenia,
and Cyprus. Thereislarge international variation, and the median for the CEE
Europe countries (49) is not dissimilar to that for Western ones (53). Table 4
showsthe countriesrank ordered intermsof correctional staff (seealso Table VI
in Annex B).

Themost obviousfactor that should affect the number of correctional person-
nel istheactual number of peoplein prison. (This, incidentally, seemslittleto do
with crimes rates (Aebi and Kuhn (2000)). The statistical relationship goes in
that direction onthebasisof al countriesfor whichtherewasdata(r =0.483; n=
42). However, there were many exceptions. (Estonia for instance had a high
staffing level relative to its imprisonment rate, while the reverse was true in
Belarus). And simply omitting the four countries with the highest correctional
staff rates reduced the correlation considerably (r = 0.191; not significant).

Itisalso plausiblethat economic development isafactor —with lower correc-
tional staffing ratesin the least well-devel oped countries. Thiswas broadly en-
dorsed (using HDI values for 1998), although more strongly after omitting two
outlierswith very high staffing rates but relatively low values on the HDI index
(Estoniaand the Russian Federation). The bottom five countriesin terms of cor-
rectional officers per 100,000 population were all representative of either least
devel oped or emerging economies. Newman and Howard (1999b) found similar
results with global data from the Sixth Survey.

93



Table 4. Correctional staff per 100,000 population (1)

Northern Ireland 189 Spain 50
Estonia 163 Ukraine 50
Russian Federation 154 Croatia 49
USA 147 Switzerland 47
Canada 94 Azerbaijan 46
Lithuania 88 Luxembourg 46
Czech Rep. 87 Belgium 45
Slovakia 85 Slovenia 45
Scotland 84 Germany 44
[taly 82 Austria 44
Netherlands 80 Turkey 40
Latvia 79 Georgia 37
England & Wales 69 Bulgaria 35
Ireland 69 Belarus 35
Hungary 65 Iceland 35
Denmark 64 Malta 33
Israel (2) 64 Romania 32
Sweden 62 Cyprus 28
Portugal 56 Armenia 28
Finland 54 Kyrgyzstan 23
Norway 53 Macedonia, FYR 23
Andorra 51 Greece 20
Moldova, Rep. of 50
Correctional staff per 100,000 population
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 49 62 37
Western countries 53 63 36
All countries 50 63 37
25% quartile 40

Median 50

75% quartile 79

Note

1 In most cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

Thirdly, higher correctional staffing rates might mean that there are better
conditionsin prison—i.e., alower staff/inmateratio. Therewaslittle support for
this, however, in line with Marshall’s previous results from the Fifth Survey.®

8 r=-0.19; ns; n=37
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5.2.6

The countries with the least favourable staff/inmate ratios (i.e., in the bottom
quartile) are Belarus, Romania, Latvia, Moldova, Georgia, Lithuania, the USA,
Bulgaria, Greece, and Kyrgystan.® Most of these were characterised by high
prison populations rather than comparatively low per capita staffing level.

With the exception of the U.S. and Greece, al the countries in the bottom
(‘worst") quartile as regards inmate/staff ratio were in Eastern and Central Eu-
rope. In the CEE countries, the median was 3.1 inmates per correctional em-
ployee— over double the figure in the other countries (1.4). Finland, Cyprus, It-
aly, the Netherlands, Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Ireland, Slovenia, and North-
ernIreland ranked inthe highest (‘ best’) quartile asregardsthe staff/inmateratio
with one or |less than one inmate for each staff member.

In sum, then, higher correctional staffing rates are very broadly associated
with higher economic development and — less strongly —with higher imprison-
ment rates. However, there are many deviations, with some countries having
high prison populations but low staffing rates, and others having high staffing
relative to prisoners.

Total criminal justice personnel

Table 5 presents the rate of criminal justice personnel per 100,000 for the 33
countries for which data are available for all four sectors (see also Table VIl in
Annex B). Of these countries, the Russian Federation has the highest rate of
criminal justice personnel per capita(1,407), and Moldovaand Finland the low-
est (233). The overall median was 401 criminal justice personnel per 100,000
population — or one for every 249 persons. The figurein the CEE countries was
469 (one for every 213 person). This was higher than the 379 in the Western
countries for which data were available (one for every 264 person). Asacorol-
lary, the rate of personnel in countries classified as medium on the HDI was
higher (an average of 518 personnel per 100,000) than in *high’ HDI countries
(401).

Thedistribution of resources

Although there are significant international differencesin the number of people
working in criminal justice, the distribution of resources across the four sectors
isnot dissimilar. Figure 1 showsthat inall countriesby far the highest proportion
criminal justice personnel are police officers. The mean is 78.5%, with a small
standard deviation (8%). The United States ranks lowest with 61% of the crimi-
nal justice personnel in the police, followed by Estonia (reflecting the fact that
the proportion of correctional staff ishigh). At the other end of the scale, the po-
lice in Cyprus, Armenia, Greece and the Russian Federation form the highest
proportion of criminal justice personnel. Despite the fact that there are about a
third more people employed as criminal justice personnel in the CEE countries
than in Western ones, there is a striking similarity in distribution among police,

9  TheFifthsurvey showed similar resultswith ahighratio a so for the Russian Federation (4.3) and the Ukraine (3.9).

95



96

Table 5. Total criminal justice staff per 100,000 population: police officers, prosecu-
tors, judges and magistrates and staff in correction institutions (1)

Russian Federation 1,407 Hungary 390
Lithuania 603 Germany 386
Cyprus 570 Ireland 373
Czech Rep. 532 Macedonia, FYR 370
Portugal 531 Sweden 358
Latvia 530 Luxembourg 356
Croatia 511 England & Wales 322
Estonia 505 Slovenia 313
Israel 502 Andorra 302
Slovakia 469 Romania 294
Scotland 464 Netherlands 287
Armenia 444 Iceland 284
Austria 433 Denmark 279
Greece 414 Turkey 269
USA 414 Moldova, Rep. of 233
Belgium 408 Finland 233
Spain 401

Total criminal justice staff per 100,000 population

Median Mean Standard

deviation

CEE countries 469 508 291
Western countries 379 379 92
All countries 401 430 202
25% quartile 313
Median
75% quartile 502
Note

1 In most cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

court and prison staff. The proportion of police (78.5%) isthe same, while court
staff comprise only slightly more (6.6%) in the CEE countries than elsewhere
(5.5%).

Thenumerical importance of court staff (prosecutors, judgesand magistrates)
isfairly low: taken together they account for 6% of all criminal justice staff (with
a standard deviation of 3%). At the high end were Slovenia, Andorra, Finland
and Luxembourg —where more than 9% of the criminal justice work force con-
sists of court staff.
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Prosecutors,
judges and
magistrates

5.9%
Police

78.5%

Correctional
staff
15.5%

Figure 1. Distribution of personnel in the criminal justice workforce (33 countries)

The proportion of resourcesin prisonsis 16% overall (standard deviation of
8%). The United States and Estonia appear to employ almost one-third of all
criminal justice personnel in correctional services, and a quarter or so are thus
employed in the Netherlands, Finland and Denmark. At the other extreme, less
than 10% of criminal justice staff areemployedin correctionsin Greece, Cyprus,
Macedonia, Armeniaand Croatia.

The picture appears to be clear. The bulk of criminal justice personnel in al
countries for which there are complete data are police officers. These are fol-
lowed some way behind by prison staff; only a rather small proportion of all
criminal justice personnel are judges and prosecutors. The predominance of the
policeisnot of coursesurprising giventheir much broader range of functions.

The gender balance in criminal justice personnel

Information was collected again in the Sixth Survey on the extent to which
women participate in the criminal justice workforce. Resultsfor each sector are
taken up below.

Police

In three countries, about athird of police officerswerefemale: the Russian Fed-
eration, Sweden, and Norway. But the median was much lower —9% (datafor 41
countries). A number of countries had very low figures: 5% or less. There was
large variability in the proportion of female officers within the country group-
ings, and the medians were similar between the CEE countries and the rest (see
Figure 2).

Prosecutors

Compared to police officers, prosecutors were generally more likely to be
women: about athird were (datafor 29 countries). The highest proportionwasin
Estonia, with the lowest in Georgia, Azerbaijan, Turkey and Armenia(all 5% or
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57%

39%
31% 279% 25%
9% 8w 12%
Police Prosecutors  Judges / magistrates  Corrections

[T CEE countries [l Other countries
Figure 2. Proportion of the criminal justice workforce that were female (median)

less). Themedian proportioninthe CEE countries (31%) wasdlightly lower than
in the other countries (39%), but as with the police figures there was alarge de-
gree of variability within the country groupings.

Judges

Again, about athird of judges were femal e taking together all the countries pro-
viding information (40 countries). But the proportion ranged from 60% or more
in Kyrgystan, Latvia, Estonia, Slovenia, the Czech Republic and Romania, to
around 10% or lessin Malta, Azerbaijan and the UK. Here, the CEE median was
appreciably higher (57%) than for Western ones (27%).

Correctional staff

Overall, about afifth of staff in correctional institutionswaswomen (datafor 34
countries). Although the USA had a comparatively high proportion (30%), the
highest figures were mainly in CEE countries. Reflecting this, the CEE median
was higher (25%) than the other countries (12%).

The gender balance index

Since not all countries provided information on all four sectors, a Gender Bal-
ance Index (GBI) was constructed to minimizethe effect of incompl ete data, but
at the same time reflect the male: female staff ratios in the various sectors for
which resultswere available. Details of the construction of the Index arein Annex
B. Forty-eight countrieswereranked on the GBI, and quartile positions are shown
in Table 6. CEE countries mainly had the best representation of female staff (see
thetop, fourth quartile), although thiswas a so true of the USA, Sweden, and Can-
ada. CEE countries were distributed somewhat irregularly in the other quartiles.
In the bottom quartile, women featured least often in criminal justice staffing in
France, Liechtenstein, Turkey, Azerbaijan, and Northern Ireland.



Table 6. Categorisation of countries according to the Criminal Justice Practitioner Gender Bal-

ance Index (CJPGBI)

Low gender balance Medium High gender balance
1% quartile 2" quartile 3" quartile 4" quartile
France (48) Italy (36) Spain (25) Croatia (12)
Leichenstein (47) Austria (35) Scotland (24) Canada (11)
Turkey (46) Greece (34) Ukraine (23) Belarus (10)
Azerbaijan (45) Cyprus (33) Israel (22) Lithuania (9)
N. Ireland (44) Armenia (32) Poland (21) Czech Rep. (8)
Georgia (43) Portugal (31) Eng & Wales (20) Russian Fed (7)
Kazakhstan (42) Macedonia (30) Norway (19) Sweden (6)
Moldova (41) Kyrgyzstan (29) Slovenia (18) Bulgaria (5)
Iceland (40) Andorra (28) Denmark (17) Hungary (4)
Malta (39) Finland (27) Romania (16) USA (3)
Belgium (38) Ireland (26) Netherlands (15) Latvia (2)
Germany (37) Slovakia (14) Estonia (1)
Switzerland (13)

Notes
1 Figures in parentheses are ranks: (1) having the most equal gender balance; (48) having the least.

2 The proportion of women in each sector (police, prosecutors, judges and correctional staff) is in effect
given equal weight (see Annex A for more detail).

In sum, criminal justiceis still fairly male dominated. Table 7 gives another
summary picture, additional to that from the GBI. It relates to the 31 countries
withthe most completedata: namely, those with avaluefor the percentage of po-
liceofficerswho werewomen, and at | east two out of three of the other indicators
(prosecutors, judges’ magistrates and correctional staff). The picture differs
somewhat from the GBI, since the absolute number of different types of person-
nel is taken, which weights the figure towards the proportion of femalesin the
police (the biggest sector). In Table 6 (based on the GBI), each sector was given
equal weight.

Inall but four countries, lessthan onein fivecriminal justiceworkerswerefe-
male. With the countries covered here, there was little association between the
1998 UN Gender-related Development Index and the percentage of women in
the criminal justice workforce, no doubt because some of the countries with the
highest levelsof female CJS penetration were not particularly well-developed in
other socio-economic terms.

It was a'so clear that the penetration of women depends somewhat on func-
tion. The proportion of femal e workers was greatest for prosecution and judicial
staff —whose work is probably seen asless dependent on ‘ heavier-weight’ mas-
culine skills. The proportion was lowest overall for police officers, although a
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Table 7. Proportion of women in the the criminal justice workforce

Russian Federation 33 Finland 10
Estonia 26 Northern Ireland 9
Scotland 23 Greece 9
Latvia 20 Macedonia, FYR 9
Netherlands 18 Cyprus 8
Israel 17 Moldova, Rep. of 8
England & Wales 16 Ukraine 7
Armenia 16 Belgium 7
Czech Rep. 16 Ireland 7
Lithuania 15 Spain 7
Austria 14 Iceland 6
Romania 13 Italy 6
Slovenia 12 Portugal 5
Croatia 12 Turkey 4
Andorra 10 Kazakhstan 2
Denmark 10
Proportion of women in criminal justice workforce
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 13 15 8
Western countries 9 10 5
All countries 10

25% quartile 7

Median 10

75% quartile 16

Notes
1 Inmost cases the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

2 Countries with a value for the percentage of police officers who were women, and
at least two out of the three other indicators (prosecutors, judges/magistrates, and
correctional staff).

few countries seemed to draw more on women — either reflecting a tradition of
female participationin military activities (eg, Russia, Estonia, and Armenia), or
fairly higher levelsof social devel opment (eg, Sweden andthe USA). Asabroad
generalization, countriesthat reported a high rate of female participation in one
arenaal so reported high ratesin the others. (Full details by sector for each coun-
try arein Table VIII in Annex B.)



5.3
5.3.1

5.3.2

The productivity of criminal justice personnel

General points

The measures of staff capacity discussed so far have addressed the resources
availablefor criminal justicein different countries, but they say little about how
well different systems might be performing. The Sixth UN survey is, frankly,
limited in how much it can offer here—and bear in mind that thiswill be a diffi-
cultissuetojudge anyway. Nonethel ess, the datacollected can be manipulatedin
various ways to provide some pointers — at least as regards productivity of per-
formance, though not of courseitsquality. The productivity indicators presented
in this and the next section will necessarily be broad-brush because of uncer-
tainty about how far ‘like for like' isbeing measured by the information submit-
ted in the country returns. With this caution, this section turnsto a set of produc-
tivity indicators. Again, the approach taken mirrorsin many ways that taken by

Marshall (1998) in her analysisof the previous UN survey results. Thefollowing

indicators are addressed in this section:

a. Policerecording productivity. Thislooksat what variation thereisasregards
the extent to which the police record crimes reported to them by victims.
This productivity measure is obtained by linking results from the Interna-
tional Crime Victimisation Survey (ICV S) with the Sixth Survey returns on
crimes recorded by the police. Since not all countries have taken part in the
ICVS, thismeasureisavailablefor 34 countries. (Thereisfurther discussion
below.)

b. Policeproductivity. Thislooksat how many suspectsthe police deal with per
capita, and how many convictions they produce.

c. Prosecutors’ productivity. Thislooksat how many prosecutions prosecutors
achieve per capita, and how many convictions they produce.

Theinformation on police recording productivity — (a) above—also presentsthe
opportunity to see whether the ICV S gives a different picture of relative crime
levelsindifferent countriesto figuresof crimesrecorded by the police. Although
not central to theissue of police productivity, resultsare shown for interest at the
end of the section. Also, the information on how many suspectsthe police ‘ pro-
duce’, and how many convictions prosecutors secure, can be presented not only
as measures of productivity, but also to describe the process of ‘attrition’ be-
tween recording offences, catching suspects, and prosecuting and convicting
them. Resultson attrition are al so presented at the end of the section, although at
broad brush level and with some strong reservations.

Police recording productivity

Itisatruism that the number of crimesthe policerecordissubstantially lessthat
the number of crimes experienced by victims. Thefirst reason is non-reporting.
A multitude of victim surveys have shown that many crimes are not reported to
the police — albeit with the proportion varying by type of offence. Briefly here,
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non-reporting isprimarily because victimsfeel that what has happened isnot se-
rious enough to warrant formal attention, or that the policewill not, or cannot do
much about it (eg, Skogan, 1984; Mayhew, 1993). What victims feel about how
far the police are likely to help is returned to shortly when measures of confi-
denceinthepoliceareconsidered. Thel CV Shasdoneagreat deal to chart varia-
tionsin reporting ratesin different countries, even though the samples taken in
different countries have been relatively small (see van Kesteren, Mayhew and
Nieuwbeerta, 2000 for further details).

The second reason for the gap between police and survey estimates is the
shortfall between the estimated number of crimes reported to the police and the
number recorded by them. This recording proportion needs explaining. Many
people might assume that the policerecord all crimesthey cometo know about.
Infact, though, anumber of studieshavetestified that thisisnot thecase (seee.g.,
Burrowset al., 2000). The police may not record acomplaint of crimeif they do
not think thereissufficient evidence; someincidentsmay go unrecorded because
of police compliancewith victims' wishesnot to proceed; other incidentsmay be
regarded by the police astoo trivial to warrant aformal investigation; or the po-
licemay feel that thereport ismistaken or disingenuous. Inaddition, though, itis
plausible to suppose that when the policefail to record incidents drawn to their
attention, thisdenotes somelack of responsivenessto victims, or at least | ess effi-
cient systems for capturing victim complaints. In essence, then, the recording
proportion can stand asameasure of police‘ energy’ such that the policein coun-
triesinwhich arelatively high proportion of reported crimesarerecorded can be
considered the most energetic and efficient. The pertinent issue for present pur-
poses, then, is not variations in reporting ratesin different countries evidenced
by thelCV S, but rather theindicativemeasureit providesastotherecording pro-
portion. (Variationsin reporting rates are considered | ater as part of ameasure of
citizen satisfaction with the police.)

In the interests of simplicity, the comparison here is between (i) al crimes
measured by the ICV'S, and (ii) all crimes recorded by the police (see below for
further details). One difficulty isthat thisis not comparing ‘like with like'. For
one, the ICV S coverage of crimediffersfrom that of thepolice. (ThelCVSonly
covers crimes against householders and their property, whereas police figures
also cover victimless crimes aswell asthose targeted oninstitutional victimsfor
instance.) Another difficulty isthat the breadth of the ‘total * police crime count
will obviously be important, in that those countries which include a broader
range of illegal behaviour could appear to have lower recording productivity.
Nonetheless, linking the | CV Sand police countsintheway that hasbeen doneis
likely to give abroad indication of recording differentials.

Thefirst ICV S measure taken isthe percentage of respondents who said they
had been victim of one or more on the eleven main types of crime measured by
the ICVS.X? (The total ICV'S crime count is taken mainly to maximise the reli-
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For convenience, a‘prevalence’ measure istaken from the additional information added to the database for the Sixth
Survey - i.e, the percentage of people victimised once or more by any of the crimes covered by theICV'S. Theaterna-
tive would have been the more complete incidence risk, taking into account multiple victimisation. It isunlikely that
results would have differed.



Table 8. Police recording productivity based on ratio between all recorded crime rate and ICVS
measure of victimisation (all ICVS crimes), adjusted to exclude offences not reported to the police

Lowest ratio of recorded Medium Medium Highest ratio of recorded
crime to ICVS crime crime to ICVS crime
0.192 or less 0.193 - 0.270 0.271-0.53 0.54 or more

1%t quartile 2" quartile 3 quartile 4" quartile

Georgia (34) Spain (25) Belarus (17) Eng & Wales (9)
Slovakia (33) Malta (23) Switzerland (16) Portugal (8)

Ukraine (32) Croatia (23) Northern Ireland (14) | Belgium (7)

Slovenia (31) Russian Fed. (22) USA (14) Scotland (6)
Macedonia (30) Czech Republic (21) Italy (13) Canada (5)

Latvia (29) Bulgaria (20) Netherlands (12) Austria (4)

Lithuania (27) Poland (19) France (11) Denmark (3)
Romania (27) Estonia (18) Hungary (10) Finland (2)
Kyrgyzstan (26) Sweden (1)

Note

1 Figures in parentheses are ranks. Some countries are in joint position.

ability of thel CV Sfigures, sincetherel atively small samplestakenin each coun-
try meansthat thereisinevitably large sampling error attached to the ICV S esti-
mates of specific offences).! Asmany resultsasareavailablefromthelast three
sweeps of the|CV Saretaken, and averaged. Thereisafurther adjustment to ac-
count for city as against national surveys.'?

ThislICV Sestimateof crimeisnext adjusted to take account of the percentage
of crimes said to have been reported to the police.® This provides an indication
of the proportion of peoplein acountry who have experienced a crime that has
been reported to the police. This proportion is then set against the average
1995-1997 per capitarate of thetotal number recorded by the police as reported
inthe Sixth Survey.!* Theratio of the second (police) measuretothefirst (ICVS)
one isthe indicator of recording productivity.

11

12

13

14

Marshall (1998), for instance, took what was on the face of it a useful route in comparing ICV S levels of residential
burglary with policefigures of residential and non-residential burglary. However, resultswere rather unclear and this
may well have been because of the greater sampling error onthel CV Sratesand more missing policeinformation from
countries which do not record burglary as a separate category.

Overall victimisation levelswere adjusted for countrieswith city surveysonly to take account of higher victimisation
ratesin more densely populated areas. To do this, the average differential (0.78) between national and city ratesin 21
countries was applied to reduce the values for countries with city surveys only. This adjustment applied to Belarus,
Bulgaria, Croatia, Hungary, Kyrgyzstan, L atvia, Macedonia, Romania, Russian Federation, Spain, and the Ukraine.
Victimsare asked whether they reported theincident to the police. Thosewho experienced any particular typeof crime
more than once are asked whether they reported the last incident. There was no adjustment made for national or city
ICV'S coverage since there was no evident pattern of reporting rates differing.

Recorded crime figures for 1994 were used for Austria, France, Macedonia, and Malta.
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Table 8 groups the 34 countries into quartiles according to the ratio of po-
lice-recorded crime to the estimate of victim-reported crime. (Only quartile po-
sitionsare shownto avoid giving theimpression of spuriousaccuracy.) Inthetop
quartile (quartile 4), the ratio was 0.55 or more (ie, the per capitarates of al re-
corded crime was 55% or moretherate of offences said to have been reported to
the police, as measured by the ICV'S). The highest figure wasin Sweden. In the
lowest quartile, the ratio was about 0.20 in all countries, suggesting less ener-
getic and/or efficient police recording. The lowest ratio wasin Georgia. All but
two countries in the bottom two quartiles were CEE ones.

5.3.3 Police productivity: suspects

Thefollowing few measures link manpower capacity with criminal justice out-
put invariousways. Thisisdone cognisant of the difficultiesof making compari-
sons. For one, data on case output (suspects, prosecutions, and convictions) are
typically collected by different agencies using independent data systems, with
no cross checking between them, and no necessary linkage asregards crime cov-
erage, or methods of case counting.'® Moreover, suspects, prosecutionsand con-
victions do not necessarily mean the samethingin all countrieseven if the same
terminology is used.

This said, the first measure links the number of police officersto the number
of suspects(see Table9).26 Onthefaceof it, police officersdeal t with the greatest
number of suspectsin Finland (nearly 2,700 suspects per 100 officersin ayear),
the USA and Canada. At the other extreme, in Armenia, the Russian Federation,
Kazakhstan, Latviaand Spain, each officer appeared to deal with one suspect or
lessayear. The differences are hard to believe. Variability in the count of police
officers may be oneissue, but probably more important are differencesin how
suspectsaredefinedindifferent countries. This, for one, may reflect variationsin
pre-arrest procedures, in particular whether offenders are diverted away from
“suspect’ status by the use of informal cautioning for example. On the face of it,
though, the median number of suspects per 100 officers was just over 200 per
year inthe CEE countries (two suspects per officer), and just over 500in the oth-
ers(5.2 suspectsper officer). Neither of thesefiguresmight seemhightoalay au-
dience, although in fact they will simply reflect the diverse nature of policing
work, which will be largely concerned with routine order maintenance and the
provision of services that are not directly offender-related.
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Cases can mean individuals, incidents, or processing decisions, Thereisalso atiming problem. Annual datais used,
but suspects, for instance, may be prosecuted or convicted ayear |ater than they were caught. Thusin linking casesit
needs to be assumed that the numbers remain largely stable year-on-year.

The Sixth Survey questionnaire asked for information on per sonsbrought into formal contact withthepoalice.... where
formal contact might include being suspected, arrested, cautioned etc. The term * clearance rate’ would not be con-
stant, and isnot used here. Inthe US, for instance, it means a suspect being charged and turned over for prosecution. In
other countries, it simply meansthat the police haveidentified an offender, irrespective of whether any further actionis
taken.



Table 9. Productivity of the police: suspects per 100 police (1)

Finland 2,692 Israel 360
USA 2,260 Macedonia, FYR 353
Canada 1,043 Slovenia 332
Germany 872 Slovakia 251
Netherlands 845 Italy 249
Greece 769 Estonia 225
Austria 684 Moldova, Rep of 201
Norway 684 Croatia 173
England & Wales 558 Cyprus 137
Portugal 475 Lithuania 132
Hungary 415 Ukraine 122
Poland 404 Spain 102
Romania 404 Latvia 100
France 385 Kazakhstan 82
Sweden 37 Russian Federation 79
Ireland 366 Armenia 53
Number of suspects per 100 police officers
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 201 222 131
Western countries 516 714 705
All countries 360 490 577
25% quartile 137

Median 360

75% quartile 558

Note

1 In most countries the average of 1995-1997. Figures for Armenia, Austria, France,

Macedonia, Slovakia, and the Russian Federation are for 1994.
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5.3.4

53.5

Police productivity: convictions

Onecanalsolook at the productivity of the policeintermsof convictions. Inline
with previous UN survey results, the policein Western countries produced more
convictions (amedian of 225 per 100 officers, asagainst 108 in CEE countries).
Finland stood out with the most convictions per 100 officers (over 1,000), and
there were aso high figures in Denmark, Canada, Andorra and Turkey. Some
countries had very low figures, and while these tended to be CEE ones, Cyprus,
Northern Ireland, Italy and Portugal were among them.

Prosecutors’ productivity: prosecutions

The most pertinent measure of productivity hereisthe number of prosecutions
per prosecutor — albeit thisis particularly problematic because of differencesin
inputs (have the police already had the discretion to drop cases?) and outputs (do
prosecutors have to prosecute?) — cf. Jehle (2000).178 In any event, therewas a
very widerangein thefigures—from over 500 prosecutions per prosecutor inthe
USA, Turkey, Ireland and the Netherlands, to less than 30 per prosecutor in
Georgia, Armenia, Latvia, Cyprus, and Moldova(Table10). By andlarge, prose-
cutorsin CEE countries—although more numerous as seen —processed far fewer
prosecutions (the median was 56 per prosecutor) than in the other countries
(270). At country level, though, therewasaparticularly largevariationin thefig-
uresin CEE countries (denoted by amuch smaller median (56) than mean (73)).
The productivity of prosecutorsin general (106 prosecutions per prosecutor all
told) ishigher than that of the policein relation to suspects (under 4 suspects per
police officer), though thisisto be expected given the respective nature of their
work.

Using data from thirteen countiesin the European Sourcebook project, Jehle
(2000) observed that where a prosecution authority had alow workload of cases
(measured by prosecutions per capita), the rate of cases brought to court was
higher, suggesting that prosecutors in some countries may have more time for
case preparation. With the current datafor alarger number of countries, therela-
tionship went in the same direction.®

17 TheSixthsurvey saysthat ‘ persons prosecuted’ may be understood to mean alleged of fenders prosecuted by means of
an official charge, initiated by the public prosecutor, or the law enforcement agency responsible for prosecution.

18  Linking the number of prosecutions to the number of suspects produces unreliable results, for one because in nearly
half of the countriesfor which there was both suspect and prosecution data, the number of prosecutionswas greater or
virtually the same as suspects. Thismight imply that there is no separate prosecution stage. Also, the prosecutionsto
suspectsratio islikely to reflect pre-trial diversion programmes.

19 Jehle' smeasure of casesthat cameto court wasrather different from that available from the Sixth Survey inthat he put
all cases coming to court (irrespective of outcome) over the base of all disposed cases (including dropped cases, cases
brought to court, and other disposals). Here, the correl ation between prosecutions per 100,000 population and theratio
of convictions to prosecutions was—0.561; n = 31; <0.001).
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Table 10. Productivity of prosecutors: prosecutions per prosecutor (1)

USA 571 Israel 102
Turkey 553 Iceland 100
Ireland 551 Portugal 96
Netherlands 532 Hungary 93
Andorra 383 Estonia 70
Finland 347 Slovakia 68
Scotland 307 Belarus 45
England & Wales 233 Kazakhstan 35
Macedonia, FYR 191 Russian Federation 32
Croatia 156 Moldova, Rep. of 28
Slovenia 127 Cyprus 27
Czech Rep. 127 Latvia 24
Germany 124 Armenia 21
Sweden 110 Georgia 9
Prosecutions per prosecutor
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 56 73 57
Western countries 270 288 202
All countries 106 181 182
25% quartile 43

Median 106

75% quartile 252

Note

1 Inmost countries the average of 1995-1997. Figures for Denmark, and the Russian
Federation are for 1994.

5.3.6 Prosecutors’ productivity: convictions

There is further attrition between prosecutions and convictions, athough this
will beinfluenced, for one, by what filtering has been done by police or prosecu-
tors before cases get to court.?’ In CEE countries, the median number of convic-
tions per prosecutor was 33; in Western countiesit was 198 (see Table 11). This
again denotes greater productivity in more economically developed countries,
athough it might also signify of course that there is more court capacity with
which to process offenders. The highest number of convictions achieved by
prosecutors seemed to be in Finland, Austria, and Romania— where there were

20 The Sixth Survey says that ‘ persons convicted’ may be understood to mean persons found guilty by any legal body
duly authorised to pronounce them convicted under national law, whether the conviction was later upheld or not.
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Table 11. Productivity of prosecutors: convictions per prosecutor (1)

Finland 333 Croatia 46
Austria 331 Slovakia 43
Romania 298 Bulgaria 41
Turkey 254 Belarus 39
Scotland 248 USA 39
Andorra 244 Portugal 39
Denmark 230 Kyrgyzstan 34
Netherlands 223 Poland 33
Greece 208 Slovenia 33
Spain 198 Russian Federation 29
England & Wales 152 Moldova, Rep. of 27
Israel 99 Lithuania 24
Germany 97 Latvia 19
Hungary 75 Armenia 18
Czech Rep. 67 Cyprus 17
Macedonia, FYR 64 Kazakhstan 14
Estonia 56 Azerbaijan 11
Belgium 52 Georgia 8
Sweden 48
Nunber of convictions per prosecutor
Median Mean Standard
deviation

CEE countries 33 49 62
Western countries 198 165 105
All countries 48 102 102
25% quartile 33

Median 48

75% quartile 198

Note

In most countries the average of 1995-1997. Figures for Austria, Denmark, and the Russian

federation are for 1994.

about 300 or more convictions per prosecutor. Thelowest figureswerein Geor-
gia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Cyprus, Armenia and Latvia— where there were

fewer than 20.

Thefiguresfor the number of prosecutions per prosecutor and the number of
convictions per prosecutor are closer together in the CEE countries, implying
that more cases prosecuted are taken forward to court. However, system differ-
encesarelikely to bemoretheissue hererather thanany ‘real’ differencesin how
well prosecutors achieve convictions. In many CEE countries it might be that

thereislittle scope for prosecutors to drop cases at their own discretion.




5.3.7

In parenthesis: relative crime levels according to
the police and the ICVS

Theissueof whether thelCV Sgivesadifferent pictureof relativecrimelevelsin
different countriesto figures of crimesrecorded by the policeis essentially tan-
gential here, asmentioned. The answer may be of interest nonethel ess. Of the 34
countrieswith both an |CV Sand apolice measure of crime, 11 fell into the same
guartile on both crime measures (see Table 12A). (Of these, England & Wales
andthe Netherlandswerein thetop quartileswith the highest crimerates on both
measures. Belarus, Croatia, Georgiaand Macedonia, in contrast, werein the bot-
tom quartiles on both measures). Thelargest discrepancieswere Finland (which
wasinthe‘worst’ quartile asregards police crimerates, but the ‘best’ onefor the
ICV Smeasure), and the Russian Federation and the Ukraine where the opposite
applied (with the lowest police rates and the highest ICV S ones).

Of further interest is whether the two crime measures correspond more
closely when ICV Sfigures are adjusted to reflect only crimes reported to the po-
lice. There was indeed more correspondence, as one would expect. Compared to
the 11 countriesin the same quartileson thetwoinitial crimemeasures, therewere
21 inthesamequartileswhen overall recorded crimewasset against the |CV Sesti-
mate of reported crime. The quartile positions al so came closer together for afur-
ther eight countries(see Table 12B). In other words, then, policefiguresseemafair
guidetothelevel of reported crime, but amuch lessgood one asto thelevel of ev-
eryday experience of crime in different countries, much of which remains be-
yond police knowledge. By the same token, these results confirm the validity of
the ICV Sfor the purpose of international comparisons of crime levels,

Table 12A. Quartile positions on all police-recorded crime (Sixth UN Survey) and the Interna-
tional Crime Victimisation Survey (unadjusted figures)

ICVS (all survey crimes)

Police (total recorded crime)
Q1 (lowest Q2 Q3 Q4 (highest
crime rates) crime rates)
% o | Belarus Austria Finland
Sz % Croatia Hungary
= Georgia N. Ireland
Macedonia Portugal
Kyrgyzstan Malta Switzerland Belgium
S Romania Poland Denmark
Slovakia
Latvia Spain Italy Canada
S USA France
Scotland
Sweden
% o | Russian Federation  Bulgaria Czech Republic England & Wales
S %-E Ukraine Estonia Netherlands
= Lithuania
Slovenia
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Table 12B. Quartile positions on all police-recorded crime (Sixth UN Survey) and the International
Crime Victimisation Survey (adjusted to exclude offences not reported to the police)

ICVS (all survey crimes, excluding those not reported to the police)

Q1
(lowest reported

Q2

Q3

Q4
(highest reported

Police (total recorded crime)
Q1 (lowest Q2 Q3 Q4 (highest
crime rates) crime rates)
Belarus Portugal
= Croatia
s Georgia
é’ Kyrgyzstan
© Macedonia
Romania
Russian Federation
Ukraine
Latvia Estonia Austria Finland
Poland Hungary
Spain Italy
Bulgaria N. Ireland Belgium
Lithuania Switzerland
Malta USA
Slovenia
Slovakia Czech Republic Canada
= Denmark
B England & Wales
é France
e Netherlands
Sweden
Scotland
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In parentheses: aftrition

The aboveindicators all bear in their way on the process of attrition, or the pro-
gressive funnelling away of the number of crimes the police know about to the
number of convictionsin court. Attempts to look at attrition in criminal justice
processing have grown somewhat in popularity as ameans of better illustrating
the limited scope of the criminal justice system in dealing with crime (see, e.g.,
Marshall (1998); Farrington, Langan and Wikstrém (1994); Langan and
Farrington (1998); M ukherjee and Reichel (1999); Barclay and Tavares (1999);
Tonry and Farrington (forthcoming)). The most complete measure of attrition
startsby using victim survey resultsto providetheinitial count of crimesexperi-
enced by victim, then follows these through to crimes reported by victims,



crimes recorded by the police, offences for which an offender is caught, con-

victed, and —in some analyses—sent to prison. No useismade here of thevictim

survey measure provided by the ICV Sfor the Sixth Survey. For one, it reduces
the number of countries that could be included in analysis (particularly CEE
ones). Also, as discussed earlier, the ICVS total count of crime can only be
loosely aligned the total count of offences recorded by the police.

Even with a more reduced focus, ng differential attrition ratesis very
problematic due simply to procedural difference.

* Firgt, for instance, the number of suspects per 100 crimeswill be heavily de-
pendent on the number of crimes recorded in thefirst place. Some countries
will tend only to record when thereis a suspect.?* Other countrieswill record
crimes across a much broader range than that to which suspect information
might apply, or at least a different coverage to the coverage of suspects (the
USA isan example).?

¢ Second, differencesin prosecutorial arrangementswill also affect thelink be-
tween suspects and convictions, while convictions themsel ves may be differ-
ently counted.

* Third, the attrition assessment sets offences recorded against offenders sus-
pected, prosecuted or convicted: one offence could have more than one of-
fender, and one offender could be responsible for more than one offence.

* Fourth, the respective annual measures will be gathered independently.
Crimesinoneyear may not lead to suspectsbeing caught and dealt with inthe
sameyear, and thusthe assumption needsto be made that the respective case-
loads remain fairly stable year-on-year.

Thefollowing analyses, therefore, aretentative. (Information on per capitarates
of recorded crime, the number of suspects, prosecutions and convictionsin each
country are shown in Table I X in Annex B.)

Thereisaclear difference between CEE and Western countries as regards at-
trition. As Figure 3 shows, the volume of crimes recorded by the police per
100,000 population is much greater in Western countries — athough this may
well be because of more complete recording of criminal incidents. The average
(median) rate of suspects, prosecutions and convictions, however, ismuch more
similar between the two groups of countries. Theresult isthat the higher level of
crimein Western countries meansthat the fall-off at suspect stageisparticularly
substantial .

Figure4 showstheprocessof attritionfor thetwo setsof countriesby indexing
to 100 the per capitarate of recorded crimes. Rather more than half of offences
recorded resultedin asuspect being counted inthe CEE countries, whereasit was
about threeinteninthe other countries. Theattrition at the prosecution stagewas
again less pronounced in the CEE countries than in other countries where the

21
22

Cyprus, the USA and Turkey actually reported more suspects than recorded crimes.

A potentially morereliable assessment would come from examining differential attritioninrelationto particular types
of offences - as Barclay (2000) did with data from the European Sourcebook, for instance. Here, thiswould havere-
duced the number of countriesthat could be examined. And substantial problems of interpretation would still remain,
as Barclay found.
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Figure 4. Attrition in the criminal justice process

number of prosecutionswas only two-thirds the number of suspects. Therate of
fall-off between prosecutions and convictionswas similarly smaller in the CEE
countriesthan in others, where again only two out of three prosecutionsledto a
conviction.

Comparing overall attrition (recorded crime to convictions), the median for
CEE countries was about three convictions per ten crimes. In Western countries
iswas just over one conviction per ten crimes. Thus, attrition was in general
greatest in more developed countries, although as mentioned this is probably
much less an indication of poor system performance than a reflection of more
completerecording of minor crimes (especially minor property crimesfor which
the police are unlikely to catch offenders). In addition, the greater fall-off be-
tween crimes and convictions in some countries may aso indicate a deliberate
funnelling of cases away from the courtsthrough the use of lessformal case pro-
cessing aternatives.

For all countriesfor which thereweredata, for each 100 crimes, therewere41
suspects, 28 prosecutions and 21 convictions.



5.3.9

Country differences

Theattrition valuesvary widely by country at each of the attrition stages. (Table
X inAnnex B showsthedatafor all countriesfor which attrition could be at | east
partially tracked from recorded crimes.) Not all countries provided information
on al four measures (crime, suspects, prosecutions and convictions), so no com-
plete pictureis possible. This said, on the face of it, the results suggest:

Crimes to suspects. There is most attrition in England & Wales, Spain,
France, Canadaand the Netherlands, where thereisonly about one suspect or
less for every five crimes recorded. At the other end of the scale, there was
marginal attrition at thisstage in Greece and Azerbaijan: therewere nearly as
many Suspects as crimes.

Suspects to prosecutions. For many countries, the suspect and prosecution
figures were the same or very similar, suggesting that suspects are counted
only whenaprosecutionismade. Attrition wasmost marked in Germany, Fin-
land, Portugal and Israel: in each, lessthan half of suspectswere prosecuted.
In contrast, theleast pronounced attrition wasin Canada, Macedonia, and the
USA —where about 90% of suspects appeared to be prosecuted.
Prosecutions to convictions. This segment of attrition might be thought to
vary lessthan others, since one would assume that a common objective of all
justice systems would be to secure a conviction for cases that had passed the
prosecution hurdle. In fact, though, there was still much country variation.
The fall-off between prosecutions and convictions appeared greatest in
Slovenia, Macedonia, and Norway —where only around onein three prosecu-
tionsledtoaconviction.?® Therewas|east fall-off in Israel, Finland, Moldova,
and Georgia— where more than ninein ten prosecutions led to a conviction.
On average, about two in three prosecutions secured a conviction.

Overall attrition (crimesto convictions). Overall attrition levelsfor different
countries ranged widely from about one or less convictions per ten crimesin
Belgium, Norway, England & Wales, the Netherlands, Germany, Italy, and
Portugal, to five or more convictions per ten crimesin Azerbaijan, Georgia,
Armeniaand Kyrgyzstan.

23 IntheUSA, thegap wasso pronounced asto suggest the basisof the dataon convictionsdid not match prosecutions.
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5.4

5.4.1

Ofther indicators

The Sixth survey offersafew other waysforward to assess aspects of police per-
formance. The measures presented here cover two main components:

a. Public satisfaction with policing, using responses from the ICV'S;

b. Corruption among the police.

Citizen satisfaction with the police

Three measures can be used from the ICV S to assess aspects of the public’s re-
sponseto the police. They arerelatively modest indicatorsin some ways (based
on relatively small samples, and using simple questions), but they have the
unique advantage of being internationally comparable, and wide in coverage
(there was information for 35 countries). The three measures are:

a. Thelevel of reporting to the police. Reporting levels are taken for * contact

crime’ (robbery, assaultsand sexual assaults) sincethisisarguably lessinflu-
enced by pragmatic considerations such asinsurance claims.?* The assump-
tionisthat higher reporting level sdenote more confidencein thewillingness
and ability of thepoliceto deal with crimesbrought to their attention. For the
35 countries for which results were available, on average (median) 31% of
contact crimes were reported to the police. The median for CEE countries
was lower at 25% than for other countries (34%). By country, the highest
level of reporting (about 40% or more) wasin the USA, Scotland, the Neth-
erlands, and the UK. Thelowest (about 20% or | ess) wasin Kyrgyzstan, Aus-
tria, Croatia, the Russian Federation, Latvia, Belarus, Georgia, and Roma-
nia?

For victimswho did bring inthe police: how satisfied werethey with theway
they felt thepolicehhandled their report? On average, nearly half of victimsof
contact crimewere satisfied. Themedian for CEE countrieswas appreciably
lower (36% were satisfied on average) than in the other countries (68%). By
country, the highest level of satisfaction (about 75% of victimsor morebeing
satisfied) wasin Denmark, Finland, Sweden, the Netherlands, and Canada.
Thelowest (about 30% or |ess) wasin Kyrgyzstan, the Ukraine, Georgia, the
Russian Federation, and Lithuania.

The satisfaction of all country respondents (victims and non-victims) with
police performance in their local area. This taps more genera attitudes to-
wards the adequacy of policing. On average, just over half of those in al
countries were satisfied, with the median in CEE countries again being ap-
preciably lower (36%) thanin other countries (76%). By country, the highest
level of satisfaction (80% or more satisfied) was in Canada, Scotland, the

24 However, substituting ameasure of reporting of all crimes measured by the ICV S by the Citizen Evaluation of Police
Performance Index (CEPPI) made little difference to the results.

25 Some of thedifferencesin reporting, it should be noted, may reflect the different makeup of contact crimes, sincere-
porting rates for the component parts differs somewhat
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USA, Denmark, and Switzerland. The lowest (about 20% or less) wasinthe
Russian Federation, Kyrgyzstan, Lithuania, and Estonia.

Thesethree measuresare combined into an I ndex of Citizen Evaluation of Police
Performance (CEPPI), the construction of which is described in Annex A.
(Therewasafair degree of correlation between them). Table 13 shows the quar-
tile groupings. Countries with the highest CEPPI scores are Scotland, the USA,
Canada, Denmark, and England and Wales—all with scores of nearly 90 or more
out of 100 (themaximum value). Countrieswith the poorest assessment of police
performance were Kyrgyzstan, the Russian Federation, Georgia and Latvia —
with scores of 11 or less. The median value for CEE countries (27) was about a
third less than for other countries (77) — denoting a marked difference in po-
lice-publicrelations. All countriesinthelowest quartile were CEE ones, aswere
most of those in the next quartile. These results are in line with those from the
Fifth UN Survey and are not altogether surprising given the status of thepolicein

the Soviet system — perhaps not quickly forgotten (cf. Zvekic, 1998).

Table 13. Categorisation of countries according to the Citizen Evaluation of Police Performance

indicator (CEPPI)
Poor evaluation Medium High evaluation
1% quartile 2" quartile 3" quartile 4" quartile
Kazakhstan (1) Bulgaria (10) Spain (19) France (27)
Russian Fed. (2) Croatia (11) Macedonia (20) N. Ireland (28)
Georgia (3) Hungary (12) Slovakia (21) Netherlands (29)
Latvia (4) Poland (13) Malta (22) Sweden (30)
Romania (5) Czech Rep. (14) Slovenia (23) Eng & Wales (31)
Ukraine (5) ltaly (15) Finland (24) Denmark (31)
Estonia (5) Portugal (16) Belgium (25) Canada (33)
Belarus (8) Austria (16) Switzerland (26) USA (34)
Lithuania (9) Albania (16) Scotland (35)
Median Mean Standard deviation
CEE countries 27 29 19
Western countries 77 74 18
All countries 46 51 30

115



5.4.2

Corruption

Use was made of an Index of Corruption to look at another aspect of the per-
formance of criminal justice workers. The Index was derived from three inde-
pendent sources.?®
a.  Thefirst was ameasure from the ICV S pertaining to what might be seen as
‘low level’ corruption by public officials.?’

b. The second wasthe Transparency International Corruption Ranking, based
on corrupt practices as perceived by the business sector.

c. The third was the World Economic Forum measure on whether improper
practices (bribery/corruption) prevailed in the public sphere.

Clearly, al three are slightly tangential measures of the behaviour of criminal
justice personnel. For instance, inthe ICV S a*“police officer” isonly one of the
examples given of officialswho might have asked for abribe, and for those who
admitted having been subject to thisform of corruption, thereisnoway of saying
whether it involved a police officer (or indeed another criminal justice worker).
Nonetheless, it is reasonabl e to assume that such corruption as exists at country
level isaso likely to spill over to those within the criminal justice sector. The
high correlations between the threeindicators al so suggest some underlying pro-
clivities?®

Themean scores of the Corruption Index varied considerably by region: from
27 inthe CEE countries, to 74 in the remainder (highest scores denoted less cor-
ruption). Although therewas more variationinthe CEE countries (indicated by a
higher standard deviation relative to the mean), the ‘worst’ quartile nonethel ess
comprised all CEE countries, with the exception of Turkey. In the second quar-
tile CEE also predominated, although Italy, Greece and Malta also featured.
There was a strong negative association between the Corruption Index and citi-
zens' evaluations of the police as captured in CEPPI (0.83; n= 35). In other
words, countrieswhere corruption ssemsmorerifearegenerally thosewherethe
public also seem to have less confidence and support for the police. Table 14
shows the quartile groupings on the Corruption Index.

26  The Corruption Index was computed by the author, not taken from the UN Database.

27 Initslast two sweeps, the|CV Shasincluded thefollowing question: “In some countries, thereisaproblem of corrup-
tion among government or public officials, During [year], hasany government official, for instance acustoms officer,
apoliceofficer or inspector inyour country asked you, or expected you to pay abribefor hisservice?’ Datawereavail-
able for 33 countries.

28  Thecorrelation between the |CV S measure and the Transparency Index was 0.78 (n = 29); between the ICV Sand the
World Economic Forum (WEF) data was 0.83(n =18); and between the Tl and the WEF data, r = 0.91 (n = 30).
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Table 14. Categorisation of countries according to the Corruption Index (CI)

Higher corruption Medium Low corruption
1%t quartile 2" quartile 3" quartile 4" quartile
Azerbaijan (1) Ukraine (13) Ireland (24) Luxembourg (36)
Georgia (2) Slovakia (14) Hungary (25) Switzerland (37)
Kyrgyzstan (3) Latvia (15) Estonia (26) Canada (38)
Kazakhstan (4) Lithuania (16) Spain (27) Netherlands (39)
Russian Fed. (5) Romania (17) Portugal (28) Eng & Wales (40)
Armenia (6) Macedonia (18) Belgium (29) Iceland (41)
Moldova (7) Belarus (19) Slovenia (30) Norway (42)
Albania (8) Italy (20) France (31) N. Ireland (43)
Croatia (9) Greece (21) Israel (32) Denmark (44)
Bulgaria (10) Poland (22) Austria (33) Scotland (45)
Turkey (11) Malta (23) USA (34) Sweden (46)
Czech Rep. (12) Germany (35) Finland (47)

Median Mean Standard deviation

CEE countries 27 26 18
Western countries 74 69 24
All countries 51 50 30

9.5 Comibining the indicators

For reasonsdescribed, the measures presented so far areall rather problematic as
sound indicators of the performance of criminal justice systems in different
countries. But in truth they are asgood as any likely to be available. Seven mea-
sures are combined below to produce an overall picture. They give someindica
tion of what policeand prosecutorsdo, and how much they do; what peoplethink
of thepolice; and what peopl €' sexposureto corruption might be. The seven mea-
sures are:

a

Pooo

f.
g.

Police recording productivity — the extent to which the police appear to re-
cord crimes reported to them by victims.

The number of suspects generated by police officers

The number of prosecutions that prosecutors generate

The number of convictions relative to prosecutors

Thenumber of convictionsrelativeto thenumber of police—additional to (d)
as differences in prosecutorial arrangements may influence (d) as much as
productivity.

The Citizen Evaluation of Police Performance Index (CEPPI)

The Corruption Index

Each of these seven measures hasaquartilevalue. An average of the quartileval-
ues is used as a broad overall indicator of performance. It needs to be kept in
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mind that some countries could be assessed on more measuresthan others.? No
attentionispaidtotheearlier measuresof criminal justicestaff capacity indiffer-
ent countries(e.g., thenumber of policeper capita). Thereisno clear relationship
between resourcing level sand the volume of crime dealt with—indeed asregards
thepoliceat least, morepoliceislikely to be associated with more crime—proba-
bly because of agreater capacity to record it. Likewise, the number of prosecu-
torsand judges seemed to be largely afunction of different procedural arrange-
ments (with the CEE countries having higher per capita rates). Correctional
staffing levels also seemed simply related to economic development.

Table 15 presents the average of the quartile values for the seven measures
used. (Table XI in Annex B showsthefull details). For each measure, quartile 4
representsthe best’ performance—e.g., the closest correspondence between the
level of crime recorded by the police and the ICV'S, or the highest number of
prosecutions per prosecutor. Quartile 1 represents the poorest performance. The
potential ‘top score’ is four; with the bottom score one. Because assessment is
sounder themore measures available, Table 14 showsthe average quartile scores
taking into account the number of measures on which the average isbased. The
main points are:

* There are eleven ‘best performing’ countries with average quartile scores of
3.4 or more. However, this assessment isbased on only one measure for L ux-
embourg, and on a still modest three measures for Andorra and Norway. Of
the remaining countries, the full seven measures produced high scores for
Finland, the Netherlands, England and Wales and Sweden. Five or six mea-
sures produced high scores for Scotland, Canada, and Denmark. Four mea-
sures did the same for Switzerland,

* |nthe next band down (scores of 2.7 to 3.3) were the USA, Hungary (on the
basis of seven measures), Austria and Spain (six measures), Belgium (five
measures), France, Germany, Turkey and Northern Ireland (four measures)
On less data, Greece, Ireland and I celand were also in this group.

¢ Theworst performing countries(scoresunder 2.0) were, with the exception of
Cyprus, al in CEE: Croatia, Latvia, the Russian Federation, Georgia, Lithua-
nia, Kazakhstan, Moldova, Armenia, Ukraine, Bulgaria, Kyrgyzstan, Albania
and Azerbaijan. Countries performing slightly better were also mainly CEE
ones — athough Portugal, Israel, Italy and Malta were among them.

There was no clear association between this overall performance measure and
thelevel of crimeindifferent countries. Therewasapositive correlation with the
Conventional Crime Index constructed from the UN Sixth Survey (which was
based on both police and ICV S crime measures) —indicating that comparatively
well performing systems are also those with the highest level of crime.* There
was no association with the Petty Crime Index (based on ICV'S values only)®!
whilethecorrelation between performance and the Serious Violence Indiceswas

29

30
31
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Thirteen countrieshad seven measures; nine had six measures; ten had five measures; seven countrieshad four; six had
three measures, and three countries had two measures. Luxembourg had a measure only for corruption.

The correlation was 0.449; n = 45; p <001.

The correlation was 0.075; n = 30; ns.



Table 15. Overall assessment of performance (based on quartile positions with regard to a maxi-
mum of seven measures)

Best performers Medium Worst performers

Average of 3.4 or more 2.7103.3 2.00t0 2.6 Under 2.0
quartiles:

Scores based on 7 measures

Finland, USA, Hungary Portugal, Estonia, Croatia. Latvia,
Netherlands, Eng & Slovenia, Slovakia,  Russian Federation
Wales, Sweden

Scores based on 6 measures

Scotland Austria, Spain Czech Rep., Georgia, Lithuania,
Macedonia, Kazakhstan
Romania

Scores based on 5 measures

Canada, Denmark  Belgium Israel, Poland, Moldova, Armenia,
Belarus, Italy Ukraine

Scores based on 4 measures

Switzerland France, Germany, Bulgaria, Cyprus
Turkey, N. Ireland

Scores based on 3 measures

Andorra, Norway Greece, Ireland Malta Kyrgystan

Scores based on 2 measures

Iceland Albania, Azerbaijan

Scores based on 1 measure

Luxembourg

Note

1 Based on the average of quartile positions for (i) police recording productivity; (i) suspects / police officers;
(iii) prosecutions / prosecutors; (iv) convictions / prosecutions; (v) convictions / police; (vi) CEPPI; and
(vii) the Corruption Index. Table Xl in Annex B shows full details of the quartiles.

negative—with better performance going alongsidelower violent crime.®? How-
ever, since the measurement of violent crime across country can be considered
more problematic than conventional property crime, therel ationship between vi-
olenceand performancewill be moretenuous. Thefact, then, that systemswhich
appear to be performing comparatively well have higher property crime rates
may simply reflect, for one, higher general recording productivity. It isalso the

32 Thecorrelation was-0.561; n = 47; p <001.
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caseof coursethat crimeratesarelargely determined by social, political and eco-
nomic dynamics, against which the performance of thecriminal justicesystemis
aminor influence.

Summary and conclusions

This chapter has drawn on datafrom 54 countriesin Europe and North America
who replied to the Sixth United Nations Survey as regards the level of criminal
justice personnel and indicators of output, such as suspects known, and convic-
tionsachieved. (Information for 1995 and 1997 was asked for.) Useisa so made
of additional material fromthelnternational CrimeVictim Survey (ICVS). Prob-
lemswith the data on personnel centre mainly on the fact that what iscounted in
occupational categoriesmay differ according to the organi sation of law enforce-
ment. (Comparison of prosecutoria resources may be the most problematic.)
The problemswith data.on outputs (suspects, prosecutions, and convictions) are
partly afunction of differencesin procedures and terminology (suspects, prose-
cutionsand convictions do not even necessarily mean the samethinginall coun-
tries). Another difficulty istheway dataon outputsare collected and organised —
typically collected within independent statistical systems, with no cross check-
ing between them, or common counting methods. (Cases can mean individuals,
incidents or processing decisions.) The ICVS aso is not without problems, in
particular with respect to the fragility of sample sizes in some of the country
sweeps carried out.

I ssues of comparability severely undercut thereliability of the comparisonsof
how the criminal justice system operates in different countries. Still, nothing
ventured, nothing gained on the comparative front — and this would be unfortu-
nate as most other analyses have focused less on resources and operations than
on differences between countriesin crime levels (eg, Killias and Rau, 2000), or
imprisonment rates (e.g., Walmsley, 1997; Tkachuk and Walmsley, 2001).

A number of indicatorswere devel oped to measure performance productivity.
They do not bear on the quality of performance (in termsof fairness, profession-
alismor moral integrity). Nor do they bear on the effectiveness of performancein
reducing crime and deterring offenders. Both quality and effectiveness will de-
pend, as Newman and Howard (1999b) say, more on intangible resources to do
with educational level, the sophistication of organisational structures, training,
|eadership, technological support, and the political culturein whichthecriminal
justice system operates. There is no way of assessing these intangibles here.

One merit of the UN Survey datais the breadth of its coverage of countries—
indeed wider than the countries concentrated on here. The only other equivalent
dataset isthat in the European Sourcebook (Council of Europe, 1999). Thistack-
lesfewer countries and does not set out to collect quite the same criminal justice
systeminformationashere. Thissaid, though, itisfair to say that the Sourcebook
probably attends more to comparability and reliability of the data it collects —
hel ped perhaps by its more restricted scope.



Thefocusherehasbeen ontwo groupingsof countries: (i) Central and Eastern
Europe (CEE); and (ii) countries in Western Europe (including Israel and Tur-
key), towhich are added the USA and Canada. For convenience, thelatter group
arecaled ‘Western' countries. Much of the analysisin this chapter mirrors that
doneby Ineke Haen Marshall (1998) when shelooked at equival ent datafromthe
Fifth United Nations Survey.

The police

Asregards the police, the main results were:

* Itisclear—and not surprising—that in all countriespolice officersform by far
the highest proportion of criminal justice personnel. The mean wasjust under
80%. The police share was the same in CEE countries asin Western ones de-
spitethe per capitarate of criminal justice personnel asawhole being about a
third higher.

e Palicing rates are generaly higher in CEE countries, consistent with their
having historically relied heavily on state security forces to maintain order.
The Scandinavian countries tended to have comparatively low per capita po-
licing levels. For 45 countries all told, there was one police employeefor ev-
ery 314 people. For CEE countriesthefigurewasoneevery 247 people, andin
Western ones it was one employee for every 347.

* Thepoliceappear moreproductivein Western countries. Thisisendorsed by a
closer correspondence between recorded crimefiguresand an 1CV S count of
crime, indicating more responsiveness to victims and perhaps more efficient
systemsfor recording victims' reports. Another pointer isthe higher number
of suspects dealt with per officer in ayear (five) than in the CEE countries
(two). Therewerea so more convictions per officer in Western countries (2.3)
than in CEE ones (1.1).

* Thevery widevariationsinthenumber of suspectsdealt with by thepoliceare
hard to believe. Theissue of how suspects are defined and dealt with may be
even more problematic than the count of police officers.

* Therewasno very clear support for either of two competing explanations of
policing levels: one being that ‘ more police equals more crime’ (because of
greater capacity to record crime), the other being * more policing equals less
crime’ (because the police are an effective deterrent). The amount of crime
that iscounted, irrespective of how muchtheremay ‘really’ be, couldwell bea
compromising factor.

¢ Pertinent to this was that the results provided the opportunity to look very
roughly at whether the ICV S gives adifferent picture of relative crimelevels
tofiguresof crimesrecorded by thepolice. Thiswas possiblefor 34 countries.
A third (12) fell into the same quartile on both crime measures (ie, they might
have been in the ‘worst’ quartile asregards both the ICV S and police figures,
or in both of the *best’ ones.) England & Wales and the Netherlands fared
poorly with high crime on both measures. Belarus, Croatia, Georgiaand Mac-
edonia, in contrast, fared well with low crime on both. The largest discrepan-
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cieswerefor Finland (faring poorly on police figures but well onthe ICVS),
and the Russian Federation and the Ukraine where the opposite applied.
When | CV Sresults were restricted to crimes reported to the police there was
much more correspondence between the survey measure and police figures.
Broadly, then, crime recorded by the police may be afair guideto thelevel of
reported crime, but aless good one as regards everyday experience of crime,
much of which remains beyond police knowledge. Theseresultswere seen as
confirming the validity of the ICV Sfor the purpose of international compari-
sons of crime levels.

Three | CV S measureswere harnessed to form an Index of Citizen Evaluation
of Police Performance (CEPPI). (They centred onreportingto thepolice, vic-
tims' satisfaction and general attitudes to police performance.) The median
CEPPI value for CEE countries (27) was about a third less than for Western
ones (77) —denoting a very marked difference in police-public relations.

Prosecutors

As regards prosecutors, the main results were:

In CEE countries, the median number of prosecutors (11 per 100,000) was
over doublethat in Western countries. Thismay be because prosecutors have
amuch wider rolein the processing of cases, and / or because they are more
likely to be career public servants and thus more systematically counted
(Newman and Howard, 1999b). Asacorollary, theretended to be more prose-
cutors per capitain countriesclassified as* medium development’ onthe HDI
scale than in “high development’ countries.

Therewasavery widerange asregardsthe number of prosecutions per prose-
cutor, although thisislikely to reflect both arrangementsfor passing on cases
for prosecution, and for what prosecutors can do with them. By and large, the
greater number of prosecutorsin CEE countries processed far fewer prosecu-
tions (the median was 56 per prosecutor) than in Western countries (270).
There was diversity in the CEE countries however.

Asacorollary, the CEE countries produced fewer convictions per prosecutor
(33) than Western ones (198). How much thismight have to do with the extent
of court capacity is unknown.

The number of prosecutions and convictions per prosecutor are closer to-
gether inthe CEE countries. Thismight imply that more cases prosecuted are
taken forward to court, although system differencesin the scope for prosecu-
tors to drop cases may be afirmer explanation.

Judges

Asregards judges, the main results were:

Therearelargevariationsin the number of professional judges per capita. (In-
formation was rather incomplete on lay judges).



Unlike prosecutors, there was no marked difference between the CEE coun-
triesasawhole (11 judges per 10,000) and Western ones(12). Themajority of
countries compared here operate under civil rather than common law, but all
countrieswith judicial rates around or above the median were civil law coun-
tries.

Correctional staff

Asregards correctional staff, the main results were:

Theproportion of resourcesin prisons(16%taking all countriestogether) was
highest after the police. One-third of al criminal justice personnel werein
correctional servicesin the United States and Estonia, and about aquarter in
the Netherlands, Finland and Denmark.

There was also wide variation in per capita rates of correctional staff, but
again there was no marked difference between the CEE countries as awhole
(49 corrections officer per 100,000) and Western ones (53). Nonethel ess, less
well-devel oped countries tended to have lower correctional staffing rates.
Thecountrieswith thevery highest correctional staff rateshad highimprison-
ment levels (Estonia, the Russian Federation, and the USA), but generally
therewasonly amodest tendency for thereto be more correctional staff where
there were more prisonersto look after. (Special factors may explain the very
high rate of correctiona staff in Northern Ireland.)

Inthe CEE countries, therewere 3.1inmates per correctional employee—over
double the figure elsewhere 1.4). In the countries with the least favourable
staff/inmate rati os, thiswas more because of high prisoners numbers than be-
cause of particularly low staffing rates comparatively. With the exception of
the U.S. and Greece, al the countries with the worst inmate/staff ratios were
CEE ones.

Overadl, in the countries in this analysis, there was one criminal justice system
employeefor every 249 people. Thefigurein the CEE countrieswas onefor ev-
ery 213 people, and one for every 264 people el sewhere.

Gender balance

Someattention was paidto how far the gender bal ance of criminal justice person-
nel differed across country. Since not all countries provided information on all
four sectors, aGender Balance Index (GBI) was constructed to minimizethe ef-
fect of incomplete data.

It is clear that criminal justice is till fairly male dominated. Women were
least well represented in the police: overall, 9% of officers were women. A
number of countries had much lower figures. There was large variability in
the proportion of female officers within the two country groupings, but the
mediansin each. A few countries seemed to draw more on women —either re-
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flecting a tradition of female participation in military activities (eg, Russia,
Estonia, and Armenia), or fairly higher level sof social development (eg, Swe-
den and the USA).

* \Women were better represented among prosecutors and judges, whose work
is probably seen as less dependent on ‘heavier-weight’ masculine skills.
Overadl, about athird of prosecutors and judges were women. For judges, the
CEE median was appreciably higher (nearly 60%) than the other countries
(just over a quarter).

* Overdl, about afifth of staff in correctional institutions was women. The
highest figures were mainly in CEE countries.

* There was little association between the 1998 UN Gender-related Devel op-
ment Index and the percentage of women in the criminal justice workforce.
Thiscould well be because some of the countrieswith the highest level sof fe-
male CJS penetration were not particularly well-developed in other
S0Ci0-economic terms

¢ Onthe Gender Balance Index, CEE countries mainly had the best representation
of female staff, although this was a so true of the USA, Sweden, and Canada.

Attrition

Theproductivity indicatorsdiscussed above—e.g. how many suspectsthepolice
‘produce’, and how many convictions prosecutors secure —was also used to as-
sessthe process of attrition, or the progressive funnelling away of the number of
crimesthe police know about to the number of convictionsin court. Theanalysis
of differential attrition rates was done mindful of the substantial problems that
follow from the wide range of procedural arrangements, and the lack of linkage
within countries between respective measures of crimes, suspects, prosecutions
and convictions. (The attrition analysis, it should be noted, compares offences
recorded against offenders suspected, prosecuted or convicted. Thus, it does not
provide an exact measure of how many crimeslead (for example) to aconviction

—since one offence could have more than one offender, and one offender could

beresponsible for morethan one offence. Moreover, thereisno linkage between

individuals, but rather simply acount of the different constituencies.) The main
results were:

* Thevolume of crimeismuch greater in Western countries, and this may well
because of more complete recording. In any event, though, the fall-off be-
tween recorded crime and suspects is much more marked in Western coun-
tries (29 suspectsfor every 100 crimes) than in the CEE ones (53 suspectsfor
100 crimes).

* There was also less attrition at the other stages in the CEE countries.
Three-quarters of suspects were prosecuted (or more accurately there were
0.75 times the number of prosecutions as suspects), and three-quarters of
prosecutions led to a conviction. In Western countries, about two-thirds of
suspects were prosecuted and about two-thirds of prosecutions led to a con-
viction.



¢ Takingall countriestogether, for every 100 crimes, therewere 41 suspects, 28
prosecutions and 21 convictions. In the CEE countries, there were 53 sus-
pects, 40 prosecutions and 30 convictions. For Western countries, the figures
were 29 suspects, 19 prosecutions and 12 convictions.

Corruption

Three corruption measures were used to create a Corruption Index which —tak-
ing somelicence—it wasassumed reflected the behaviour of criminal justice per-
sonnel aswell asthat of other public officials. There was much more corruption
inthe CEE countries, although therewasvariation withinthem. Not surprisingly,
there was a strong negative association between the Corruption Index and
CEPPI: countries where corruption seems more rife are generally those where
the public also seem to have less confidence and support for the police.

An overall assessment

Five measures of productivity aswell as CEPPI and the Corruption Index were
combined to produce an overall measure of performance. Itisafairly blunt mea-
sure, but better than nothing as a summary tool. For some countries, there were
too few of the seven measuresto produce useful conclusions. For countrieswith
areasonable number of measures, the best performerswere Finland, the Nether-
lands, England and Wales, Sweden, Scotland, Canada, Denmark and Switzer-
land. The next best performers were the USA, Hungary, Austria, Spain, Bel-
gium, France, Germany, Turkey and Northern Ireland. The worse performers
were, with the exception of Portugal, Israel, Italy, Maltaand Cyprus, all in CEE
countries.

Therewas no clear association between the overall performance measure and
the level of crimein different countries. This may reflect the fact that countries
that appear to be performing badly in terms of the volume of crime simply have
more capacity to record it, or more opportunities for it provided by compara-
tively affluent conditions (e.g., van Dijk, 1999). It may al so signify that criminal
justice systemsplay aminor part in determining crimelevelscompared to social,
political and economic dynamics.
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Each of the three Indices used is available on the UN Sixth Survey data. How-
ever, thelndicesused werereconstructed by the author after aprocessof tidying,
correcting and adding some data. The Indices were constructed as follows:

(i) Countrieswereranked-order on the basis of valuesfor each of the measures
available.

(ii) For the Gender Balance Index and the Corruption Index, these ranks were
adjusted to take account of the fact that the number of countrieswith values
on each measure differed. (This was done as any simple averaging of the
ranks would give undue weight to measures for which more countries had
values). For CEPPI, the three measures were available for all countriesin-
cluded.

(iii) These adjusted rankswere summed and then averaged according to the num-
ber of measures available.

(iv) These averages were then rank ordered.

(v) Then these ranks were scaled to 100.

Gender Balance index

Thefour possible measureswerethe proportion of staff who werefemaleamong
(i) the police; (i) prosecutors; (iii) judges; and (iv) correctiona staff. Only one
measurewasavailablefor: Bulgaria(correctional staff), Canada(police); France
(police), Liechtenstein (police) and Poland (police). Values for these countries,
therefore, are problematic. There was missing data for: Albania, Luxembourg,
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Yugoslavia

Citizen Evaluation of Police Performance | ndex (CEPPI)

All countries had the three measuresfrom the |CV Son (i) the percentage of con-
tact crimes reported to the police; (ii) the percentage of reporting victims who
were satisfied with police performance after reporting a crime (any crime); and
(iii) the percentage of al ICV Srespondents satisfied with police performancein
thelocal area. No adjustment was madefor differencesbetween national and city
surveys, since there was no clear pattern that attitudes differed. There was miss-
ing datafor: Andorra, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus, Germany, Greece, |celand,
Ireland, Israel, Kazakhstan, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Moldova, Norway,
Tajikistan, Turkey, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. There was datafor Yugosla
via, but thisisomitted becausethere are no dataon other measures. (Attitudeson
the three dimensions were rather below the average in Yugoslavia.)



The Corruption Index

Thefirst of the three measure from the ICV S question on ‘low level’ corruption
by public officials. Datawas available for 33 countries. Thosein countrieswith
city survey wererather morelikely to haveexperienced corruptionthaninthena-
tional surveys and therefore city values were downgraded by the median of the
difference in victimisation rates (1.7). There were 43 countries with 1999 data
available on the Transparency International Corruption Ranking, based on cor-
rupt practices as perceived by the business sector. The third was the World Eco-
nomic Forum measure on whether improper practices (bribery/corruption) pre-
vailed in the public sphere (see World Competitiveness Yearbook 1999, pub-
lished by the Institute of Management Development. The values for 1999 were
taken. Data were used for 23 countries.

There was missing data for: Andorra, Cyprus, Liechtenstein, and Yugoslavia
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Annex B

Table I. Availability of data for analyses (year)

Police Prosecutors Judges Correctional staff
Albania 97 na na na
Andorra 95, 97 95,97 95, 97 95,97
Armenia 94 94 94 94
Austria 94 94 94 94
Azerbaijan na 95, 97 95,97 95, 97
Belarus na 94 95, 97 94
Belgium 94 95 95 95,97
Bulgaria na 95,97 95,97 95,97
Canada 95, 97 na na 95,97
Croatia 97 95,97 95,97 94
Cyprus 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Czech Rep. 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Denmark 95, 97 95,97 97 95,97
England & Wales 95,97 95,97 97 97
Estonia 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Finland 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
France 94 na na na
Georgia na 95, 97 95, 97 95, 97
Germany 95, 97 95,97 95, 97 97
Greece 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Hungary 94 94 94 95,97
Iceland 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Ireland 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Israel 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Italy 95,97 na 95,97 95,97
Kazakhstan 97 95 94 na
Kyrgyzstan na 95, 97 95,97 95, 97
Latvia 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Liechtenstein 94 na na na
Lithuania 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
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Police Prosecutors Judges Correctional staff

Luxembourg 94 94 94 94
Macedonia, FYR 94 94 95,97 94
Malta 94 na 94 94
Moldova, Rep. of 95,97 95, 97 95, 97 95,97
Netherlands 95,97 94 90 95,97
Northern Ireland 95, 97 na 95, 97 95, 97
Norway 94 na 94 94
Poland 95,97 na na na
Portugal 95,97 95, 97 95, 97 95,97
Romania 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Russian Federation 94 94 94 94
Scotland 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Slovakia 94 95,97 95,97 95,97
Slovenia 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Spain 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Sweden 95,97 95, 97 95,97 95,97
Switzerland 95, 97 na 90 95, 97
Tajikistan na na na na
Turkey 95,97 95,97 95,97 95,97
Turkmenistan na na na na
Ukraine 95,97 na 95,97 95,97
USA 95,97 97 97 95,97
Uzbekistan na na na na
Yugoslavia na na na na
Missing data (na) 9 15 9 9
1995 & 1997 data 30 28 32 34
1997 only 3 1 2 2
1995 only 1

1994 data 12 8 8 9
1990 data 2

Total countries 54 54 54 54
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Table Il. Levels of policing

Police per Total Quartile Rank
100,000 police 1=
(1) numbers highest)

Albania 408 15,216 3 14

Andorra 214 152 1 38 Police per 100,000 population

Armenia 405 15,191 3 15 Median Mean Standard

Austria 367 29,474 3 18 deviation

Belgium 344 34,712 3 21 CEE countries 405 424 249
Western countries 288 320 134

Canada 183 54,864 1 43 Total 318 359 190

Croatia 427 19,227 4 10

Cyprus 527 3,949 4 5 25% quartile 231

Czech Rep. 415 42,845 4 13 Median 318

Denmark 193 10,160 1 41 75% quartile 417

England & Wales 244 126,835 2 32

Estonia (2) 318 4,681 3 23

Finland 156 7,984 1 45

France 349 201,132 3 20

Germany 309 252,626 2 25

Greece 370 38,790 3 17

Hungary 293 30,041 2 27

Iceland 226 609 1 35

Ireland 300 10,897 2 26

Israel 424 24,137 4 11

Italy 544 312,492 4 4

Kazakhstan 788 132,701 4 2

Latvia 417 10,387 4 12

Liechenstein 190 59 1 42

Lithuania 481 17,844 4 7

Luxembourg 276 1,100 2 28

Macedonia 318 6,807 3 24

Malta 507 1,845 4 6

Moldova, Rep. of 164 7,121 1 44

Netherlands 196 30,440 1 40
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Table II. (continued)

Police per Total Quartile Rank

100,000 police 1=
(1) numbers highest)

Northern Ireland 714 11492 4 3
®3)
Norway 231 10,042 2 34
Poland 260 100,283 2 30
Portugal 453 44,680 4 9
Romania 240 54,242 2 33
Russian 1,225 1,812,344 4 1
Federation
Scotland 370 18,985 3 16
Slovakia 352 18,834 3 19
Slovenia 224 4,453 1 36
Spain (4) 338 132,658 3 22
Sweden 269 23,757 2 29
Switzerland 202 14,261 1 39
Turkey 216 135,571 1 37
Ukraine 468 238,425 4 8
USA 253 672,640 2 31
Notes

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).
2 Estonia: security police board personnel are excluded. The 1994 figure was much higher.

3 Northern Ireland: total police personnel includes full-time reserve figures (c. 3,000 in each year).
These were excluded from the Fifth Survey.

4 Spain: figures include the gendarme, the three corps of the autonomic regions.
Figures for local forces are not available.
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Table Ill. Levels of prosecutors

Prosecutors Total Quartile Rank
per 100,000 prosecutor 1=
1) numbers highest)

Andorra 5 4 1 31
Armenia 9 327 3 17 Prosecutors per 100,000 population
Austria (2) 2 200 1 38 Median  Mean Standard
Azerbaijan 16 1,223 4 deviation
Belarus 15 1,495 4

CEE countries 11 13 5
Belgium 7 753 3 20 Western countries 5 6 3
Bulgaria 7 606 2 22
Croatia 7 307 2 25 Total 7 9 5
Cyprus 6 47 2 27
Czech Rep. 8 855 3 19 25% quartile 5

Median
Denmark 9 481 3 15 75% quartile 12
England & Wales 4 2,151 1 34
Estonia 10 151 3 13
Finland 5 250 1 32
Georgia 17 896 4 5
Germany 6 5,293 2 26
Greece 4 429 1 35
Hungary 11 1,153 3 11
Iceland 5 14 2 29
Ireland 2 57 1 39
Israel (3) 7 406 2 23
Kazakhstan 20 3,133 4 3
Kyrgyzstan 12 567 4 9
Latvia 24 603 4 1
Lithuania 20 758 4 2
Luxembourg 7 27 2 24
Macedonia, FYR 5 113 2 28
Moldova, Rep. of 12 528 4 10
Netherlands 3 417 1 37
Portugal 10 953 3 14

134




Table Ill. (continued)

Prosecutors Total Quartile Rank
per 100,000 prosecutor 1=
(1) numbers highest)

Romania 8 1,906 3 18
Russian 19 28,514 4 4
Federation
Scotland 5 254 1 30
Slovakia 10 563 3 12
Slovenia 7 146 21
Spain 3 1,227 1 36
Sweden 14 1,280 4 8
Turkey 2,835 1 33
USA 24,040 3 16
Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table I in Annex B for details).

2 Austria: total prosecutors do not include district prosecutors (the ‘Bereichsanwalt’).
3 lsrael: the figure includes police prosecutors.
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Table IV. Lay and professional judges and magistrates (per 100,000 population) (1)

Lay judges Professional judges Ratio of lay judges to

professionals
Estonia 373 14 27
Slovenia 192 37 5
Croatia 151 28 5
Macedonia, FYR 131 24 5
Hungary 120 21 6
Czech Rep. 111 22 5
Slovakia 108 22 5
Scotland (2) 80 5 16
Finland 74 18 4
Sweden 69 13 5
England & Wales 58 4 13
Germany 37 26 1
Belgium 22 12 2
Spain 20 8 2
[taly 8 15 1
Latvia 7 10 1
Northern Ireland 3 3 1
Malta 2 8 <1
Cyprus 1 9 <1
USA (3) <1 4 <1
Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table I in Annex B for details).

2 Scotland. The number of professional judges and magistrates includes judges, magistrates, sheriffs and

stipendiary magistrates.

3 USA. Includes judges from federal and state courts, but not from the lower courts (e.g. municipal and

police courts).
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Table V. Levels of judges and magistrates

Judges / Total Quartile  Rank

magistrates  numbers 1=
per 100,000 highest)
1
Andorra 32 23 4 3
Armenia 3 95 1 45
Austria 20 1,589 4 12
Azerbaijan 3 210 1 43 Judges / magistrates per 100,000 population
Belarus 9 932 2 26 Median Mean Standard
deviation
Belgium 12 1,242 3 23 CEE countries 11 13 9
Bulgaria 12 1,038 3 20  Western countries 12 15 14
Croatia 28 1,276 4 4
Cyprus 9 65 2 28  Total 12 14 12
Czech Rep. 22 2,243 4 8
25% quartile 7
Denmark 12 653 3 21 Median 12
England & Wales 4 2,262 1 39  75% quartile 20
Estonia 14 202 3 16
Finland 18 935 3 13
Georgia 7 387 2 33
Germany 26 21,567 4 6
Greece 20 2,119 4 11
Hungary 21 2,198 4 10
Iceland 17 47 3 14
Ireland 3 95 1 44
Israel 7 379 1 35
Italy 15 8,343 3 15
Kazakhstan 7 1,142 2 34
Kyrgyzstan 7 299 1 36
Latvia 10 259 2 24
Lithuania 13 483 3 19
Luxembourg 27 107 4
Macedonia, FYR 24 498 4
Malta 8 29 2 32
Moldova, Rep. of 6 271 1 37
Netherlands 8 1,204 2 31
Northern Ireland 3 46 1 42
Norway 10 422 2 25
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Table V. (continued)

Judges / Total Quartile  Rank

magistrates numbers 1=
per 100,000 highest)
1M
Portugal 12 1,216 3 22
Romania 13 2,968 3 18
Russian 9 12,577 2 29
Federation
Scotland (2) 5 254 1 38
Slovakia 22 1,162 4
Slovenia 37 737 4
Spain 8 3,196 2 30
Sweden 13 1,164 3 17
Switzerland 70 4,296 4 1
Turkey 9 5,512 2 27
Ukraine 4 5,684 1 40
USA (3) 4 10,021 1 40
Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).

2 Scotland: the number of professional judges and magistrates includes judges, magistrates, sheriffs
and stipendiary magistrates.

3 USA: includes judges from federal and state courts, but not from the lower courts
(e.g. municipal and police courts).
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Table VI. Levels of correctional staff

Correctional Total Quartile Rank Staff / Quartile Staff /
staff number of 1= inmate inmate rank

per 100,000 staff highest) ratio 1=

population(1) highest)
Andorra 51 36 3 22 1.3 3 12
Armenia 28 1,064 1 42 na na na
oAustria 44 3,514 2 33 2.1 2 23
Azerbaijan 46 3,479 2 28 na na na
Belarus 35 3,611 1 37 15.8 1 38
Belgium 45 4,536 2 30 1.8 3 18
Bulgaria 35 2,925 1 36 3.3 1 31
Canada 94 28,026 4 5 1.3 3 13
Croatia 49 2,185 2 26 14 3 15
Cyprus 28 213 1 4 1.1 4 9
Czech Rep. 87 8,999 4 7 2.3 2 25
Denmark 64 3,370 3 16 1.0 4 6
England & Wales 69 35,746 3 13 1.6 3 16
Estonia 163 2,394 4 2 1.9 2 20
Finland 54 2,756 3 20 1.1 4 10
Georgia 37 2,028 1 35 4.5 1 34
Germany 44 36,148 2 32 1.9 3 19
Greece 20 2,066 1 45 2.8 1 30
Hungary 65 6,621 3 15 2.0 2 22
Iceland 35 94 1 38 1.1 3 11
Ireland 69 2,495 3 14 0.9 4 3
Israel (2) 64 3,623 3 17 2.3 2 26
Italy 82 46,966 4 10 1.1 4 8
Kyrgyzstan 23 1,056 1 43 2.8 1 29
Latvia 79 1,968 3 12 5.0 1 36
Lithuania 88 3,278 4 6 4.1 1 33
Luxembourg 46 185 2 29 na na na
Macedonia, FYR 23 500 1 44 na na na
Malta 33 120 1 39 na na na
Moldova, Rep. of 50 2,183 2 23 47 1 35
Netherlands 80 12,369 4 11 1.0 4 7
Northern Ireland 189 3,040 4 1 0.6 4 1
Norway 53 2,281 3 21 0.9 4 4
Portugal 56 5,485 3 19 2.5 2 28
Romania 32 7,318 1 40 6.2 1 37
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Table VI. (continued)

Correctional Total Quartile Rank Staff / Quartile Staff /
staff number 1= inmate inmate
per 100,000  of staff highest) ratio rank (1 =
population(1) highest)
Russian Federation 154 228,495 4 3 na na na
Scotland 84 4,302 4 9 1.4 3 14
Slovakia 85 4,581 4 8 1.7 3 17
Slovenia 45 885 2 31 0.8 4 2
Spain 50 19,765 2 24 2.3 2 27
Sweden 62 5,438 3 18 1.0 4 5
Switzerland 47 2,867 2 27 2.1 2 24
Turkey (2) 40 25,100 2 34 1.9 2 21
Ukraine 50 25,645 2 25 na na na
USA 147 391,204 4 4 4.0 1 32
Median Mean Standard Median Mean Standard
deviation deviation
CEE countries 49 62 37 3.1 4.0 3.7
Western countries 53 63 36 1.4 1.6 0.8
All countries 50 63 37 1.9 2.5 2.6
25% quartile 40 1.1
Median 50 1.9
75% quartile 79 2.8
Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).
2 The inmate:staff ratio for Turkey is from 1994 data.
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Table VII. Levels of total criminal justice staff (police officers, prosecutors, judges and
magistrates, and staff in correctional institutions)

Staff per Quartile Rank % police % %
100,000 (1 = highest) Prosecutors, correctional
population(1) judges and staff
magistrates

Andorra 302 1 26 70.9 12.3 16.8
Armenia 444 3 12 91.2 2.5 6.3
Austria 433 3 13 84.7 5.1 10.2
tBelgium 408 3 16 84.2 48 11.0
Croatia 511 4 7 83.7 6.8 9.6
Cyprus 570 4 92.4 2.6 5.0
Czech Rep. 532 4 78.0 5.6 16.4
Denmark 279 1 30 69.4 7.7 22.9
England & Wales 322 2 24 76.0 2.6 214
Estonia 505 4 8 63.0 48 32.2
Finland 233 1 33 67.0 9.9 23.1
Germany 386 2 19 80.0 8.5 1.5
Greece 414 3 14 89.4 5.9 4.8
Hungary 390 2 18 751 8.4 16.5
Iceland 284 1 29 79.8 8.0 12.2
Ireland 373 2 20 80.5 1.1 18.4
Israel 502 4 84.6 2.7 12.7
Latvia 530 4 78.6 6.5 14.9
Lithuania 603 4 2 79.8 55 14.7
Luxembourg 356 2 23 77.6 9.5 12.9
Macedonia, FYR 370 2 21 85.9 7.9 6.2
Moldova, Rep. of 233 1 32 70.5 7.9 21.6
Netherlands 287 1 28 68.3 3.7 28.0
Portugal 531 4 5 85.4 41 10.5
Romania 294 1 27 81.6 7.3 11.0
Russian Federation 1,407 4 1 87.1 2.0 10.9
Scotland 464 3 11 79.8 2.1 18.1
Slovakia 469 3 10 75.0 6.8 18.2
Slovenia 313 1 25 71.6 14.2 14.2
Spain 401 3 17 84.6 2.8 12.6
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Table VII. (continued)

Staff per Quartile Rank % police % %
100,000 (1= Prosecutors  correctional
population(1) highest) , judges and staff
magistrates
Sweden 358 2 22 75.1 7.7 17.2
Turkey 269 1 31 80.2 49 14.9
USA 414 3 15 61.3 3.1 35.6
Median(rate) Mean(rate) Standard Mean (%) Mean (%) Mean (%)
deviation
CEE countries 469 508 291 78.5 6.6 14.8
Western countries 379 379 92 78.5 55 16.0
All countries 401 430 202 78.5 5.9 15.5
25% quartile (of rate) 313
Median 401
75% quartile 502

Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table I in Annex B for details).
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Table VIIl. Female criminal justice personnel (percentages) (1)

Female share of criminal justice staff (%)

Police Prosecutors Judges Corrections All sectors (2)
Andorra 9 57 15 1 10
Armenia 17 5 23 na 16
Austria 14 16 19 13 14
Azerbaijan na 3 10 13 na
Belarus na 19 58 32 na
Belgium 6 34 31 7 7
Canada 10 na na na na
Croatia 7 na 56 25 12
Cyprus 8 55 21 4 8
Czech Rep. 12 56 63 21 16
Denmark 6 46 50 na 10
England & Wales 15 46 13 21 16
Estonia 21 64 64 29 26
Finland 6 38 30 na 10
France 3 na na na na
Georgia na 3 16 24 na
Germany na 28 26 na na
Greece 6 24 50 10 9
Hungary 10 na na 34 na
Iceland 4 na 19 13 6
Ireland 8 52 14 na 7
Israel 19 na 4 3 17
Italy 4 na 30 14 6
Kazakhstan 1 20 34 na 2
Kyrgyzstan 15 78 10 na
Latvia 14 55 70 32 20
Liechenstein 3 na na na na
Lithuania 10 38 44 32 15
Luxembourg na na na na na
Macedomia 5 31 47 13 9
Malta 13 na 4 12 na
Moldova, Rep. of 2 16 28 23 8
Netherlands 14 31 31 27 18
Northern Ireland 10 na 4 9 9
Norway 31 na 16 na na
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Table VIII. (continued)

Female share of criminal justice staff (%)

Police Prosecutors Judges Corrections All sectors (2)
Poland 9 na na na na
Portugal 3 4 31 na 5
Romania 9 40 63 16 13
Russian Federation 33 33 57 30 33
Scotland 24 na 8 17 23
Slovakia na 44 58 13 na
Slovenia 4 na 63 24 12
Spain 3 43 32 23 7
Sweden 33 na 36 na na
Switzerland 10 na 39 na na
Turkey 3 5 27 5 4
Ukraine 5 na na 26 7
USA 23 na na 30 na

Median Median Median Median Median
CEE countries 9 31 57 25 13
Western countries 8 39 27 12 9
All countries 9 34 31 19 10
Note

1 In most cases, the average of 1995 and 1997 (see Table | in Annex B for details).
2 Shown only for those countries which provided information for the police and at least two of the other sectors.
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Table IX. Criminal Justice processing information (cases per 100,000 population) (1)

Offences recorded Suspects Prosecutions Convictions
by the police

Andorra 2,854 na 1,890 1,204
Armenia 314 217 180 160
Austria 6,283 2,512 na 824
Azerbaijan (2) 238 191 na 184
Belarus 1,260 654 569
Belgium 7,472 na na 397
Bulgaria (2) 2,574 1,162 na 296
Canada 9,037 1,911 1,773 1,112
Croatia 1,290 740 1,064 315
Cyprus (3) na 721 167 105
Czech Rep. 3,792 na 1,054 556
Denmark 10,135 3,166 1,611
England & Wales 9,463 1,364 966 629
Estonia (4) 2,630 718 718 580
Finland 7,366 4,194 1,691 1,623
France 6,787 1,343 na na

Georgia 259 139 150 136
Germany 8,103 2,689 804 628
Greece 3,359 2,843 na 853
Hungary 4,849 1,224 1,048 853
Iceland na na 522 na

Ireland 2,703 1,099 866 na

Israel 5,744 1,527 727 705
Italy 4141 1,356 1,051 433
Kazakhstan 1,094 644 660 257
Kyrgyzstan 859 484 na 418
Latvia 1,527 414 571 452
Lithuania 1,839 636 na 491
Luxembourg 5,254 na na na

Macedonia, FYR 1,124 1,037 346
Malta 2,114 na na na

Moldova, Rep. of 871 331 345 329
Netherlands 7,777 1,656 1,429 598
Northern Ireland 4133 na 660 512
Norway 6,740 1,567 1,067 397
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Table IX. (continued)

Offences Suspects Prosecutions Convictions
recorded
by the police

Poland 2,473 1,050 na na
Portugal 3,274 2,150 930 376
Romania (2) 1,444 969 na 559
Russian Federation 1,757 974 625 549
Scotland 9,699 na 1,522 1,227
Slovakia 1,901 885 707 449
Slovenia 1,876 743 935 240
Spain 1,763 346 620
Sweden 13,263 997 1,597 690
Switzerland 4,509 na na 955
Turkey (5) na na 2,500 1,148
Ukraine 1,207 571 665 442
USA (6) 5,728 5174 352
25% quartile 1,506 642 660 352
Median 2,779 1,023 933 512
75% quartile 6,397 1,537 1,339 705
Mean 4,013 1,310 1,145 600
Standard deviation 3,221 1,138 957 369

Median Median Median Median
CEE countries 1,485 718 665 418
Western countries 6,014 1,567 1,067 660
Total 2,779 1,310 933 512

Note

1
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In most cases the average of 1995 and 1997. Exceptions are as follows, for which 1994 data are used
where other 1995/97 values are sufficiently close to those for 1994:

(I)  Crime rates: Austria, France, Luxembourg, Malta,

(ii) Suspect rate: Armenia, Austria, France, Macedonia, Russian Federation, Slovakia.
(iii) Prosecution rate: Denmark, Italy, Russian Federation.

(iv) Conviction rate: Armenia, Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Russian Federation.

The values for Azerbaijan, Bulgaria and Romania for prosecutions are omitted as they are much smaller
than convictions.

There are fewer recorded crimes in Cyprus than suspects. The former therefore are omitted.
Estonia does not distinguish between suspected, and prosecuted invididuals, Thus, the figures are similar.

The rate in Turkey for crimes (475) and suspects (488) are so low as to be implausible, especially given
the number of prosecutions.

The USA data on offences only covers selected offences (the so-called Index crimes).




Table X. Attrition between crimes recorded, suspects, prosecutions and convictions (1)

Offences recorded Suspects Prosecutions Convictions
by the police = 100

Andorra 100 na 66 42
Armenia 100 69 57 51
Austria 100 40 na 13
Azerbaijan 100 80 na 78
Belarus 100 na 52 45
Belgium 100 na na 5
Bulgaria 100 45 na 12
Canada 100 21 20 12
Croatia 100 57 na 24
Cyprus 100 na 30 19
Czech Rep. 100 na 28 15
Denmark 100 na 31 16
England & Wales 100 14 10 7
Estonia 100 27 27 22
Finland 100 57 23 22
France 100 20 na na
Georgia 100 53 58 52
Germany 100 32 10 8
Greece 100 85 na 25
Hungary 100 25 22 18
Ireland 100 4 32

Israel 100 27 13 12
[taly 100 33 25 10
Kazakhstan 100 59 60 24
Kyrgyzstan 100 56 na 49
Latvia 100 na 37 30
Lithuania 100 35 na 27
Moldova, Rep. of 100 38 40 38
Netherlands 100 21 18 8
Northern Ireland 100 na 16 12
Norway 100 23 16 6
Poland 100 42 na na
Portugal 100 66 28 11
Romania 100 67 na 39
Russian Federation 100 55 36 31
Scotland 100 na 16 13
Slovakia 100 47 37 24
Slovenia 100 na 50 13
Spain 100 20 na 35
Sweden 100 na 12 5
Switzerland 100 na na 21
Ukraine 100 na 55 37
CEE countries median 49 45 30
Western countries median 25 19 12
All countries median 40 34 21

Note
1 See Table IX for countries for which 1994 data are used.

2 For Macedonia and the USA, although there is no appropriate recorded crime measure, other data on
suspects, prosecutions and convictions was used in Figures 3 and 4.
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Table XI. Overall assessment of performance indicators (quartiles)

Police Suspects Prosec- Convic- Convic- CEPPI Corruption Average of
recording per 100  utions per tions per  tions per Index quartiles
productivy police prosecutor  prosecutor 100 police

Albania na na na na na 2 1 1.5
Andorra na na 4 4 4 na na 4.0
Armenia na 1 1 1 1 na 1 1.0
Austria 4 4 na 4 3 2 3 3.3
Azerbaijan na na na 1 na na 1 1.0
Belarus 3 na 2 2 na 1 2 2.0
Belgium 4 na na 3 2 3 3 3.0
Bulgaria 2 na na 2 na 2 1 1.7
Canada 4 4 na na 4 4 4 4.0
Croatia 2 2 3 2 1 2 1 1.9
Cyprus na 1 1 1 1 na na 1.0
Czech Rep. 2 na 3 3 2 2 2 2.3
Denmark 4 na na 4 4 4 4 4.0
England & 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 3,6
Wales

Estonia 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 2.3
Finland 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3.9
France 3 3 na na na 4 3 3.2
Georgia 1 na 1 1 3 1 1 1.3
Germany na 4 3 3 na na 3 3.2
Greece na 4 na 4 na na 2 3.3
Hungary 3 3 2 3 4 2 3 2.9
Iceland na na 2 na na na 4 3.0
Ireland na 3 4 na na na 3 3.3
Israel na 2 2 3 2 na 3 2.4
Italy 3 2 na na 1 2 2 2.0
Kazakhstan na 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.0
Kyrgyzstan 1 na na 2 na na 1 1.3
Latvia 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 1.3
Lithuania 1 1 na 1 2 1 2 1.3
Luxembourg na na na na na na 4 4,0
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Table XI. (continued)

Police Suspects Prosec- Convic- Convic- CEPPI Corruption Average of
recording  per 100  utions per tions per  tions per Index quartiles
productivy police prosecutor  prosecutor 100 police

Macedonia, 1 2 3 3 na 3 2 2.3
FYR

Malta 2 na na na na 3 2 2.3
Moldova, 2 1 1 3 na 1 5 1.6
Rep. of

Netherlands 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 39
Northern 3 na na na 1 4 4 3.0
Ireland

Norway na 4 na na 3 na 4 3.7
Poland 2 3 na 2 na 2 2 2.2
Portugal 4 3 2 2 1 2 3 2.4
Romania 1 3 na 4 3 1 2 2.3
Russian Fed. 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.1
Scotland 4 na 4 4 4 4 4 4.0
Slovakia 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2.0
Slovenia 1 2 3 2 2 3 3 2.3
Spain 2 1 na 4 3 3 3 2.7
Sweden 4 3 3 3 3 4 4 3.4
Switzerland 3 na na na 4 3 4 3.5
Turkey na na 4 4 4 na 1 3.2
Ukraine 1 1 na na 1 1 1 1.0
USA 3 4 4 2 2 4 3 3.1
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6 Sanctions'?

6.1

Elmar G.M. Weitekamp

Infroduction

The Sixth United Nations Survey provided with regard to sanctionsinformation
on the number of adults convicted, the death penalty, corporal punishment, life
imprisonment, the deprivation of liberty, control infreedom, warning or admoni-
tion, fines, and community service orders. According to Kuhn (1998) countries
haveawiderangeof sanctionsat their disposal and they can beimposed, depend-
ing onthe country, either by courts, prosecutorsor even thepolice. By comparing
thereported sanctionsone hasto takeinto account that the defining, handling, re-
cording and reporting modalities of the countries can vary substantially. Theva-
lidity of these kind of data has often been questioned and it is quite difficult to
summarize the number and types of the reported sentences. One finds asimilar
problem with police data, where there are al so huge differences between coun-
trieswith regard to crimesreported to and recorded by the police. However, these
inherent biases within each criminal justice system, based on the way the police
define, handle and count offenses, might be relatively stable over time. Accord-
ing to Killias and Aebi (2000) police recording practices do not change very
much over time and therefore police statistics are relatively valid indicators of
crime trends. The authors think that this pragmatic point of view is particularly
trueif one compares crime trends between Europe and America. There are good
reasons to believe that thisis also true for comparing the reported data on sen-
tencing as found in the Sixth United Nations Survey and the European
Sourcebook. In looking at data on sentences and punishment, Shinkai and
Zvekic (1999) warn in addition rightly, that one cannot conclude that one coun-
try is more punitive than another based on the percentages of types of punish-
mentsreported. Sincethe question asked inthe survey ishow many personswere
sentenced to a particular punishment, the reported percentages give answers
about the spectrum of punishmentsavailablein aparticular country. Evenif, ac-
cording to Shinkai and Zvekic (op.cit.), one considers corporal punishment far
more punitive or harsh than other punishments, thiswould be a value judgment
about the comparative severity of punishments, regardless of to whom and how
often such sentences were imposed.

1 Theauthor wouldliketothank PetraBossert for making the necessary computer runsand for the creation of thetables.
2 Thischapter hasbeen modified by the editorstaking into account the commentsbrought forth by well-informed exper-
tiseinthefield.
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6.2

The sixth United Nations survey and
data on sancftions

In the Sixth United Nations Survey participating countries were asked to report
the imposition of the following sanctions: the death penalty, which was sup-
posed to be understood asany sentence by which the convicted personisto bele-
gally deprived of life and which may be carried out by any one of a variety of
means such asel ectrocution, hanging, firing squad, lethal injection, stoning, etc.;
corporal punishment, meaning any sentence in which the convicted person’s
body is to be subjected to physical pain such as, among other things, flogging,
mutilation, electric shock or branding; lifeimprisonment, meaning any sentence
inwhich the convicted person isto be deprived of liberty in aninstitution of any
kind for the duration of hisor her natural life; deprivation of liberty, which may
be understood as various forms of detention, including security measures, com-
bined or split sentences (where at least one part of the sentence involvesdepriva-
tion of liberty) or any other sanction in which the person is forced to spend at
least one night in an institution of any kind, whereby the period of detentionis
fixed at someinterval short of the natural life span of the convicted person (i.e. a
determinate sentence); control in freedom, including probation orders, elec-
tronic monitoring, conditional sentences with additional supervision require-
ments, and other forms of so-called controlled liberty (i.e. wherethe personisre-
quired to fulfil special requirementswith regard to supervision); warning or ad-
monition, including suspended sentences, conditional sentences, findings of
guilt without sanctions, formal admonitions, formal warnings, imposing of du-
tieswithout control, conditional dismissals, conditional discharges; fines, mean-
ing all sentences that involve paying a sum of money, including punitive mea-

Table 1. Adults on whom death penalty sentences were imposed: 1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change
Armenia 5 2 -60.0%
Azerbaijan 30 23 -23.3%
Belarus 37 46 +24.3%
Estonia na 4 na
Georgia 25 7 -72.0%
Latvia 4 na na
Lithuania na 3 na
Russian Federation 141 106 -24.8%
Turkey 0 4 na
USA 240 228 -5.0%
Ukraine 191 128 -33.0%
Total 674 551 -18.2%

Source: 6th Survey
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suresaswell ascompensation and restitution; and finally community service or-
ders, meaning sentences in which the convicted person is expected to perform
some activity which provides some benefit to the community.

The death penalty: eleven of the participating countries reported the imposi-
tion of death penalty sentences for adults.

There was an 18% reduction in the number of death penalty sentences that
were reported to have been imposed between 1995 and 1997. Nine of the eleven
countries reporting such sentences are former republics of the Soviet Union;
therewasa26% fall in the number of such sentencesin these countries. Belarus
reported an increase (of 24%) between thetwo years and Estoniaand Lithuania,
which made no responsein respect of 1995, reported four and three respectively
in1997. The other six former Soviet republicsreported fewer casesin 1997 than
in 1995; Ukraine and Russia, the European countries whose courts made most
use of this penalty, reported 33% fewer and 25% fewer respectively. Georgia's
total fell from 25 to seven. Turkey isamember state of the Council of Europeand
adefacto moratorium on the death penalty has been in force there since 1 Janu-
ary 1997; nonethel essfour such sentenceswereimposed in 1997 (there had been
nonein 1995).

The USA isthe only country in Western Europe or North Americawhere the
death penalty still exists, but the number of death sentences imposed decreased
between 1995 and 1997 by 5% (from 240 to 228). Amnesty International (2001)
reported that 85 prisoners were executed in the USA in the latest 12 months for
whichfigureswereavailable, bringing to 683 thetotal number executed sincethe
use of the death penalty was resumed in 1977. As of 1 January 2000 over 3,700
prisonerswere under sentence of death inthe USA where 38 of the 50 US States
providefor the death penalty inlaw. Amnesty International (op.cit.) reportsfur-
ther that over half of the countriesintheworld have now abolished the death pen-
alty in law or practice. 75 countries have abolished the death penalty for al
crimes, while 13 countries abolished the death penalty for all but exceptional
crimes such as crimesin wartime. An additional 20 countries can be considered
abolitionist in practice since they have not carried out any executionsin the past
10 yearsathough according to their lawsthe death penalty can still beimposed.
Thus 108 countries have abolished the death penalty in law or practice, while 87
countriesstill retain the death penalty. During 2000 at least 1,457 prisonerswere
executed in 28 countries and 3,058 persons were sentenced to death in 65 coun-
tries, but these are only figures known to Amnesty International (op.cit.) and the
actual numbersarehigher. 88 per cent of al known executionstook placein only
four countries: in Chinaat |least 1,000, followed by Saudi Arabiawith 123 execu-
tions, while Amnesty International recorded for the USA 85 and Iran 75. Even
though international human rightstreaties prohibit anyone under 18 yearsold at
the time of the crime being sentenced to death, 110 countries still have laws un-
der which such peopl e can be sentenced to death. However, only seven countries
are known, in 2000, to hove executed prisoners who were under 18 years at the
time of the offense: Democratic Republic of Congo, Iran, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Saudi Arabia, USA and Yemen. The country, which carried out the highest num-
ber of executions of child offendersisthe USA, where since 1990 14 have been
executed.



Lifeimprisonment: In most European and North American countrieslife sen-
tences can be imposed in cases of severe crimes. However, such sentences con-
stitute only avery small portion of the total number of sentencesimposed. Nor-
way isoneof thevery few countrieswherelifeimprisonment has been abolished
(in 1981).

There was a 7% increase in the number of life imprisonment sentences im-
posed between 1995 and 1997, with a20% increasein European countries, a3%
riseintheUnited Statesand arisefrom 13t0 23 (77%) in Canada. Thebiggest re-
ductionsin terms of percentage changewerereported by Slovakia, wherenollife
sentences were imposed in 1997, Northern Ireland and Italy while the steepest
increaseswerein Canada, Turkey, Moldova, England and Walesand Germany .

Table 2. Adults receiving life imprisonment sentences, per 100,000 inhabitants:
1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change
Canada 13 23 +76.9%
Czech Republic na 3 na
England and Wales 247 309 +25.1%
Finland 6 5 -16.7%
Germany 100 122 +22.0%
Greece 37 44 +18.9%
Israel 12 13 +8.3%
[taly 40 6 -85.0%
Latvia na 1 na
Moldova 4 5 +25.0%
Northern Ireland 22 3 -86.4%
Romania 15 9 -40.0%
Russian Federation na 16 na
Scotland 36 35 -2.8%
Slovakia 4 0 -100.0%
Sweden 13 9 -30.8%
Switzerland 4 na na
Turkey 259 379 +46.3%
USA 3,002 3,086 +2.8%
Total 3,814 4,068 +6.7%
Total: European 799 959 +20.0%
countries

Source: 6th Survey
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Table 3. Deprivation of liberty imposed by courts, per 100,000 inhabitants: 1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change in %
Armenia 89.4 96.9 +8.4
Azerbaijan 76.9 75.5 -1.8
Belarus 190.3 207.9 +9.3
Belgium 298.4 na na
Bulgaria 107.8 193.5 +79.5
Canada 299.1 273.0 -8.8
Croatia 29.6 33.4 +12.8
Cyprus 21.2 35.1 +66.1
Czech Republic 112.9 126.9 +12.4
England and Wales 87.5 104.0 +18.8
Estonia 130.3 164.7 +26.4
Finland 1251 108.8 -13.0
Georgia 71.8 72.8 +1.4
Germany 36.9 41.6 +12.7
Ireland 674.2 621.4 -7.8
Israel 118.1 125.5 +6.2
Kyrgyzstan 2435 2499 +2.6
Latvia 103.1 115.1 +11.6
Lithuania 174.8 175.0 +0.1
Moldova 61.7 57.6 -6.7
Netherlands 170.0 159.7 -6.1
Northern Ireland 106.2 97.3 -8.4
Norway 138.0 138.1 +0.1
Portugal 88.4 62.9 -28.8
Romania 145.2 187.2 +28.9
Scotland 1741 168.3 -3.3
Slovakia 93.7 82.7 -11.8
Slovenia 271.7 31.7 +14.6
Spain 167.1 169.6 +1.5
Sweden 170.7 159.4 -6.6
Switzerland 146.3 134.2 -8.3
Turkey 396.7 360.1 -9.2
USA 235.7 257.0 +9.0
Ukraine 136.1 154.6 +13.7
Mean 154.4 152.8
Standard deviation 123.3 112.9
Percentile

25 88.2 791

50 127.7 134.1

75 174.3 181.1

Source: 6th Survey
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Corporal punishment: According to Kuhn (1998) corporal punishment is al-
most unknown in Europe and North Americaand he considered it probabl e that
two countries which reported the use of corporal punishment in their repliesto
the Fifth United Nations Survey had misunderstood theinformation that was be-
ing sought. No imposition of corporal punishment was reported by the 54 coun-
tries who participated in the Sixth United Nations Survey.

Deprivation of liberty: Theimposition of prison sentences constitute accord-
ing to Kuhn (1998) the backbone of the system of sanctionsin Europe and North
America. Asnoted by Kangaspunta (1995) for the4™" and by Kuhn (1998) for the
5™ United Nations Survey, wefind also in the 6 Survey awide range of theim-
position of deprivation of liberty sentences.

At thelow end we find countries where less than 50 sentences of deprivation of
liberty per 100,000 inhabitantsin 1995 and 1997 wereimposed, countries such as
Croatia, Cyprus, Germany, and Slovenia. At the upper level wefind countrieswith
rates over 200 such as Belgium, Canada, Ireland, Kyrgyzstan (Note: Kyrgyzstan,
although actually a Central Asian country has been considered here as belonging
to the group of Central and Eastern European states, owing to thefact that it wasa
republic of theformer Soviet Union, and in our previous analyses was treated, to-
gether with Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan asif it were a
Central and Eastern European state, cf.section 1.1 above), Turkey and the USA.
Thehighest level wasreached by Ireland with aratefor both years of over 600 sen-
tencesof deprivation of liberty per 100,000 inhabitants. While Cyprusisoneof the
countrieswith oneof thelowest ratesit had the steepest increase between 1995 and
1997 (66%). Substantial increaseswere also registered for Romania (29%), Esto-
nia (26%), England and Wales (19%), Slovenia (15%), Ukraine (14%), Croatia
(13%), Germany (13%), Czech Republic and Latvia (12%), while the most sub-
stantial decreases could be found in Portugal (29%), Finland (13%), Slovakia
(12%), Turkey and Canada (9%), Northern Ireland and Switzerland (8%).

Control in freedom: The proportion of adults who received a control in free-
dom sentence varies drastically from 0.1 per 100,000 inhabitants for Greece to
420.2for Israel (Note: Israel, although not aEuropean country has, asin previous
analyses of U.N. survey results, been included with Europe, following guidance
from the United Nations Secretariat). Many of these sentences involve various
degrees of supervision, ranging from very close to loose. Sentences of commu-
nity service have been included with this category.

Between 1995 and 1997 the use of control in freedom sentencesincreased in
general morethan they decreased. The biggest increase can befound for Sweden
where use of the sanction increased by 587 per cent, followed by Kyrgyzstan
with 472 per cent and Greece by 111 per cent. However, the countriesin question
have reported that their courts do not impose these sentences very often.

The changes for probation between 1995 and 1997 again vary substantially.
Probation is according to Kuhn (op.cit., pp. 116-117) a* procedure whereby an
individual found guilty of an offenseisreleased by the court without imprison-
ment, and placed under the supervision of an officia or officially sanctioned
body”. The lowest rate reported for the number of persons on probation on ase-
lected day of the year was 0.4 per 100,000 (just one person) in Iceland in 1995,
which rose to 1.1 per cent (three people) in 1997. Ukraine had the highest in-
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Table 4. Adults receiving control in freedom sentences, per 100,000 inhabitants:
1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change in %
Canada 233.3 243.3 +4.3
Croatia 203.9 190.2 -6.8
Cyprus 1.6 0.8 -52.2
Czech Republic 3121 329.0 +5.4
England and Wales 103.4 109.6 +6.0
Germany 775 85.2 +9.9
Greece 0.1 0.2 +111.1
Israel 420.2 443.5 +5.5
[taly 203.1 268.6 +32.3
Kyrgyzstan 0.4 2.0 472.2
Latvia 136.5 190.1 39.4
Lithuania 17.0 17.0 -0.1
Moldova 150.9 1311 -13.1
Northern Ireland 47.5 42.7 -10.2
Norway 103.2 112.6 +9.1
Portugal na 14.5 na
Romania 157.8 151.4 -4.0
Scotland 50.8 56.7 +11.6
Slovakia 259.0 218.8 -15.5
Sweden 5.1 34.9 +586.8
USA 96.3 115.7 +20.2
Ukraine 104.7 157.8 +50.8
Mean 127.8 132.5
Standard deviation 112.7 116.9
Percentile

25 323 30.4

50 103.4 1141

75 203.5 197.3

Source: 6th Survey

crease per 100,000 inhabitants, arise of 196%. The highest rate was found in
Canada (469 in 1997), followed by Lithuania (400, aso in 1997). The countries
of Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Greece, Ireland, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Slovenia, Spain, and Turkey reported no probati on sentences, but they all
reported conditional release from prison on parole. Parole may be understood to
mean conditional release of a prisoner, whereby the individual is alowed to
serve the remainder of the sentence outside prison, assuming that all the condi-
tionsof that rel ease are met. On the other hand three countries, which did not re-
port any cases of parole, namely Cyprus, Northern Ireland and Slovakia, re-



Table 5. Persons on probation or parole, per 100,000 inhabitants: selected day of the year 1995,
1997

Country Probation Probation Change Parole Parole Change
1995 1997 in % 1995 1997 in %

Azerbaijan na na na 24 29 +19.6
Belarus 171 178 +4.3 65 70 +6.7
Bulgaria na na na 10 11 +9.5
Canada 455 469 +3.0 42 33 -21.8
Cyprus 8.3 7.8 -5.9 na na na
Czech Republic na na na 24 32 36.6
Denmark 37 38 +1.4 23 20 -13.9
England + Wales 207 226 +8.9 3.5 44 +27.0
Estonia na na na 13 13 -3.8
Finland 41 35 -14.0 23 23 -0.6
Georgia na na na 14 17 +21.9
Greece na na na 11 17 +46.8
Hungary 148 165 +11.4 50 42 -15.7
Iceland 0.4 1.1 +195.6 87 61 -30.2
Ireland na na na 11 14 +23.5
Israel 13 18 +40.8 50 46 -8.1
Kyrgyzstan na na na 80 100 +25.6
Latvia na na na 53 34 -35.5
Lithuania 370 400 +8.2 66 78 +17.9
Moldova 85 103 +21.2 71 6.7 -6.3
Northern Ireland 100 108 +7.6 na na na
Norway na na na 72 68 -5.2
Portugal 8 12 +39.0 27 28 +3.2
Romania 51 na na 117 114 -3.0
Slovenia na na na 26 21 -17.2
Slovakia 51 52 +0.8 na na na
Spain na na na 23 22 -5.3
Sweden 89 75 -15.0 43 44 +1.3
Turkey na na na 7.5 7 +3.9
Ukraine 51 151 +196.0 20 25 +24.5
Mean 114.7 127.3 36.7 36.2
Standard deviation 1321 138.3 28.9 28.4
Percentile

25 18.7 22.0 13.0 16.6

50 68.1 89.0 24.4 27.6

75 165.2 174.9 52.7 45.9

Source: 6th Survey
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ported probation sentences in their countries. The reported parole rates per
100,000 inhabitants did not vary as much as the reported probation rates. The
changes for increase of parole between 1995 and 1997 range between 1% in
Sweden, followed by Portugal (3%) and Turkey (4%), and reach their height in
England and Wales with 27%, the Czech Republic 37% and Greece with 47%.
The steepest decreases can be found in Latviawith 36% and Iceland with 30%
and the smallest in Finland with less than 1% and Romania with 3%.

Table 6. Adults receiving a warning or admonition, per 100,000 inhabitants: 1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change in %
Armenia 0.1 0.4 +622.5
Azerbaijan 0.3 1.1 +323.8
Belarus 0.2 0.6 +237.5
Bulgaria 0.3 0.4 +29.5
Canada 13.2 22.4 +69.6
Croatia 4.7 5.2 +12.4
Cyprus 213 28.7 +36.0
Czech Republic 307.9 328.1 +6.5
Denmark 343.4 3411 -0.7
England and Wales 79.4 80.1 -0.9
Estonia 175.3 198.9 +134
Finland 248.1 239.0 -3.7
Georgia 9.9 21.4 +116.1
Latvia na 0.7 na
Moldova 0.1 0.3 +454.6
Netherlands 145.3 140.6 -3.2
Northern Ireland 175.4 150.6 -14.1
Norway 2.5 3.9 +56.1
Portugal 98.5 64.8 -34.2
Scotland 108.3 100.5 -7.2
Slovakia 101 9.6 -4.8
Slovenia 129.9 197.2 +51.8
Sweden 191.9 159.5 -16.9
Switzerland 466.4 507.1 +8.7
Turkey 201.2 2141 +6.4
Ukraine 0.4 1.5 +289.2
Mean 109.4 108.4
Standard deviation 128.8 133.8
Percentile

25 1.4 1.4

50 79.4 46.8

75 183.7 197.6

Source: 6th Survey



Warning and admonition: Once again, we find under the reported rates per
100,000 inhabitants considerable variations in the reported rates for warnings
and admonitions.

We find that the biggest changes in the use of these sentences occurred in
countrieswhichin 1995 did not use warnings very often; the changesin terms of
percentages ook dramatic but the number of warnings per 100,000 inhabitants
changed only slightly. Armeniareported an increase of 622% between 1995 and
1997, however, the number of adultsinvolved rose only fromtwoto fourteen and
therateincreased from 0.1 to 0.4 per 100,000 inhabitants. The pictureissimilar
for Moldova, Azerbaijan, Ukraine and Belarus, all of whom had increases of
more than 200% but rates of lessthan 1.6 per 100,000. Whiletheir ratesare very
low, wefind on the other side of the spectrum Switzerland with arate of 507 per
100,000 inhabitants (1997) and 466 (1995), Denmark 343 (1995) and 341
(1997), the Czech Republic 328(1997) and 308 (1995), and Finland 248 (1995)
and 239 (1997).

Fine: Againwefind, asinthe Fifth United Nations Survey, that thefineisthe
most popular sanctionin Western Europe. AsKuhn (op.cit.) pointed out, one has
to be cautious in interpreting these findings and comparisons are difficult to
make since the imposition of fines can in certain countries be made through the
police and prosecutors and may not be recorded in the statistics.

By far thehighest ratefor fineswasreported by Ireland with 4031 per 100,000
inhabitantsin 1995 and 3587 in 1997. Belgium reported for 1995 arate of 1,461,
followed by Finland with arate of 1,043 in 1995 and 1,032 in 1997. At the low
end we find countries like Georgiawith arate of 2.5in 1997 and 4.7 in 1995,
Azerbaijanwith arate of 5.5in 1997 and 14.9in 1995 and Sloveniawith arate of
16.6 in 1995 and 21.5 in 1997. The sharpest increase is recorded for Bulgaria
wheretherateincreased between 1995 and 1997 by 178 per cent and from 15.0to
41.8 per 100,000 inhabitants. Countries with rates above 300 include Canada,
Denmark, Germany, Hungary, Israel, Northern Ireland, Sweden, Switzerland
and Turkey.

Non-custodial sentences. The European Sourcebook of Crime and Criminal
Justice Statistics includes some information about the types of non-custodial
sentences and how often they are imposed per 100,000. Of the seventeen coun-
triesstudied, M oldovausesnon-custodial sentencesmost often with arate of 405
per 100,000 inhabitants, followed by Northern Ireland with 303, Lithuaniawith
229, England and Waleswith 207, France with 188, and Ireland with 104. Inthe
remaining eleven countriesthe rateis below 100 and at the bottom we find Cy-
pruswith arate of 8 per 100,000 inhabitants, Albania, Portugal and Switzerland
with 12, and Malta with 16. We can obtain information in which form these
non-custodial sentences were imposed: as suspended sentences with supervi-
sion, community service orders, probation and other non-custodial sentences
with supervision or care of the correctional services. Albania, Cyprusand Malta
use only probation asaform of non-custodial sentences, while Switzerland uses
only community service orders as such. 82 per cent of the non-custodial sen-
tences in Lithuania were suspended sentences with supervision, while the per-
centagefor Franceis80, for Austria77, for Portugal 66, for Belgium 63, for Hun-
gary 57, for Denmark 52, for Northern Ireland 49 and for Norway 44. Commu-
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Table 7. Adults receiving a fine, per 100,000 inhabitants: 1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change in %
Armenia 21.8 23.9 +9.4
Azerbaijan 14.9 55 -62.9
Belarus 64.0 64.3 +0.5
Belgium 1,461.1 na na
Bulgaria 15.0 41.8 +177.9
Canada 326.3 274.6 -15.9
Croatia 56.1 46.1 -17.8
Cyprus 41.6 541 +29.9
Czech Republic 46.9 449 -4.3
Denmark 858.0 719.0 -16.2
England and Wales 127.5 126.3 -1.0
Estonia 139.5 143.7 +3.0
Finland 1,043.1 1,031.6 -1
Georgia 4.7 2.5 -45.8
Germany 416.1 426.8 +2.6
Greece 313 44.2 +41.0
Hungary 375.8 376.3 +0.1
Ireland 4,030.9 3,987.4 -11.0
Israel 305.1 303.2 -0.6
Italy 146.1 233.7 +59.9
Kyrgyzstan 26.5 30.4 +14.7
Latvia 65.9 76.8 +16.7
Lithuania 32.4 21.9 -32.3
Moldova 35.2 70.4 +99.8
Netherlands 266.2 273.3 +2.7
Northern Ireland 134.8 116.8 -13.4
Norway 126.4 119.9 -5.1
Portugal 178.0 242.5 +36.2
Romania 92.1 99.2 +7.7
Scotland 474.8 436.6 -8.1
Slovakia 241 26.7 +10.9
Slovenia 16.6 21.5 +29.9
Spain 126.7 78.6 -37.9
Sweden 347.3 243.4 -29.9
Switzerland 307.2 290.5 -5.4
Turkey 409.9 377.3 -8.0
USA 69.7 74.5 +6.9
Ukraine 73.5 46.0 -374
Mean 324.6 275.6
Standard deviation 689.2 598.9
Percentile

25 34.5 445

50 126.5 99.2

75 3315 282.6

Source: 6th Survey




6.3

nity service orders were only imposed in twelve of the seventeen countries and
represented, with the exception of Switzerland, in England and Wales 34 per cent
of the non-custodial sentences, while in the rest of the countries the percentage
was below 25 per cent. Probation as aform of non-custodial sentences was not
imposed in six of the 17 countries, but constituted in Sweden 78 per cent of such
sentences, in England and Wales 51, Ireland 38, Northern Ireland 34, Hungary
33, while in Portugal only 13 and in Austria 9. Other non-custodial sentences
with supervision or care of the correctional serviceswere non-existent in six of
the seventeen countries, while, with the exception of Moldova, where the per-
centage was 56, in the remaining countries the percentage was below 40 with a
low of 2 in France and Northern Ireland.

Prison population: facts and trends

Prison populations grew substantially during the 1990s in many parts of the
world, and in Europe that increase was over 20 per cent in most countries, while
inNorth Americatheincreasewas 12 per cent for Canadaand over 60 per centin
the United States of America (Walmsley, 2001). Going hand in hand with grow-
ing prison populations are concerns about overcrowding and the resulting finan-
cia and human rights problems. These entail increasing costs in corrections,
poorer living and working conditionsfor both inmatesand prison staff, increased
chances of violence between prisoners and aggressive acts against staff, and
fewer treatment programmes. The third edition of the World Prison Population
List (Walmsley, 2002) showsthat morethan 8.75 million people areimprisoned,
either in pretrial detention or serving a sentence after conviction, throughout the
world. Thisfigure does not include all the juvenilesin custody worldwide since
they are often held in institutions that are not part of the prison system. About
half of the world’s prisoners can be found in only three countries, namely the
China, Russiaand the United States of America. The USA had the highest prison
population rate at the beginning of the year 2001 with 700 per 100,000 followed
by Russiawhich also exceeded 650. Next wefind Belarusand Kazakhstan. It has
to be pointed out that the rates of countries who have prison popul ation rates of
450 and higher per 100,000 are not the norm and Walmsley (2002) also reports
that almost two thirds of al countrieshaverates of 150 per 100,000 or less. All in
all wefind considerablevariationsin prison popul ationratesall over theworld as
well asinthe same continents. Themedian ratefor Central and Eastern European
countries, for example, ismorethan threetimesasgreat asin Southern European
countries.

Walmsley (2001) points out the well established fact that crime rates alone
cannot explain theincreases or decreasesin the prison populations. Inthe 1990s
many countriesexperienced areductionintheir crimeratesand often of therates
of seriouscrimes. The United Statesof America, for example, experienced asub-
stantial reduction in crime rates and violent crime rates, but the imprisonment
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Table 8. Prison places (beds) available per 100,000 inhabitants and occupancy rate per 100 places

Country Prison Prison Changein | Occupancy | Occupancy | Change in
places places % rate 1995 rate 1997 %
1995 1997

Andorra 117.7 108.1 -8.1 61.3 55.0 -10.2
Azerbaijan 184.0 237.4 +29.7 na na na
Belarus 405.0 4249 +4.9 131.8 135.7 +3.0
Bulgaria 54.0 54.7 +1.2 185.2 237.7 +28.3
Cyprus 65.5 62.7 -4.3 421 54.8 +30.2
Czech Republic 176.0 183.5 +4.3 107.3 114.0 +6.3
England and 109.0 126.4 +16.0 90.5 93.4 +3.1
Wales
Finland 78.6 73.6 -6.4 80.9 75.0 -7.3
Georgia 248.9 277.9 +11.7 59.7 66.6 +11.5
Germany 86.9 88.2 +1.5 86.1 102.1 +18.6
Greece 414 41.2 -0.7 135.9 na na
Iceland 39.0 50.9 +30.7 94.2 79.0 -16.2
Ireland 61.4 65.1 +6.1 92.0 101.7 +10.6
Israel 153.2 154.8 +1.0 93.1 96.1 +33
Italy 72.5 78.9 +8.8 125.1 109.2 -12.7
Latvia 524.0 394.5 -24.7 .7 103.9 +44.8
Lithuania 370.4 377.2 +1.8 96.6 97.5 +0.9
Moldova 2445 284.1 +16.2 97.5 82.1 -15.8
Netherlands 747 87.5 +171 102.9 1011 -1.8
Northern Ireland 127.4 129.2 +1.4 86.2 78.2 -9.2
Norway 64.6 65.8 +1.8 77.6 71.0 -8.5
Portugal 91.4 117.9 +29.0 136.2 126.6 -7.0
Romania 200.2 193.6 -3.3 102.1 102.6 +0.5
Scotland 104.2 113.7 +9.1 105.6 104.0 -15
Slovakia 174.9 176.8 +1.1 84.2 77.8 -7.6
Slovenia 529 529 +0.1 60.4 73.3 +21.3
Spain 80.6 99.3 +23.1 150.0 111.3 -25.8
Switzerland 92.0 94.1 +2.3 93.7 91.2 -2.6
Mean 146.2 150.5 98.1 97.7
Standard 118.5 109.6 30.8 34.9
deviation
Percentile

25 67.2 67.8 80.9 771

50 98.1 110.9 93.7 96.8

75 181.2 1911 107.3 105.3

Source: 6th Survey
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rateis steadily increasing and increased alone between 1997 and 2000 by 9 per
cent. Thisispartly duetothefact that wefindin countrieswith highincarceration
rates high rates of fear of crimeand abelief that locking up peopleisthe best an-
swer to crimerather than looking for alternatives. Blumstein (1993) maintainsin
thiscontext that it isquite possiblethat criminal policy makers, who areinfavour
of hard and tough punishments, understand the limits of such policiesquitewell.
However, they introduce them since the public pressure to do something about
the“severe” crime problemisso big and the policy makershaveto do something.
Not having better aternatives, they just can think about getting tough on crime
and to introduce more severe sanctions and they do so not because they believe
that these sanctions will lead to a successful criminal policy but because they
have learned that the introduction of them constitutes an effective way to avoid
political pressure.

The Sixth United Nations Survey measured the prison capacity by asking how
many places (beds) are available in the penal institutions or correctional facili-
ties. The survey defines prisons, penal institutionsor correctional facilitiesasall
public and privately financed institutionswhere personsare deprived of their lib-
erty. The institutions may include, but are not limited to, penal, correctional or
psychiatric facilities under prison administration. Between 1995 and 1997 the
number of places decreased in only six of the 28 countries for which data are
available (Andorra, Cyprus, Finland, Greece, L atvia, Romania). The mean num-
ber of placesincreased between those years only dlightly (from 146.2 to 150.5),
but the standard deviations show quite abroad range of prison places available
per 100,000 in the participating countries. M ost of the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries have by far the highest number of prison bedsavailable. ( Nofig-
ures were to hand for the USA.) In 1997 Belarus had the highest number of
prison places per 100,000 inhabitants (405), followed by Latvia, who despite a
decrease of 25 per cent between 1995 and 1997, was second with 396 beds, fol-
lowed by Lithuania (377), Moldova (284) and Georgia (278).The countries of
western and southern Europe have in general much lower numbers of places
available, with Greece having the lowest (41), followed by Iceland (51) and
Sloveniawith 53 places per 100,000 inhabitants.

Themean occupancy rate per 100 placesinthe 26 countriesfor which dataare
available remained at about 98 in 1995 and 1997, but we have again substantial
standard deviations. Bulgaria reports exceptionally high occupancy rates with
185.22 in 1995 and 237.65 in 1997, indicating that the situation worsened dra-
matically between thosetwo years. Belarusfollows Bulgariawith an occupancy
rate of 131.8in 1995 and 135.6 in 1997. Portugal comesin third with arate of
136.2for 1995 and 126.6 which representsareduction by 7 per cent. That Portu-
gal has such a high occupancy rate surprises not too much, since Walmsley
(2001) reportsthat Portugal hasthe highest prison population ratein Western Eu-
rope. Portugal had in the beginning of the 1990s an averagerate for Western Eu-
ropean countries, but a change in the penal code made it more difficult to grant
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Table 9. Prisoner rate per 100,000 inhabitants: 1995, 1997

Country 1995 1997 Change in %
Andorra 721 59.5 -17.5
Belarus 533.7 576.4 +8.0
Belgium 73.3 85.5 +16.6
Bulgaria 100.0 129.9 +29.9
Canada 130.4 121.6 -6.7
Cyprus 27.6 34.3 +24.6
Czech Republic 188.8 209.2 +10.8
Denmark 66.5 64.3 -3.3
England and Wales 98.7 118.0 +19.6
Estonia 284.6 329.2 +15.7
Finland 63.6 55.2 -13.2
Georgia 148.6 185.0 +24.5
Germany 74.8 90.1 +20.4
Greece 56.3 na na
Hungary 121.8 132.0 +8.4
Iceland 36.7 40.2 +9.6
Ireland 56.4 66.2 +17.3
Israel 142.6 148.8 +4.3
Italy 90.7 86.2 -5.0
Latvia 375.9 409.7 +9.0
Lithuania 357.7 367.7 +2.8
Moldova 238.3 2331 2.2
Netherlands 76.9 88.5 +15.1
Northern Ireland 109.8 1011 -7.9
Norway 50.1 46.7 -6.9
Portugal 124.5 149.3 +19.9
Romania 204.3 198.6 -2.8
Scotland 110.0 118.3 +7.5
Slovakia 147.3 137.6 -6.5
Slovenia 31.9 38.8 +21.3
Spain 120.9 110.5 -8.6
Sweden 65.3 59.0 -9.6
Switzerland 86.2 85.9 -0.4
Turkey 96.7 1151 +19.0
USA 569.4 612.9 +7.6
Mean 144.4 156.3
Standard deviation 129.7 1414
Percentile

25 66.3 65.2

50 99.3 115.1

75 148.2 185.0

Source: 6th Survey
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parole and the other main reason isthat the imposed prison sentences are longer
than they used to be.

The mean prisoner rate (i.e. prison population rate) per 100,000 inhabitants of
the European and North American countries responding to the 6th United Nations
Survey, increased between 1995 and 1997 from 144 to 156 and thereis consider-
ablevariationin the number of peoplewho areincarcerated in the 38 countriesfor
which data are available. On top we find the United States of Americawhere the
rate increased from 569 in 1995 to 613 in 1997, an increase of 7.6 per cent. This
trend continued in the USA who had by the end of 2000, according to Walmsley
(2002), arate of 700 per 100,000 inhabitants. Next comes Belarus with arate of
534in 1995 and 576 in 1997. Belarus experienced an almost identical increase be-
tween those years asthe USA with 8 per cent. The next highest ratesfor 1997 that
arereportedinthe6th Survey areinrespect of Central and Eastern European coun-
tries such as Latvia (410), Lithuania (368), Estonia (329) and Moldova (233).

Walmsley (2001) reports that after the fall of the iron curtain there was a
marked rise of the crime rate in central and eastern European countries in the
early 1990sand that this seemsto have been reflected in theincreasing use of im-
prisonment. However, the rise stopped in most of these countries and after 1993
they experienced quite stable crimerateswhilethe prisoner rate continued torise
substantially. Some of thereasons could be, according to Walmsley (op.cit.), that
the public, media and politicians were alarmed at the changes in the nature of
crimes committed. Numerous crimes unheard of before, such as transnational
organized crime and economic crimes, appeared and created aclimate of fear in
these countries and led to an attitude of getting tough on all forms of crime, to
higher rates of pretrial detention, more and longer prison sentences and amore
restricted use of conditional release (parol€).

Twelveof the 32 European countrieson whichinformation wasreceived show
increases of over 15% in the prisoner rate between 1995 and 1997. The highest
increaseswerein Bulgaria(29.9%), Cyprus(24.6%), Georgia(24.5%), Slovenia
(21.3%), Germany (20.4%), Portugal (19.9%) and England and Wales (19.6%).
Itisto benoted that Cyprus and Sloveniawere the two countrieswith the lowest
prisoner rates both in 1995 and 1997. Walmsley (2001) states that many people
explain therisein England and Wal es, where the prison population in 2000 was
morethan 50 per cent higher thanintheearly 1990s, asattributableto public anx-
iety, aggravated by media reaction, to one particularly serious murder and to
crime in general. The use of custodial sentences rose by 40 per cent and the
length of the sentencesincreased by 10 per cent. A very similar trend happened
in the Netherlands. The Netherlands, long known for their liberal approach to-
wards criminalsand alow prisoner rate, experienced in the 1990sthe largest in-
crease of any west European country and almost doubled the prison population.
Again, these dramatic changesin sentencing can be explained by ariseintheuse
of prison sentences and an increase in the length of sentences.

The Scandinavian countries experienced asimilar development of their pris-
oner ratesbetween 1995 and 1997; the number of prisonersin Denmark, Finland,
Norway and Sweden decreased and all four countries have in general very low
prisoner rates. At the lowest end we find Norway with a prisoner rate of 46.7 in
1997, having recorded areduction of 6.9 per cent between 1995 and 1997. Next
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Table 10. Prisoner rate per type of incarceration: 1997

Country Prisoner rate Sentenced Pre-trial
(=100 %) Per 100,000 % of Per 100,000 % of
population prisoner rate population prisoner rate

Andorra 59.5 23.0 38.6 36.5 61.4
Belarus 576.4 461.6 80.1 114.8 19.9
Belgium 85.5 49.6 58.0 25.2 29.5
Bulgaria 129.9 82.2 63.3 47.7 36.7
Canada 121.6 98.1 80.6 22.6 18.6
Cyprus 34.3 27.4 79.9 5.5 16.0
Czech Republic 209.2 134.2 64.1 75.1 35.9
Denmark 64.3 451 70.1 17.4 27.0
England and Wales 118.0 93.5 79.2 16.4 13.9
Estonia 329.2 218.6 66.4 107.3 32.6
Finland 55.2 48.7 88.2 5.1 9.2
Georgia 185.0 147.0 79.4 38.0 20.6
Germany 90.1 60.9 67.6 25.4 28.2
Hungary 132.0 92.7 70.2 36.0 27.3
Iceland 40.2 325 80.7 7.0 17.4
Israel 148.8 127.9 86.0 20.9 141
Italy 86.2 61.2 71.0 22.7 26.3
Latvia 409.7 2448 59.7 165.0 40.3
Lithuania 367.7 298.2 81.1 69.5 18.9
Moldova 233.1 148.8 63.9 84.3 36.2
Netherlands 88.5 48.3 54.6 28.5 32.2
Northern Ireland 1011 76.0 751 22.7 22.4
Norway 46.7 32.0 68.5 12.7 27.2
Portugal 149.3 105.1 70.4 44.2 29.6
Romania 198.6 120.8 60.8 774 39.0
Scotland 118.3 100.0 84.4 16.5 14.0
Slovakia 137.6 106.8 77.6 30.8 22.4
Slovenia 38.8 27.0 69.7 na na
Spain 110.5 82.3 74.5 28.2 25.5
Sweden 59.0 46.0 779 12.5 21.2
Switzerland 85.9 60.0 69.9 25.8 30.1
Turkey 1151 52.0 452 40.5 35.2
Mean 142.8 105.5 391
Standard deviation 118.7 93.1 36.6
Percentile

25 64.9 47.7 63.6 16.5 18.0

50 112.8 82.2 70.2 25.8 26.3

75 158.2 129.4 79.6 459 32.4

Source: 6th Survey
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comes Finland with arate of 55.2 and adecrease of 13.2 per cent, Swedenwitha
rate of 59.0 and a reduction of 9.6 per cent and finally Denmark with a rate of
64.3 and a reported decrease of 3.3 per cent.

In 24 of the 33 of the countriesfor which data are available over two thirds of
the prisonerswere under sentence after being convicted and notin pretrial deten-
tion. Theonly country reporting that over 50 per cent of itsprisonerswerein pre-
trial detention is Andorra. However, the total number of prisoners (49) is very
small. The highest proportion of sentenced prisoners among the prison popula-
tion was in Finland (88.2%), Israel (86.0%), Scotland (84.4%) Lithuania
(81.1%) and Canada (80.6%). With the exception of Finland, England and Wal es
and Scotland who, with 9.2 per cent, 13.9 percent and 14.0 per cent respectively,
reported thelowest proportion of pretrial detaineesamong the prison population,
all other EU countriesreported pretrial detention percentagesof over 20 per cent;
the Netherlands was highest with 32.2 per cent. Sweden reported 21.2 per cent
and Northern Ireland 22.4, while Belgium, Denmark, Germany, Italy, Portugal
and Spain reported percentages of pretrial detention between 25 and 29.5 per
cent.

Astable 11 reveds, therearedifferent trendsin the prisoner ratesin the coun-
triesfor which dataare avail able. One the one hand we have countrieswhere the
rates increased steadily between 1990 and 1997 and mostly by substantial
amounts, namely in Belarus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, Slovakia, Turkey
and the USA. With the exception of Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal and the
USA theseareall Central and Eastern European countries. Countrieswith mod-
erate but more or less steady increases of their prisoner rates year by year are
mainly EU countries such as Belgium, England and Wales, France, Germany,
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Scotland and Spain and they are accompanied by
countrieslikeHungary, Moldova, and Switzerland. A further cluster of countries
which can beidentified are countriesin which the rate went up and down, but by
1996 or 1997 the rate was going down: Austria, Croatia, Greece, Macedonia,
Northern Ireland, Poland, Norway and Sweden. More or less equa or little
change was experienced by Bulgaria, Cyprus, Denmark, |celand and Romania.
In only two countries has the prisoner rate been going down during the 1990s:
Finland and Slovenia.

Table 12 givesinformation about the conviction ratesin 1995 and 1997 in the
countries which supplied data, and the proportion of females among the total of
persons convicted.

Conviction ratesfor 1995 and 1997 vary between those of five countrieswith
ratesin excessof 1,000 per 100,000 inhabitants, namely Finland (1,642 in 1995;
1,605 in 1997), Denmark (1,535; 1,377), Andorra (1,375; 1,249), Scotland
(1,255; 1,199) and Canada(1,156; 1,070), and those of six countrieswith ratesof
under 200, namely Cyprus ( 87 in 1995; 123 in 1997), Georgia (131; 141), Bul-
garia(140in 1995 but 263 in 1997), Armenia (167; 195), Azerbaijan (198; 171)
and Slovenia (199 in 1995 but 281 in 1997).
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Table 11. Prisoner rate per 100,000 inhabitants: 1990 — 1997

Country 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Andorra na na na na na 721 na 59.5
Austria 90.5 87.0* 94.8 91.0* 91.5 na 84.0* na
Belarus 204.7 na 314.8 na 477.8 533.7 na 576.4
Belgium 58.9 60.0* 70.9 72.0* 741 73.3 76.0* 85.5
Bulgaria 122.7 68.0* 93.9 99.0* 99.1 100.0 | 126.0* 129.9
Canada 111.0 na 112.6 na 117.9 130.4 na 121.6
Croatia 40.3 43.0* 499 55.3* na na 45.0* na
Cyprus 32.0 na 31.3 30.0* 25.1 27.6 35.0* 34
Czech 79.4 na 1354 | 165.0* 181.5 188.8 | 202.0* 209.2
Republic

Denmark 62.1 na 64.4 66.0* 67.4 66.5 61.0* 64.3
England and 88.1 91.0* 89.0 89.0* 95.0 98.7 | 107.0* 118.0
Wales

Estonia 280.6 na 2924 na 293.6 284.6 na 329.2
Finland 67.8 63.0* 69.5 62.0* 62.4 63.6 58.0* 55.2
France 82.2 84.0* 83.7 86.0* 90.3 na 90.0* na
Georgia na na 66.2 na 140.9 148.6 na 185.0
Germany 778 79.0* na 81.0* 83.0 74.8 83.0* 90.1
Greece na 49.0* 59.5 68.0* 71.0* 56.3 51.0* na
Hungary 118.8 | 146.0* 154.1 132.0* 123.7 121.8 | 129.0* 132.0
Iceland 40.6 39.0* 38.5 39.0* 38.2 36.7 na 40,2
Ireland na 60,0* 61,6 60,0* 58,6 56,4 62,0* 66.2
Israel na na na na na 142.6 na 148.8
Italy 56.6 56.0* 83.7 89.0* 89.6 90.7 85.0* 86.2
Kyrgyzstan 201.2 na 216.1 na 299.7 | 359.7** | 412.0** | 458.6**
Latvia 326.7 na 313.5 na 359.7 3759 | 405.0* 409.7
Liechtenstein na na na na 58.1 na na na
Lithuania 230.7 na 2452 | 275.0* 278.3 357.7 | 323.0* 367.7
Luxembourg 91.9 90.0* 90.5 | 107.0* 109.2 na | 104.0* na
Macedonia, 494 na 47.8 na 62.8 na 50.0* na
FYR

Malta 32.5 na 46.6 na 56.0 na 62.0* na
Moldova 204.9 na 216.7 na 2151 238.3 | 263.0* 233.1
Netherlands 46.9 na 49.4 51.0* 56.8 76.9 75.0* 88.5
Northern 112.3 | 106.0* 1118 | 118.0* 116.4 109.8 na 101.1
Ireland

Norway 56.5 59.0* na 60.0* 62.0 50.1 52.0* 46.7
Poland na na na | 160.0* 163.6 na | 148.0* na
Portugal 91.5 82.0* 97.4 | 111.0* 102.1 1245 | 140.0* 149.3
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Table 11. (continued)

Country 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997
Romania na na | 195.0* | 200.0* na 204.3 194.0* 198.6
Russian na na 520.2 na 580.2 na | 713.0* na
Federation

Scotland 92.6 95.0* 102.8 | 115.0* 108.8 110.0 | 101.0* 118.3
Slovakia 72.7 na 122.1 136.0* 143.5 147.3 | 144.0* 137.6
Slovenia 51.3 na 54.5 na 52.2 31.9 31.0* 38.8
Spain 85.5 92.0* 90.4 | 115.0* 105.9 120.9 na 110.5
Sweden 61.1 55.0* 63.5 66.0* 70.4 65.3 65.0* 59.0
Switzerland 76.9 85.0* 771 81.0* na 86.2 85.0* 85.9
Turkey 80.6 44.0* 54.5 52.0* 74.4 96.7 87.0* 1151
Ukraine na na 518.9 na na na | 425.0* na
USA 464.9 na na na 553.9 569.4 na 612.9

Source: UN 5th and 6th Surveys

* European Sourcebook data
** These figures for Kyrgyzstan are based on the response to the Survey question about convicted prisoners,
but other sources (e.g Walmsley, 2000) imply that the response gave the figures for the total prison population.

For later figures for all countries in Table 11 see Walmsley, 2002.

Countries with the highest proportion of females among the total of persons
convicted of acrimein 1995 and 1997 are Germany (17.4% in 1995; 17.5%in
1997), Denmark (17.3%; 16.9%), Finland (15.8%; 15.6%), Italy (14.3%;
17.1%), and Switzerland (15.1%; 15.1%); Belarus recorded 16.2% in 1997.
Countries with the lowest proportion of females being convicted in 1995 and
1997 are: Slovakia (4.1%in 1995; 3.7% in 1997), Georgia (5.1%; 4.9%), Arme-
nia (5.7%; 5.8%) and Macedonia (6.7%; 6.2%). Azerbaijan (5.2%) and Latvia
(6.9%) were the other countries recording less than 7% in 1995 and Bulgaria
(6.4%), and Spain (6.9%) did so in 1997. Most countries reported that females
constituted between 7% and 15% of the total number of convicted persons.

The imprisonment of convicted females is, in general, not a very common
phenomenon as compared with the imprisonment of convicted males. Thereis
much variation among the countries for which data are available. The mean for
convicted females rose from 4.5 per 100,000 inhabitantsin 1995 to 4.8 in 1996
and 5.5 in 1997. The highest rates were reported by Belarus with 17.9 per
100,000inhabitantsin 1995, increasingtoarate of 24.6in 1996 and 24.8in 1997.
Rates of above 10 were reported in 1997 also by Ukraine (22.0), Kyrgyzstan
(16.1), Lithuania(14.4) and Latvia(10.4). However, in Latviatheimprisonment
rate decreased from 1995 to 1996 by 5.6 per cent and again between 1996 and
1997 by 5.9 per cent. Kyrgyzstan and Lithuania reported decreases between
1995 and 1996 of 5.4 and 28.7 per cent respectively and then dramatic increases
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Table 12. Conviction rates for 1995 and 1997, and proportion of females among the
total of persons convicted

Country Conviction Conviction Females Females
rate 1995 rate 1997 1995 (%) 1997 (%)
Andorra 1,375.0 1,248.6 na na
Armenia 166.7 194.5 57 5.8
Azerbaijan 198.3 170.6 5.2 7.4
Belarus 572.1 566.3 13.7 16.2
Belgium 426.3 na 14.2 na
Bulgaria 140.0 263.3 7.2 6.4
Canada 1,156.1 1,069.6 14.1 144
Croatia 326.7 290.0 8.7 8.2
Cyprus 86.5 123.0 8.4 7.4
Czech Republic 532.0 580.1 8.4 9.1
Denmark 1,535.2 1,376.7 17.3 16.9
England and Wales 609.7 648.4 12.6 13.3
Estonia 539.5 622.2 7.2 9.0
Finland 1,641.6 1,605.2 15.8 15.6
Georgia 131.0 140.7 51 49
Germany 609.8 646.2 17.4 17.5
Greece na na 12.2 na
Hungary 838.3 867.5 9.5 10.3
Israel 610.1 649.0 10.3 10.2
Italy 356.9 509.3 14.3 17.1
Latvia 4091 539.6 6.9 8.0
Lithuania 493.8 488.4 11.3 13.9
Macedonia, FYR 453.1 250.1 6.7 6.2
Moldova 353.5 343.2 9.4 8.2
Netherlands 590.3 606.1 11.5 11.0
Northern Ireland 542.7 480.7 115 11.8
Norway 403.8 390.2 na 13.6
Portugal 366.8 384.8 9.8 9.4
Romania 448 .4 496.0 10.9 10.9
Russian Federation 699.3 688.9 11.8 11.8
Scotland 1,254.9 1,199.0 14.1 14.5
Slovakia 481.7 416.2 41 3.7
Slovenia 199.2 2814 12.3 11.2
Spain 297.7 263.6 71 6.4
Sweden 768.3 612.1 12.5 12.1
Switzerland 950.6 960.2 15.1 15.1
USA 332.0 na 15.0 na
Ukraine 415.2 469.0 14.4 14.8

Source: 6th Survey
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Table 13. Convicted females in the prison population, selected day 1995-1997, per 100,000 in-

habitants

Country 1995 1996 Change in % 1997 Change in %
Azerbaijan 1.9 3.1 +62.6 4.0 +30.2
Belarus 17.9 24.6 +37.7 24.8 +0.7
Bulgaria 2.7 2.4 -11.3 2.5 +3.6
Cyprus 0.8 1.2 +49.0 0.7 -46.5
Czech Republic 39 43 +10.2 4.6 +741
England and Wales 2.8 3.1 +11.7 3.7 +21.6
Estonia 3.6 4.3 +20.1 6.3 +47.4
Finland 2.8 2.5 -10.2 2.6 +3.6
Georgia 2.0 3.6 +79.8 3.0 -16.3
Germany 1.9 2.1 +6.4 2.1 +4.2
Greece 1.3 1.2 -10.6 na na
Iceland 1.1 0.7 +33.8 2.2 +197.8
Ireland 1.1 1.4 +30.7 1.6 +12.9
Israel 3.9 3.2 -16.6 2.4 -26.9
Italy 2.1 2.1 -15 2.0 -2.4
Kyrgyzstan 12.3 11.7 -5.4 16.1 +37.6
Latvia 11.7 11.0 -5.6 104 -5.9
Lithuania 13.3 9.5 -28.7 144 +51.9
Moldova 4.6 5.0 +8.5 5.4 +7.3
Netherlands 1.9 2.0 +8.9 2.1 +3.7
Northern Ireland 1.7 1.3 -25.2 1.3 -0.3
Norway 1.5 1.3 -11.2 1.8 +38.9
Portugal 4.2 5.4 +29.3 8.2 +51.7
Romania 41 41 +0.1 41 -0.7
Scotland 2.1 2.4 +14.3 2.3 -5.9
Slovakia 3.6 3.8 +5.5 41 +9.2
Slovenia 1.3 1.2 -8.1 1.1 -4.2
Spain 7.5 7.0 -6.8 6.9 -0.6
Sweden 2.6 2.5 -4.4 2.2 -11.7
Switzerland 3.7 34 -7.0 3.5 +2.2
Turkey 1.1 1.4 +27.6 1.7 +24.6
Ukraine 16.2 20.2 +24.5 22.0 +9.2
Mean 4.5 4.8 5.5
Standard deviation 4.6 5.4 6.0
Percentile

25 1.8 1.5 2.1

50 2.7 3.1 3.0

75 4.2 4.8 6.3

Source: 6th Survey

171




172

between 1996 and 1997; in Kyrgyzstan the rate went up by 37.6 per cent and in
Lithuania by 51.9 per cent. Other Central and Eastern European countries such
asGeorgia, Estonia, Azerbaijan, Moldova, Bulgaria, Romaniaand Turkey differ
from the above described countries of that region quite substantially and report
rateswhich are similar to those of Western European countries. The lowest rate
in 1997 can be found in countries like Cyprus (0.7 per 100,000 inhabitants),
Slovenia (1.1), Northern Ireland (1.3), Ireland (1.6), and Norway (1.8).

Table 14 presentsfor 1995 and 1997 the average time spent in prison awaiting
trial for all offensesand the averagetime actually served under aprison sentence.
Pretrial detention is generally shorter in Western European countries than in
Central and Eastern European countries, with thelongest time being reported by
the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Slovakia, each averaging 7-12 months in
1995. The first two of these countries reported a decrease between 1995 and
1997 to 4-6 months, but the average in Slovakiaremained at 7-12 months. Esto-
niaand Portugal, who reported in 1995 an average of 4-6 months pretrial deten-
tion were the only countries reporting an increase in 1997, both rising to 7-12
months. The shortest pretrial detention period of lessthan 1 month was reported
by Cyprus, Scotland and Sweden, both in 1995 and 1997.

In examining the average length of time actually spent in prison under sen-
tence, we find that inmatesin the Western European countries serve on average
less than athird aslong asinmatesin Central and Eastern European countries.
Thelongest average timesinmates have to serve under a prison sentence (over 4
years) are in Azerbaijan, Estonia, Moldova, Portugal, Romania and Ukraine.
The shortest average lengths of time served under sentence were reported by
Canada (less than 1 month) and Denmark (1-3 months).

In most countries the average time spent in pretrial detention did not change
very much between 1995 and 1997, although reductions were recorded in the
Czech Republicand Lithuaniaandincreasesin Estoniaand Portugal. Thepicture
isalso very similar for the averagetime spent in prison under sentence, which re-
mained stablein all countriesfor which data are available for both years except
the USA (state prisons) where it increased.



Table 14. Average length of time in prison awaiting trial, and time actually served under a prison
sentence: 1995, 1997

Country Months spentin | Months spentin | Months served Months served
prison awaiting | prison awaiting under prison under prison
trial: trial: sentence: sentence:
average,1995 average,1997 average,1995 average,1997
Andorra 4-6 4-6 25-36 25-36
Azerbaijan na na 49+ 49+
Belarus 4-6 4-6 37-48 37-48
Canada na na Under 1 Under 1
Cyprus Under 1 Under 1 4-6 4-6
Czech Republic 7-12 4-6 37-48 37-48
Denmark 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3
England & Wales 1-3 1-3 4-6 4-6
Estonia 4-6 7-12 49+ 49+
Finland 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3
Georgia 1-3 1-3 37-48 25-36
Germany 1-3 1-3 4-6 7-12
Hungary 4-6 4-6 37-48 37-48
Iceland na 1-3 na 4-6
Italy na 4-6 1-3 1-3
Kyrgyzstan 4-6 4-6 25-36 25-36
Lithuania 7-12 4-6 25-36 25-36
Moldova na na 49+ 49+
Netherlands na na 4-6 4-6
Norway 1-3 1-3 na na
Portugal 4-6 7-12 49+ 49+
Romania 13-24 13-24 49+ 49+
Slovakia 7-12 7-12 na na
Slovenia na na 13-24 13-24
Spain 1-3 1-3 7-12 7-12
Sweden Under 1 Under 1 4-6 4-6
Switzerland 1-3 1-3 4-6 4-6
Turkey 1-3 1-3 4-6 4-6
Ukraine 4-6 4-6 49+ 49+
UK-Northern Ireland na na 7-12 7-12
UK-Scotland Under 1 Under 1 Under 1 Under 1
USA (state prisons) 4-6 4-6 13-24 25-36
Percentile
25 1-3 1-3 4-6 4-6
50 4-6 4-6 25-36 25-36
75 4-6 4-6 37-48 37-48

Source: 6th Survey
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Adam Bouloukos, Graham Farrell and Gloria Laycock

Infroduction

Previous volumes of the HEUNI regional reports have paid little or no attention
to transnational organized crime.® Although the literature on transnational orga-
nized crime (hereafter TOC) isexpanding rapidly, thereremain few standardized
measures of the problem. Thereis even less of aformal framework for thinking
about how to prevent TOC initsvariousforms. The present chapter beginsto ad-
dress these issues, with an emphasis upon practical aspects of the latter.

In the following section, TOC is defined and set in aglobal context, a broad
overview of factorsrelating to recent changesisgiven, and international legisla-
tiveresponsesare described. Thisisfollowed by the presentation of aframework
that isfrequently used in discussions of more general crime prevention efforts. It
isproposed that its utilization in this context will help inform the analysis of ef-
fortsto prevent TOC.

Globalisation produces criminal opportunities

Theterm globalisationissimultaneously praised and criticized for many positive
and negative aspects of recent world developments. Thisreflectsthe observation
that the world appearsto be engaged in acomplicated restructuring of itsunder-
standing of classical national security. Historically, the terms defence and arms
control, as well as the use of force, were primarily referred to in relation to the
sovereign state. Several related factorsare believed to have combined to produce

=

Theviewsexpressed arethose of theauthorsand not necessarily those of the organizationswith which they areaffiliated.

2 Limiting adiscussion of transnational organized crime to a sizable regional designation such as “Europe and North
America’ isabit difficult. Therefore, whilethischapter makesreferenceto regional concerns, it should also be under-
stood that the scoop of criminal activitiesthat emanate or existin Europeand North Americaarenot limited to but often
extend beyond the region.

3 WhiletheHEUNI regional reportshave paid little or no attention to this subject, HEUNI published Adamoli, et al (1998)
which formed part of the discussions below on matters of definitions, trends, and responses. Definitions and responses
werealso addressed by Bouloukosand Farrell (1997). Seeal so Winer (1998) for adiscussion of trendsand responses.
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situations conduciveto theincreasein transnational organized crime: significant
political change (theend of the cold war being the most prominent) hasincreased
international movement of people and trade, the increasing global economy and
free-market movement of goods, combined with rapid technological changein-
cluding improvements in communications and transportation. It is also some-
times difficult to distinguish factors in western industrialised countries from
those in developing countries, since transnational organised crime can involve
movements between the two in both directions. These significant and wide-
spread changes appear, despite the lack of reliable quantifiable indicators, to
have manufactured a tipping point that has triggered widespread increases in
transnational organized crime. In short, one negative result of globalisation has
been a significant increase in the number of criminal opportunities open to ex-
ploitation by transnational organized criminals. Box 1 showsthetypesof factors
involved, groupedintotwo broad categories. Thefirst isof technological change.
Thesecond issocio-economic and political change. The box alsoincludesabrief
description of how each aspect facilitates organized crime and transnational or-
ganized crime.

Box 1: Globalisation Factors producing Opportunities for Transnational
Organised Crime

A. Technological Change

¢ Cheaper and faster transportation. Effect: Facilitator to trafficking of
illicit products.

e Postal system distribution improvements. Effect: Facilitator to
trafficking.

* Improved computer and electronic communication technologies.
Effect: Facilitateslarge and rapid cash transactionsin layering stages of
money laundering. Facilitates covert communications between and
within criminal groups.

B. Socio-economic and political change

* Genera trade liberalisation, particularly in developing countries.
Effect: Increased trade provides cover and marketsfor traffickingillicit
products.

* Increases shipping and aviation (trade and tourism).

* Trade agreements (EC, NAFTA). Effect: Increased flow of licit trade
and reduced border checksbothreducerisk of traffickingillicit goods.

¢ Political integration (Eastern Europe and CIS; South Africa). Effect:
Increased trade to new markets gives increased cover and markets to
traffickers.

* Increased migration. Effect: Family networks, ties and cover for
trafficking and distribution networks.

* |ncreased global communications and financial transactions. Effect:
Provides opportunity and cover for international money laundering.

Source: Adapted from Keh and Farrell, 1997, p. 91
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Thelisting of factorsthat provide opportunitiesfor TOC has one principal ad-
vantage. Itimpliesthat, since criminal opportunitiescan create TOC, then reduc-
ing criminal opportunities can be utilized to prevent TOC. The two sides of the
opportunity coin are necessarily related, and, as suggested below, the aim of
crime policy should be to minimise new opportunities and to eliminate existing
opportunities. The crime prevention framework presented later in thischapter is
intended to encourage the stifling and closing of criminal opportunities.

Definitions

The recent formal definitions of organized crime and transnational organized
crime outlined below have been based upon aplatform of related research. “ The
concept of ‘ transnational crime’ isexactly aquarter century old. Thethen United
Nations Crime Prevention and Criminal Justice Branch coined thetermin order
to identify certain criminal phenomena transcending international borders,
transgressing the laws of several states or having an impact on another country”
(Mueller, 2001, p. 13). In a supplemental survey to the Fourth United Nations
Survey of Crime Trends and Criminal Justice Operations, transnational crime
was defined in the following manner: “ Offences whose inception, prevention
and/or direct or indirect effects involved more than one country”. (United Na-
tions, 1995, para9.)

In 1976, Michael Maltz identified six means by which organized crimes are
executed: violence, theft, corruption, economic coercion, deception, and victim
participation. Kenney and Finckenauer (1995) provide adefinition of organized
crime that combines “actors’ (those participating in organized criminal and
crime groups) with “acts’ (the means of organized crime). For them, organized
crimegroups: are non-ideol ogical ; have an organi zed hierarchy; have continuity
over time; useforce or threat of force; restrict membership; obtain profit through
illegal enterprises; provideillegal goodsand servicesdesired by thegeneral pop-
ulace; use corruption to neutralize public official sand politicians; seek amonop-
oly position to obtain exclusive control over specific goods and services, have
job specialization within the group; have acode of secrecy; and plan extensively
to achieve long-term goals.

Crimeis often considered organized if the actors are involved on a sustained
basis, that is, if the activity isone of continuing criminal enterprise. In order to
meet this criteria, organized crime groups often incorporate strategies similar to
those employed in licit markets, including entrepreneuria skill, specialization,
and coordination with theadditional componentsof violenceand corruption that
allow for the propagation of illicit activities. Phil Williamsdrawsmany parallels
between TOC and the operations of legitimate industry (Williams,1992) and
suggeststhat they form strategic alliances (Williams, 1994). It may be, however,
that because transnational organised criminalsso clearly pursue profits, and take
explicit account of the costs and benefits of exploiting criminal opportunities,
they are vulnerable. Thisfeature of TOC makesit an attractive prospect for pre-
ventive measuresthat seek to reduce opportunities, impose additional costs, and
reduce the rewards of crime, as discussed later in this report.



In the context of adebate about whether aset definition of transnational orga-
nized crime is either possible or desirable, the United Nations Convention
against Transnational Organized Crime outlined some useful characteristics of
TOC without imposing the strict constraints of atight definition.* Article 2 of
The Convention deals with use of terms and defines organized criminal group,
serious crime, and structured groups as shown in Box 2.

Box 2: Definitions outlined in the United Nations Convention Against
Transnational Organized Crime

Article 2 states that

“Organized crimina group” shall mean a structured group of three or
more persons, existing for a period of time and acting in concert with the
aim of committing one or more serious crimes or offences established in
accordance with this Convention, in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a
financial or other material benefit;

“Serious crime” shall mean conduct constituting an offence punishable
by amaximum deprivation of liberty of at least four yearsor amore serious
penalty; [and,]

“Structured group” shall mean a group that is not randomly formed for
theimmediate commission of an offence and that doesnot need to havefor-
mally defined rolesfor its members, continuity of its membership or ade-
veloped structure.

Article 3 notes that an offence is transnational in nature if

a) Itiscommitted in more than one State;

b) Itiscommitted in one State but a substantial part of its preparation,
planning, direction or control takes place in another State;

¢) Itiscommitted in one State but involves an organized criminal group
that engages in criminal activities in more than one State; or

d) Itiscommitted in one State but has substantial effectsin another
State.

Inasimilar fashion, The European Union drafted a set of Characteristics of Or-
ganized Crime, containing the eleven components shown in Box 3:°

The Convention wasadopted by resolution A/RES/55/25 of 15 November 2000 at thefifty-fifth session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations. In accordance with itsarticle 36, the Convention was open for signature by al States
and by regional economic integration organizations, provided at least one Member State of such organization has
signed the Convention, from 12 to 15 December 2000 at the Palazzi di Giustiziain Palermo, Italy, and thereafter at the
United Nations Headquarters in New Y ork until 12 December 2002.

EU/12247/1/94 Rev.1, Annex.
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Box 3: Eleven Components of Organized Crime as defined by
the European Union

At least six of these components must be present, three of which must be

thosenumbered 1, 5and 11, for any crimeor criminal group to beclassified

as organized:

Collaboration of more than 2 people;

Each with own appointed tasks;

For aprolonged or indefinite period of time;

Using some form of discipline and control;

Suspected of the commission of serious criminal offences;

Operating on an international level;

Using violence or other means suitable for intimidation;

Using commercia or businesslike structure;

Engaged in money laundering;

0. Exerting influence on palitics, the media, public administration,
judicia authorities or the economy;

11. Determined by the pursuit of profit and/or power.

HBOoONUO~WDNE

The United Nations International Centre for Crime Prevention has recently
emphasised the notion of dangerousness, that is, the threat that organized crime
poses to persons, institutions, and licit markets, and these elements are outlined
in Box 4. By defining the elements of dangerousnessit wasintended that govern-
ments would be able to increase the focus of their preventive efforts.

Box 4: Elements of ‘Dangerousness’ of Organized Crime as outlined by
the United Nations International Centre for Crime Prevention

— transnational organized crime groups engage in crimes which are
mala in se, wrong in themselves;

— in economic terms, the groups bring about material lossto victims;

— inpsychological terms, the groups foster intimidation, coercion
and fear;

— inasocia sense, the groups generate mistrust in institutions;

— an ability to challenge political and institutional authority;

— anability to invest illicit proceeds into the licit economy;

— theinvestment in proceeds abroad thus removing resources
from the domestic economy. (United Nations, 2000a, p. 5-7)

This discussion suggests that there is no generally agreed definition of transna-
tional organized crime. However, while a definition of TOC may be necessary
for some legal purposes (if, for example, persons involved in TOC are to be
treated differently by the legal system), a definition that suffices may be suffi-
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cient fromtheviewpoint of crimeprevention. In part thisisbecausethekey focus
of crime prevention effortsislargely upon theindividual types of crimethat are
committed, and the closing of crime-specific opportunities.

Data collection efforts

Thenormal practice of the United Nations crime prevention and criminal justice
programme, of which HEUNI is an affiliated member, is to base analyses of
global and regional crime on the periodic Surveysof Crime Trendsand Criminal
Justice Operations or on the International Crime Victim Survey. While some of
the data gathered through these methods might be construed as proxiesfor orga-
nized crime they do not systematically collect information which directly mea-
sureslevelsof TOC. Itispossiblethat the UNCJS survey could provide somein-
directindicatorsof transnational organized crimeviaitsmeasuresrelated to drug
offences, bribery, fraud and embezzlement. Although many such offences are
not necessarily linked to organized or transnational crime, it is possible that
changesinthem over timemay reflect underlying increasesrel ating to organized
crime. Someof these haverecently been exploited: Van Horneand Farrell (1999)
examined drug offenders in the global criminal justice system and found that
their numbers had almost universally increased at the sametime asit wasknown
that there had been significant increases in the global drug trade. Such figures
provide imperfect and indirect supporting measures of the spread of organized
crime.

Future sweepsof the UNCJIS survey however, may benefit from effortsto cap-
ture data on organized crime. Member states could be encouraged, as suggested
by the UN Convention, to include transnational organized crimeintheir legisla-
tion and to record offenses that fit that category. The Survey could ask Member
States to estimate the proportion of drug offences, bribery, fraud and embezzle-
ment (and other crimes) that were committed by organized crime groups, and to
provide specific counts relating to organized crime. In addition, the Centre for
International Crime Prevention has considered preparing themati c supplemental
surveysthat would be linked to the UNCJS survey proper. Such a supplemental
survey ontransnational crimewasconducted in 1994 as part of the Fourth Survey
and could surely be modified and repeated in the future. Apart from these more
traditional data collection methods of survey, the Centre has also begun to pre-
pare, with the assistance of national experts, criminal economy profiles. Thein-
tent is to better understand the phases through which an illicit or licit product
moves through the economy with the assistance of criminal actors.

Elsewhere, pioneering efforts such as those by Phil Williams (1999) have
been made to gather pieces of the picture relating to various specific types of
transnational organized crime. Such effortsshould besimilarly encouraged—the
old adagethat, with alittle ingenuity, much knowledge can often be gained from
imperfect partial data— seemsto bethe case (or morelikely the necessity) inthis
instance. Williamstypically buildsapicture by putting together many small data
itemsfrom different sources. Often thewholeisgreater than the sum of the parts
and it is possible to derive larger-scale inferences from the resultant collage.
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Itisexactly thiscollage technique that formsthe basis of thisHEUNI volume
and the preceding volume. As transnational organized crime is multidimen-
sional, the authors are certain that HEUNI is pointing in the right direction with
regard to themanner inwhichit purportsto describeand explain crimein Europe
and North America.

Significant developments in transnational
organized crime frends

While some of the components of globalisation that have affected transnational
criminal opportunities were given brief mention above (see Box 1 and related
discussion), this section outlines some of the specific resultant trends. It givesan
overview of some of the factors related to and broad developments in transna-
tional organized crime in Europe and North America.

Perhaps the most significant individual socio-political event of recent de-
cades that has created new opportunities for transnational organized crime has
been the advent of Perestroika, the subsequent dissolution of the Soviet Union,
and the resultant market-oriented economies. These changes created new oppor-
tunitiesfor organized crimein theregion, concurrent with new government insti-
tutionsthat wereill equipped to addressthegrowing problem. Theresult wasthat

“[a]t the end of the 1990’s, official sources reported that Russian organized
crimewas composed of around 70,000 members and controlled an estimated
50 percent of the economy, including one third of the country’s 1,800 banks,
1,500 state-owned companies and 4,000 companies quoted on the stock ex-
change. Therewere an estimated 110 transnational criminal groupsbasedin
Russia, which operated in 40 countries” (United Nations, 2000b, p. 27)

Organized crime groups infiltrated both public and private institutions and in-
dustries, and, asaresult, legitimized themsel ves so that theline between licit and
illicit rapidly became blurred. Organized crime groups have become major em-
ployers by replacing the formerly state run labor markets and trade unions
(Voronin, 1996). High levels of corruption in public government and privatein-
dustry have reduced public trust and the willingness of foreign firms and agen-
ciesto invest in theregion. Theinstability of the financial sector has resulted in
massive capital flight, estimated to be about $1 billion per month, whichislikely
to include laundered funds from criminal activity (United States, 2000).

The scope of organized crime activities and groups emanating from the for-
mer Soviet Unionisdifficult to assess. It is broadly accepted that Russian orga-
nized crimegroupsare activein itsneighboring countriesincluding Estonia, L at-
via, Lithuania, Belarus, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Georgia, and the
Ukraine, and that its reaches extend into much of Europe aswell asNorth Amer-
ica. The United States Government suggests that

“Russian criminal organizations in the United States are adept at moving
fundsthrough a global complex of front companies, offshorefinancial service
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centers, and crime-controlled banks to facilitate extraction of criminal pro-
ceeds originating in Russia, as well as to launder funds generated from
US-based criminal operations.” (op.cit., ch.3:17)

Itisclaimed that Russian groupsarefully familiar with moderntechnologiesand
business practices, and make use of documentation fraud, health care fraud, and
credit defaultsall of which makestheir criminal activities complex and difficult
to detect. (op.cit.).

In contrast to Eastern Europe, Western Europe and North Americahave expe-
rienced aperiod of economic stability and unity unprecedented intheir history.

“ The single market reforms of the European Union (EU) under the Schengen
Agreement that per mitted unfettered movement of goods, services, labor, and
capital throughout most of Western Europe; sophisticated infrastructure for
facilitating international trade; and tremendous volume of people and goods
passing through commercial airports and seaports are exploited by interna-
tional criminals to move drugs, arms, illegal aliens, and other contraband
throughout Western Europe and to use EU gateways to reach every other re-
gionin theworld” (op.cit., ch.3:2)

Flowsof licitandillicit goodsand services, both east to west and west to east, are
exacerbated by the proximity of regions experiencing divergent economic, so-
cial and political redlities. The situation is further enhanced by “middleman”
States such as Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic each possessing a suffi-
ciently complex and near-Western infrastructure of roads, railways, and tele-
communications but lacking the law enforcement and institutional mechanisms
to guard against infringements of theseinstitutions. We should note here that we
are not characterizing the West as victims of crime exported from the East, but
rather that the rapid socio-economic transformation of the east has sped the
growth of criminal opportunities (asinthe West but arguably from amore devel-
oped base) so that it has outpaced the growth of legislation and prevention ef-
forts.

Responses

The United Nations Convention Against Transnational Organized Crime (2000)
makes use of legal mechanismsintended to “ promote cooperation to prevent and
combat transnational crime more effectively” (Article 1). It attempts, among
other things, to promote rules and practices that encourage States to define, de-
sign and enforce instruments for law-enforcement and prosecutorial agencies,
and thus to encourage legislative consistency across jurisdictions. Such consis-
tency should minimisetheloopholesthat organized crimecan exploit. Part of the
Convention (Article 31) encourages the devel opment, eval uation and sharing of
best practices; the reduction of the possibility of illicitly obtained monies from
entering thelicit economy; the reintegration into society of persons convicted of
organized crimes; the periodic eval uation of |egislation and administrative regu-
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lations; the promotion of public awareness campaigns;, and, the sharing of agen-
cies and authorities that might assist other States.

The Convention encourages a number of approaches to the prevention of
TOC. Specifically, it encourages ‘rule setting’ that blocks the criminal opportu-
nities avail able to organised crime (Clarke and Homel, 1997). This approach is
one of many in the preventive repertoire. Efforts to develop preventive ap-
proachesto TOC would benefit from greater conceptual clarification of thekind
that iscommonin the discussion of crimeprevention moregeneraly. Therearea
number of options for classifying crime prevention (e.g. Lab, 1999; Lavrakas
and Bennett, 1988; Van Dijk and De Waard, 1991). In what follows,
Brantingham and Faust’s (1976) classification of primary, secondary or tertiary
is utilised. Primary crime prevention, rather like preventive medicine, is in-
tended to stop the crime before it happens. Secondary prevention is directed at
those at heightened risk of offending. Tertiary prevention deals with known of-
fenders —in effect it operates through the criminal justice system. Much of the
discussion of ‘prevention’ in the existing literature relating to TOC conflates
these approaches to prevention.

For thereasons given bel ow, the discussion that followsfocuses upon primary
prevention. Primary prevention “identifies conditionsin the physical and social
environment that provide opportunitiesfor or precipitate criminal acts’. Primary
prevention can bedivided into social and situational components. Social preven-
tion addressestheinclinationto offend; it might include education programs, job
training, or thealleviation of poverty. Such schemeswould be availabletoall cit-
izens — potentia offenders or not.

Although clearly social crimeprevention hasaroleto play inthe prevention of
crimegenerally, itspotential islimited and it isinefficient asameans of prevent-
ing transnational organised crime. The crime prevention ‘ pay-off’ from such so-
cial interventionsislonger term. It isnot until the children grow that the benefits
of education as a crime prevention measure, for example, come into their own.
Arguably, something more immediate is required in tackling transnational or-
ganised crime. Furthermore, although there are many excellent reasons for try-
ing to improve education levels, provide job training schemes, and reduce pov-
erty, the prevention of transnational organised crimewould not beamong thekey
contenders. Citizens have the right of access to education and employment op-
portunities for their own sake, not simply as a crime prevention measure.

Not only is the potential preventive effect of social measures long term, but
their relevance may be questionablein relation to transnational organised crime.
Thereisno evidencethat all members of organised crime syndicatesare socially
marginalised. Indeed, intheformer Soviet Union some of the major members of
organised gangs, rather likethe Italian Mafia, are wealthy and well-educated in-
dividuals. Furthermore, there is no evidence that the members of organised
crimegroupscomefrom any particular locality. They could bedrawnfromavery
wideregion, and attempting toimproveeducation levelsor provide school -based
or other social programsasameans of preventing transnational organised crime,
would require investment over apotentially vast area. It isdifficult to see how it
could be targeted on high-risk individuals and therefore difficult to see how it
could be cost effective. Finally there is no shortage of transnational organised



criminal s operating in advanced democracies where education levels and legiti-
mate job opportunities are relatively common. To somehow suggest, as some
commentatorshave, that an education programin Colombiamight reducethein-
cidence of corruption and transnational drug trafficking, whenit hashad limited
success in the United States, does not seem arational or efficient use of limited
resources.

Situational crime prevention, on the other hand, offers more immediate
pay-off as a preventive approach and is as effective in preventing crime by rich
and poor, disorganised and organised. It has been defined by Clarke (1983) as
comprising measures:

1 that aredirected at highly specific forms of crime

2 that involve the management, design, or manipulation of the immediate
environment in as systematic and permanent away as possible

3 that reduce the opportunities for crime and increase the risks as perceived
by awide range of offenders.

This approach to prevention addresses features of the environment in which
crimes occur, or aspects of the target against which crimes occur. It analyses,
with some precision, the context within which criminal events happen and then
reducesthe opportunity for their recurrence. Itisclosely affiliated with the prob-
lem-oriented approach to policing (see Goldstein 1990) that is too rarely dis-
cussed in the context of TOC.

Theremainder of this section considersthe potential of situational crime pre-
vention when applied to transnational organised crime. It argues that, from one
perspective, it already operates as an approach to the prevention of transnational
organised crime, and hasalready demonstrated itsefficacy. I n addition, and most
importantly, however, it proposesthat it might be more effectiveif applied more
formally and systematically, taking lessonsfrom situational applicationsin other
crime control contexts.

There are numerous examples of changesin the‘ situation’ resulting in reduc-
tionsin crime. Clarke (1992) produced auseful classification of these situational
techniques which illuminates the underlying principles through which they op-
erate. Thisclassification waslater elaborated upon by Clarkeand Homel (1997),
resulting in a sixteen-cell framework laying out the techniques of situational
crime prevention and providing examples from the research literature. The
framework is set out below in Box 5, including examples that are routinely (or
specially) used to prevent organised crime.

Thelist of preventive techniques and the examples givenin Box 5 will not be
explained in full. Theinterested reader isreferred to Clarke (1998) for the most
up-to-date explanation of these preventive techniques. It is, however, worth ex-
plaining the framework and some of the examplesin order to demonstrate their
general utility and the manner in which they should assist theinternational com-
munity in developing a portfolio of prevention efforts to tackle TOC.

The framework divides into four broad categories of preventive effort: in-
creasing the effort, increasing the risks, reducing the rewards, and removing the
excuses. These categories fit the analysis of organized crime as being based
upon, broadly speaking, rational decision-making of criminal actors that incor-
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Box 5: Prevention Techniques for Organized Crime (and ‘traditional’ crime)

Technique (and brief definition)

‘Traditional’ crime prevention

Preventing organized crime

A. Increasing the Effort

1. Target hardening: making the
commission of a crime more
difficult.

Slug rejecter devices
Steering locks
Bandit screens

Tower of London

(Crown Jewels)

Fort Knox (Gold)

Car anti-theft devices stop
organized car theft

2. Controlling access to targets:
limiting access of would-be
perpetrators to the place where
crime is possible.

Parking lot barriers
Fenced yards

Entry phones
Password protection

Security at art galleries
Border checkpoints
Crop-dusting plane registers

3. Deflecting offenders and victims:
inducing offenders or victims to be
elsewhere than at a place where
crime is possible.

Bus stop placement
Tavern location
Street closures

Decoy Vehicles
Decoy shipments
Ships travelling in convoy

4. Controlling crime facilitators:
Controlling the means whereby

Credit card photo
Gun controls

Controlling precursors
chemicals used in the

crime is made possible or easier. Caller-ID production of drugs

B. Increasing the risks

5. Screening entrances and exits: Automatic ticket gates Passport and Visa controls
increasing conspicuousness when Baggage screening Import and Export Documents
rules are not being observed. Merchandise tags Biometric scans

6. Formal surveillance (of victims
and offenders): locating perpetrators,
victims or crime-prone places in time
and space.

Red light cameras
Burglar alarms
Security guards

X-ray machines
Custom’s checks
Satellite surveillance

7. Surveillance by employees:
the oversight by those at work as
part of their work function.

Pay phone locations
Parking attendants
CCTV systems

Support for whistle-blower
policies in employee
regulations

8. Natural surveillance: making crime
or the identity of those committing
crime more visible.

Defensible space
Street lighting
Cab driver ID

Journalistic reports on mafia
bosses
Ten Most Wanted list

C. Reducing the rewards

9. Removing targets: making a crime
impossible because its purpose is
precluded or its object unavailable.

Removable car radio
Women'’s refuges
Phonecard

Eliminating high value bank
notes stops their forgery

10. Identifying property: making
stolen goods more easily
recognisable.

Property marking
Vehicle licensing
Cattle branding

Unique dot-marking of art and
valuables

Intellectual property registers
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Box 5: (continued)

Technique (and brief definition)

“Traditional’ crime prevention

Preventing organized crime

11. Reducing temptation: limiting
occasions on which a potential target
is publicly identifiable as such.

Gender-neutral phone lists
Off-street parking
Rapid repair

Decoy shipments (money;
prisoners etc.)
GPS tracking of goods

12. Denying benefits: design or later
action make the crime less profitable
after the fact.

Ink merchandise tags
PIN for car radios
Graffiti cleaning

Exploding dye on bank money
Asset seizure legislation

D. Removing Excuses

13. Setting rules: clearly defining
the law and unacceptable conduct
(and the consequences).

Harassment codes
Customs declaration
Hotel registrations

Cash deposits limits to stop
money laundering
No-negotiation anti-hijacking
policy

14. Alerting conscience: publicising
the rules (subtly or otherwise) to
make offenders think twice.

‘Walking tall’

Roadside speedometers
‘Shoplifting is stealing’
‘|diots drink and drive’

Goods to declare channel at
customs

“Drug production by-products
damage the environment”
message

15. Controlling disinhibitors: reducing
the frequency of states that may
induce rule breaking.

Drinking age laws
Ignition interlock
V-chip

Control of precursors of drugs
Clear definitions of corruption
Sealed cargo containers

16. Assisting compliance: making it
easy to follow the rules or law.

Easy library checkout
Public lavatories
Trash bins

Regular monitoring of arms
manufacturers

Assistance in destroying
biological weapons
International decommissioning
bodies (eg. Monitoring arms
decommissioning)
Bomb-proof trash bins

porates an assessment of the costs and benefits involved. Transnational orga-
nized crime occurs because those involved perceive the likely benefits to out-
weigh the likely costs. The overarching aim of the situational approach there-
fore, istotipthescalesof thisanalysisby increasing the costsand/or reducing the
rewards to transnational organized crime.

Although the column of cells addressing measures to tackle organized crime
focuses upon crimesthat are ‘traditionally’ thought of as organized, it is of note
that many measures directed at ‘ordinary’ crimes can have an effect on some
forms of organised crime. Street lighting could impact upon criminal opportuni-
ties for organized car crime, as could legislation that made car immobilizers
compulsory. Alarms, sensor systems and closed-circuit television on business
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premisesmay reducetheftsof goodsthat would result intransnational shipments
prior to sale. Sealed cargo containers can eliminate an avenuefor illicit transna-
tional shipmentsif illicit goods cannot be added to acontainer that is shipped un-
der the auspices of a reputable licit trader. Such measures may have positive
domino effects—for example, if the removal of the shipment opportunity meant
that there was no point (that is, reward to) obtaining the illicit goods for ship-
ment.

The boundary between organized crime and transnational organized crimeis
somewhat blurred inthefinal column of Box 5. It isproposed that the prevention
of many types of organized crime, in addition to those of atransnational nature,
will benefit from the more widespread formal development of situational crime
prevention interventions. Many types of crimethat were previously just labelled
‘organized’ areincreasingly being labelled * transnational” becausethe process of
globalization has created the potential for interaction between new markets. Or-
ganized car theft and shipment isone exampleof suchacrime. Itisalso anexam-
pleof atypeof crimewheremodificationsto the potential target (design changes
tocars) arelikely to beafruitful avenuefor prevention sincelaw enforcement ef-
forts aimed simply at organizations leave the same criminal opportunitiesto be
adopted by others. The highly dynamic illicit drug trade has demonstrated this
kind of adaptation on several occasions when the collapse of onelarge criminal
organization has left it to be replaced by one or more others.

Some efforts to prevent TOC are so common that they appear second-nature
and are not recogni zed as crime prevention efforts. Passports are one of the most
straightforward examples of everyday efforts to tackle TOC. By providing a
means of controlling accessto and from countries, they discourage and make it
more difficult and risky to cross international bordersillegally, and reduce the
level of theillicit movement (trafficking) of humans. Although the smuggling of
humans across borders still occurs, itisfar less prevalent than it would be in the
absence of passports and border checks. Passports have become such an every-
day part of many people’slivesthat their formal crime prevention role, and the
mechanism by which they work to prevent transnational crime, can be easily
overlooked. Asthe manufacture of passports hasbecome more sophisticated, the
costs of forging passports, and the skills required, have increased significantly.
Thisincreasesthe coststo organized crime and will have eliminated most illegal
border crossingsthat would occur in the absence of passportsand border checks.
Those organized border crossingsthat remain arein vastly reduced numbersand
are far more risky and costly to organized criminals than they would otherwise
be. Hence, although we would be hard pressed to provide the relevant empirical
evidence, itisreasonableto concludethat simple and accepted measures such as
passports can have significant effects upon the prevalence of TOC. The orga-
nized crime of counterfeiting of money has likewise become more difficult as
production technol ogies have improved, although even here an *armsrace’ can
take place between criminalsand crime preventers. Many relatively simplesitu-
ational measures—for example, using paper that isdifficult to obtain, incorporat-
ing watermarks, using complex designsthat aredifficult to replicate, have served
to make the counterfeiting of money extremely difficult and costly, aswell asin-



creasing thelikelihood of detection. Still, new criminal opportunitiesarise. The
new European currency unit, the Euro, isalleged to have at least one coin that is
virtually indistinguishable from alower value coin from another country. This
presents anew opportunity for TOC —the transnational shipments of such coins
andtheir substitution for the higher value coinswill proveaprofitablecontinuing
enterprise unless efforts are made to remove the opportunity. Possible interven-
tionscouldincludecoinre-design, publicity to aert potential victims, re-valuing
or withdrawing one of the coins, or improved techniques for the identification
and marking of one of the coins.

The monitoring of the level of cash that can be deposited in financial institu-
tionsin single over-the-counter transactions is another simple situational mea-
sure used to tackle money laundering. Many criminal transactions utilise cash
sinceit is seldom traceable, but the result can be that higher-level criminalsare
left with large sums of money to deposit and launder. Without receipts and in-
voices (apaper trail that can betraced) thereislittle alternativeto depositing this
money in banksin large amounts. However, sincethisisnot an everyday occur-
rencefor most people, imposing alimit on cash deposits and introducing simple
monitoring procedures will primarily hinder organized crime without imposing
significant costs on legal transactions. Legal depositors can complete the rele-
vant paperwork with impunity, whereasillegal depositors are unlikely to do so.
The result in some instances has been a tactical displacement to ‘smurfing’ —
multiple small deposits by different individuals working for the same criminal
network. However, smurfing incursfar more effort and risk for organized crime:
it meansthat many more low-level criminalshaveto be both paid, and entrusted
with lumps of money. These workers may, if detected, be morelikely to give up
any intelligenceinformation they may have. When combined with additional sit-
uational measures such as tracing the paper-trail of suspect monies, the gradual
closing of legal loophol esthat exist in certain countries (such asoff-shore havens
with limited legal requirements for financial transactions), and other situational
measures such as asset seizure (which remove the rewards to organized crime),
organized criminalsare constantly being squeezed, making such crime aless at-
tractive prospect.

Despite claims that money laundering is still relatively easy, it does not seem
unreasonable to expect that continued efforts to close the loopholes and to trace
illegal money via various methods, will prove a long-term success in the fight
against many typesof organized crime. While such situational prevention efforts
are specific to the crime of money laundering, they also impact upon arange of
related organized crimethat providesthemoney to belaundered. Ingeneral, such
efforts also increase the skill-level that is required of organised criminals, pro-
ducing an effective‘ barrier to entry’ to criminalswho do not havethese skills. In
thisway, situational prevention may inthelonger term al so reducethepropensity
to turn to organised crime among the pool of potential offenders.

Problem-oriented policing and crime analysis techniques that allow the iden-
tification of patterns and trends in crime and its characteristics, have al proved
useful in tackling many types of non-organised crime. These approaches should
be encouraged in relation to the prevention of organised crime and areacomple-
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ment to situational prevention efforts. While the international community has
begunto foster some movement towardsthe dissemination of such techniquesin
relation to ‘traditional’ non-organized crime, there appearsto be aneed for such
work to be promoted in relation to TOC.

Conclusions

The conclusionsto this chapter take two forms. The present chapter has focused
primarily upon atheoretical rather than an empirical contribution to the preven-
tion of transnational organized crime in Europe and North America. It is pro-
posed that the accumulation of knowledge must be incremental and that efforts
in the future might benefit from drawing together the empirical data sourceson
specific types of transnational organized crime. Thisincludes analysis of those
aspects of the UNCJS survey that might fruitfully provide someindirect indica-
tors relating to organized crime — measures relating to drug offences, bribery,
fraud and embezzlement. Their combination with other indicators such as the
Corruptions Perception Index developed by Transparency International may
shed empirical light upon general trends and patternsin these crimes. It isalso
hoped that future sweeps of the UNCJS survey might incorporate more direct
measures of organized crime. Thisknowledgewill prove of morepractical utility
if it can be combined within apreventive framework and if it is supported by lo-
cal and crime-specific analyses. Increased knowledge and understanding of
TOCis, after all, only useful and worthwhileif itisused to inform preventive ef-
fortsin some fashion.

The emphasis of asignificant part of this chapter has been upon developing a
framework around which practical efforts to prevent organized crime might be
developed. This seems appropriate given the stage which we have now reached
in relation to the study and prevention of transnational organised crime. There
have been many recent efforts to describe the nature and extent of organized
crime. These are certainly important and should continue, with increasing em-
phasis upon the details of the crime and context-specific analysis. To date, how-
ever, therehasbeenllittle effort expended upon the study and eval uation of practi-
cal preventiveefforts. Thereis, therefore, agreat need for the delineation of afor-
mal prevention framework such as that proposed here. The transfer of aproven
and existing framework for these purposes provides asignificant opportunity for
knowledge transfer. The approach is only new in the present context — hence
there are potential benefits of cross-fertilization to the field of transnational or-
ganised crime from the established situational crime prevention experience of
dealing with other offences. It isproposed that increasing the costs and reducing
the benefits to organised crime should prove a more productive and cost-effec-
tiveapproachtotackling theproblem. Itislikely that the most significant inroads
into organised crime will be made through the continued adoption of the tech-
niques of situational prevention. A formal framework such asthat proposed here
provides a means by which such efforts can be promoted and encouraged.
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8 Concluding notions

Kauko Aromaa and Seppo Leppd

Thereportinhandisthefifth of itskind, aiming at analyzing and summing up the
resultsof the United Nations Surveyson Crime Trends and Operations of Crimi-
nal Justice Systems, originating inthenational responses of themember states of
the European and North American regions. The consecutive reporting undertak-
ings, covering the survey cycles from the second to the fifth, have aspired time
after timetorefinethe exploratory power of thefinal analysisby methodol ogical
means. In contrast to these efforts, the idea dominating this sixth survey report
has from the outset been, inter alia, to explore various comparative approaches
utilizedinthisenterprisein order to find out whether it ison thewhol e appositeto
continue with this type of aresearch efforts.

Mixed exposureisgivento thisquestion by chapterstwo to seven of thereport.
Thetrustworthiness of theavailable dataisnot very much questioned in chapters
fiveand six: thedataaretaken largely at face value and utilized as baseline mate-
rial for further analysis. The limitations of the data are, however, given acentral
rolein, for example, chapters three and four, and consegquently very advanced
conclusions are not drawn on the basis of the resulting analysis. In the two re-
maining chapters (two and seven), it isexplained at the outset that the aim of the
exerciseis by nature descriptive rather than explanatory.

Allinall, the pictureis not atoo encouraging one. The main cause of thisun-
certainty isthe structural incommensurability of the indicator variables used in
measuring phenomena in the field of crime. In chapter 3 above Howard and
Smith suggest that triangulation, i.e. the application of morethan one—asarule
three — measuring instruments, might be one way out of this dilemma. Com-
monly, there are only two measuring tools are applicable in the crime context,
namely the official crime statistics and the data emanating from victim surveys.
After rigorous stetistical analyses of these two sources of data, Howard and
Smith conclude that precious little agreement exists between the entities, which
leads the researchers to mistrust the validity of cross-national measurementsin
thisfield. They say that thefurther inference of thisisthat “afirmer answer tothe
question of validity will haveto await amore complete application of the notion
of triangulation, and asthe name suggeststhisexercise will require at least three
different types of crime data, each with their own sources of error. Perhapsaro-
bust effort to implement rigorous cross-national self-report studies of crime will
help to resolve this problem in the future” (see ch. 3, pp. 66-67 above).

The hopes of Howard and Smith might be crushed at |least by the following
facts: Asregardsself-report studies, only less serious offenceswill bereported to
theresearchers, It isfairly safeto assume- even though thereis no direct experi-
ence of the matter —that actual career criminalsarerather reluctant toreveal seri-
ous crimesin astandard survey, particularly if organized crimeisinvolved, and
that studies in this category can hence be meaningful only among the target
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groups composed either of juveniles or ordinary people. Criminal careersof de-
linquent juveniles very seldom incorporate really serious offences or crimes de-
manding special skills. And serious offences committed by ordinary people, or
actsthat they see asaggravated transgressions of thelaw, aretoo infrequent for a
satisfactory measurement, and since quite large samples of study objects are
needed, thiskind of exerciseswill becomequiteexpensiveand arethusnot easily
realized. Asto thevictim studieswe haveto keep in mind that agreat number of
offencesareso-called victimlesscrimes (or inmany casesthe context issuch that
victimsarenot even aware of being victimized), and alot of actual caseswill not,
therefore, be recorded as such in victim studies.

All this means that a considerable number of crimes actually committed will
not berecorded by any of thetriangulation instruments. The consequence, aswe
understand it, is that we will never be able to produce robust methodical tools
aiming at comparative cross-national exercises by utilizing crime-connected in-
dicators, however much effort we put in to refinethem qualitatively. A part of the
phenomenon will always remain concealed from us.

A further option might be to look for more valid and reliable indicators with
sufficient explanatory power inthisfield, which would not be connected with the
phenomenon at al or at least to alesser degree than those presently used. The
next exercise to analyze the results of the United Nations Survey on Crime
Trendsand Operationsof Criminal Justice Systems, should avail itself primarily
of thiskind of considerations.
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The officer responsible for coordinating the collection of the data for the entire
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Introduction
Objectives of the Sixth Survey

1. The Economic and Social Council, in its resolution 1984/48 of 25 May 1984,
requested the Secretary-General to maintain and develop the United Nations crime-related
database by continuing to conduct surveys of crime trends and operations of criminal
Jjustice systems.

2. The main goal of the Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trends and Operations
of Criminal Justice Systems, covering the period 1995-1997, is to collect data on the
incidence of reported crime and the operations of criminal justice systems with a view to
improving the analysis and dissemination of that information throughout the world. The
results of the Sixth Survey will provide an overview of crime trends and relationships
between various parts of the criminal justice system and promote informed decision-
making in administration, at the national and international levels.

3. The data gathered by the Sixth Survey will benefit both the international community
as a whole and each responding Government. The information will be used in determining
crime trends and problem areas for intervention in the form of technical cooperation, in
preparing reports such as the Global Report on Crime and Justice' and in comparing the
crime situation in one country with that of another country in a similar position.

4. The questionnaire for the Sixth Survey consists of a series of questions designed to
elicit responses in the form of data, primarily statistical data, on the main components of
criminal justice systems for the period 1995-1997. The questionnaire for the Sixth Survey
is 65 per cent shorter than the questionnaire for the Fifth United Nations Survey of Crime
Trends and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems, which covered the period 1990-1994.
The instructions in the paragraphs below should be carefully studied before the
questionnaire is completed. Partial replies should be reviewed by the central responding
office to ensure that the jurisdictions to which the data refer (for example, national or
federal jurisdictions) are clearly defined and that the data are statistically valid. It is
important to review the replies in all parts of the questionnaire for consistency.

Instructions for completing the questionnaire

5. The questionnaire is compiled in such a way that it can be divided up between
different agencies and reassembled in the central responding office before it is returned.
In the replies received for the Fifth Survey: (a) the same information was given in two parts
of the questionnaire; (b) there were figures on operations in later stages of the criminal
Jjustice process that were higher than the corresponding figures in earlier stages of the
process; and (¢) no explanations given for significant statistical changes. In those cases,
the Secretariat sent requests for validation of the data. The procedure was very
time-consuming for all those involved in the provision and analysis of the data, resulting
in considerable delays. Respondents are requested to bear that in mind when completing
the questionnaire for the Sixth Survey.

6. Inaddition, respondents completing the tables are requested to keep the following
in mind:

! Graeme Newman, ed., Global Report on Crime and Justice (New York, Oxford University Press, 1999).

(a) If figures provided in one table differ significantly from one year to the next,
the discrepancy should be explained in notes to the table;

(b) Ifitis notpossible to provide data as classified or defined in a table, an attempt
should be made to adjust the data as far as possible and to describe the steps involved in
notes to the table or on the facing page;

(c) Ifdataare not yet available, provisional data or estimates may be inserted and
noted accordingly;

(d) Ifatable can be completed only in part, it should be explained in a note in the
appropriate section that the rest of the data are “not available™;

(e) Ifno data at all are available, the words “not yet available”, “not tabulated” or
“not collected” as the case may be, should be written in the appropriate space;

(f)  Inmost cases, the calendar year should be used as the reporting period. Where
some other annual period is used, such as a fiscal year not corresponding to the calendar
year, that fact should be noted;

(g) Statistics on such matters as criminal justice personnel, court action and the
prison population should include data from all levels of government, that is, from the
national, state and local authorities.

7. Requests for any clarification or further information in respect of this questionnaire
should be addressed to the Director, Centre for International Crime Prevention, Office for
Drug Control and Crime Prevention, P.O. Box 500, A-1400 Vienna, Austria. Such requests
can also be sent by fax (43-1-26060-5898) or by e-mail (adam.bouloukos@cicp.un.or.at).
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Questionnaire for the
Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trends
and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems,
covering the period 1995-1997

1. Police

Country name:

Please complete this section of the questionnaire and return it no later than 1 September
1999 to the coordinating officer, whose name is provided in the box below. The
coordinating officer will, in turn, send all sections of the completed questionnaire to the
Centre for International Crime Prevention, Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention,
P.0. Box 500, A-1400, Vienna, Austria, or to the Statistics Division, United Nations, New
York, N.Y. 10017, United States of America.

This questionnaire is being distributed through the Statistics Division network.

Coordinating officer’s name:

Functional title:

Agency:

Street:

City/state/country:
Telephone (including country code and city code):

Fax (including country code and city code:

E-mail:

Definition of terms

1. The definitions below are applicable to many legal codes.

2. “Intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death deliberately inflicted on a
person by another person, including infanticide.

3. “Non-intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death not deliberately
inflicted on a person by another person. That includes the crime of manslaughter but
excludes traffic accidents that result in the death of persons.

4. “Assault” may be understood to mean physical attack against the body of another
person, including battery but excluding indecent assault. Some criminal or penal codes
distinguish between aggravated assault and simple assault, depending on the degree of
resulting injury. If such a distinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant
data for aggravated assault under the category “Major assault”. Under the category “Total
assault” should be included data on both aggravated assault (i.e. major assault) and simple
assault. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing between aggravated assaultand
simple assault if such a distinction is made in your country.

5. “Rape” may be understood to mean sexual intercourse without valid consent. Please
indicate whether statutory rape is included in the data provided. If, in your country, a
distinction is made between sexual assault and actual penetration, please provide relevant
information.

6. “Robbery” may be understood to mean the theft of property from a person, over-
coming resistance by force or threat of force.

7. “Theft” may be understood to mean the removal of property without the property
owner’s consent. “Theft” excludes burglary and housebreaking as well as theft of a motor
vehicle. Some criminal and penal codes distinguish between grand and petty theft,
depending on the value of the goods and property taken from their rightful owner. If such
adistinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant data for grand theft under
the category “Major theft”. The category “Total theft” should include data on both grand
theft (i.e. major theft) and petty theft. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing
between grand theft and petty theft if such a distinction is made in your country.

8. “Automobile theft” may be understood to mean the removal of a motor vehicle
without the consent of the owner of the vehicle.

9. “Burglary” may be understood to mean unlawful entry into someone else’s premises
with the intention to commit a crime.

10.  “Fraud” may be understood to mean the acquisition of another person’s property by
deception. Please indicate whether the fraudulent obtaining of financial property is
included in the data provided.

11.  “Embezzlement” may be understood to mean the wrongful appropriation of another
person’s property that is already in the possession of the person doing the appropriating.
12. “Drug-related crimes” may be understood to mean intentional acts that involve the
cultivation, production, manufacture, extraction, preparation, offering for sale, distribution,
purchase, sale, delivery on any terms whatsoever, brokerage, dispatch, dispatch in transit,
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transport, importation and exportation of internationally controlled drugs. Where
applicable, reference may be made to the provisions of the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs of 1961' and other regulations adopted in pursuance of the provisions of the
Convention on Psychotropic Substances of 1971? and/or the United Nations Convention
against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances of 1988.°

13.  “Bribery and/or corruption” may be understood to mean requesting and/or accepting
material or personal benefits, or the promise thereof, in connection with the performance
of a public function for an action that may or may not be a violation of law and/or
promising as well as giving material or personal benefits to a public officer in exchange for
a requested favour.

14.  “Recorded crimes” may be understood to mean the number of penal code offences
or their equivalent (i.e. various special law offences), but excluding minor road traffic
offences and other petty offences, brought to the attention of the police or other law
enforcement agencies and recorded by one of those agencies.

15.  “Police personnel or law enforcement personnel” may be understood to mean
personnel in public agencies whose principal functions are the prevention, detection and
investigation of crime and the apprehension of alleged offenders. If the police are part of
the national security force in your country, please try to focus your replies as much as
possible on the civil police rather than on the national guard or local militia. If there are
many local forces, please provide data on those forces if possible. If police or law
enforcement personnel fulfil prosecutorial functions, that fact should be noted in the space
below table 1. Data concerning support staff (secretaries, clerks etc.) should be excluded
from your replies.

16. If the categories given in paragraphs 2-13 above are not fully compatible with the
legal code in your country, please try to adjust the data as far as possible. Alternatively,
you may indicate in the space below the table concerned or on the facing page what kinds
of crime are included in your statistics that might be comparable to the categories
suggested or how the comparable types of crime are defined in your country.

! United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 520, No. 7515.

2 Ibid., vol. 1019, No. 14956.

* Official Records of the United Nations Conference for the Adoption of a Convention against Illicit Traffic
in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Sub Vienna, 25 20 December 1988, vol. 1
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.94.XL5).

Table 1
Police personnel,” by sex, and financial resources, 1995-1997

As at 31 December”

Category 1995

1997

1.1 Total police personnel

1.2 Females

1.3 Males

1.4 Total police budget/ financial resources

(millions of local currency units)®

“ Please see the definition of the term “police personnel” in paragraph 15 on page 7.
b If some alternative reference date has to be used, please indicate that date here:

© Total police budget/financial resources should include all monies allocated to the civil police
function at the national level, including salaries and fixed assets. When calculating salaries,
please include total monies spent on every individual employed in the given area. When
calculating fixed assets, please include all monies invested in non-personnel assets, such as

buildings, automobiles and office equipment.




Table 2
Crimes recorded in criminal (police) statistics, by type of crime including attempts to
commit crimes, 1995-1997

Table 3

Persons brought into initial formal contact with the police and/or the criminal justice
system, by type of crime, where initial formal contact might include being suspected,
arrested, cautioned etc., 1995-1997

Tipe of crime® 1995 1996 1997
2.1Total recorded crimes, regardless of type' Tipe of crime* 1995 1996 1997
2.2 Intentional homicide: Committed 3.1 Total persons brought into initial formal

contact with the police and/or the criminal

2.3 Al
tempted justice system, regardless of the type of

24 Committed with a fircarm crime”
2.5 Non-intentional homicide 3.2 Intentional homicide: Committed
2.6 Assault: Major assault 33 Attempted
27 Total assault 3.4 Committed with a firearm

3.5 Non-intentional homicide
2.8 Rape

3.6 Assault: Major assault
2.9 Robbery

3.7 Total assault
2.10 Theft: Major theft

3.8 Rape
2.11 Total theft

3.9 Robbery
2.12 Automobile theft

3.10 Theft: Major theft
2.13 Burglary

3.11 Total theft

2.14 Fraud

3.12 Automobile theft

2.15 Embezzlement

3.13 Burglary

2.16 Drug-related crime 3.14 Fraud

2.17 Bribery and/or corruption

3.15 Embezzlement

Source(s) of the data provided in this table: 3.16 Drug-related crime

3.17 Bribery and/or corruption
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 Please see the definitions of the terms in paragraphs 2-13 on pages 6-7. Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

® Please note that the total number of recorded crimes may be greater than the sum of the figures
given for the individual types of crime listed in the table. The total should not include minor road
traffic offences.

* Please sce the definitions of the terms in paragraphs 2-13 on pages 6-7.

® Please note that the total number of persons brought into formal contact with the criminal justice
system may be greater than the sum of the numbers given for the individual types of crime listed in
the table.
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Table 4

Persons brought into formal contact with the criminal justice system, by sex and age
group, where formal contact might include being suspected, arrested, cautioned etc.,

1995-1997

Category

1995

1996

1997

4.1  Females

4.2 Males

4.3 Adults

4.4 Female adults
4.5 Male adults

4.6 Juveniles

4.7 Female juveniles

4.8 Male juveniles

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

Please provide the definitions of “adult” and “juvenile” that are used in the national

criminal justice system:

Adult:

Juvenile:

sheet.

If, in your opinion, there are some additional explanations that might contribute to a
better understanding of the data that you have entered in this part of the
questionnaire, please provide those explanations in the space below or on an attached

11

12
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Questionnaire for the
Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trends
and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems,
covering the period 1995-1997

11. Prosecution

Country name:

Please complete this section of the questionnaire and return it no later than 1 September
1999 to the coordinating officer, whose name is provided in the box below. The
coordinating officer will, in turn, send all sections of the completed questionnaire to the
Centre for International Crime Prevention, Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention,
P. 0. Box 500, A-1400, Vienna, Austria, or to the Statistics Division, United Nations, New
York, N.Y. 10017, United States of America.

This questionnaire is being distributed through the Statistics Division network.

Coordinating officer’s name:

Functional title:

Agency:

Street:

City/state/country:
Telephone (including country code and city code):
Fax (including country code and city code:

E-mail:

13

Definition of terms

1. The definitions below are applicable to many legal codes.

2. “Intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death deliberately inflicted on a
person by another person, including infanticide. Please indicate whether certain categories
of attempted homicide are charged or prosecuted as “aggravated assault”.

3. “Non-intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death not deliberately
inflicted on a person by another person. That includes the crime of laug! but
excludes traffic accidents that result in the death of persons.

4. “Assault” may be understood to mean physical attack against the body of another
person, including battery but excluding indecent assault. Some criminal or penal codes
distinguish between aggravated assault and simple assault, depending on the degree of
resulting injury. If such a distinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant
data for aggravated assault under the category “Major assault”. Under the category “Total
assault” should be included data on both aggravated assault (i.e. major assault) and simple
assault. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing between aggravated assault and
simple assault if such a distinction is made in your country.

5. “Rape” may be understood to mean sexual intercourse without valid consent. Please
indicate whether statutory rape is included in the data provided. If, in your country, a
distinction is made between sexual assault and actual penetration, please provide relevant
information.

6. “Robbery” may be understood to mean the theft of property from a person, over-
coming resistance by force or threat of force.

7. “Theft” may be understood to mean the removal of property without the property
owner’s consent. “Theft” excludes burglary and housebreaking as well as theft of a motor
vehicle. Some criminal and penal codes distinguish between grand and petty theft,
depending on the value of the goods and property taken from their rightful owner. If such
adistinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant data for grand theft under
the category “Major theft”. The category “Total theft” should include data on both grand
theft (i.e. major theft) and petty theft. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing
between grand theft and petty theft if such a distinction is made in your country.

8. “Automobile theft” may be understood to mean the removal of a motor vehicle
without the consent of the owner of the vehicle.

9. “Burglary” may be understood to mean unlawful entry into someone else’s premises
with the intention to commit a crime.

10.  “Fraud” may be understood to mean the acquisition of another person’s property by
deception. Please indicate whether the fraudulent obtaining of financial property is
included in the data provided.

11.  “Embezzlement” may be understood to mean the wrongful appropriation of another
person’s property that is already in the possession of the person doing the appropriating.

12. “Drug-related crimes” may be understood to mean intentional acts that involve the
cultivation, production, manufacture, extraction, preparation, offering for sale, distribution,
purchase, sale, delivery on any terms whatsoever, brokerage, dispatch, dispatch in transit,
transport, importation and exportation of internationally controlled drugs. Where
applicable, reference may be made to the provisions of the Single Convention on Narcotic
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Drugs of 1961' and other regulations adopted in pursuance of the provisions of the
Convention on Psychotropic Substances of 19717 and/or the United Nations Convention
against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances of 1988.°

13. “Bribery and/or corruption” may be understood to mean requesting and/or accepting
material or personal benefits, or the promise thereof, in connection with the performance
of a public function for an action that may or may not be a violation of law and/or
promising as well as giving material or personal benefits to a public officer in exchange for
arequested favour.

14.  “Prosecution personnel” may be understood to mean a government official whose
duty is to initiate and maintain criminal proceedings on behalf of the state against persons
accused of committing a criminal offence. In some countries, a prosecutor is a member of
a separate agency, in others, a prosecutor is a member of the police or judiciary. Please
indicate the title of the agency in your country under which the prosecutor functions. If
more than one criminal justice system operates in your country (e.g. federal/provincial
systems or civilian/martial systems) please provide separate information about prosecu-
torial functions in each system. Data concerning support staff (secretaries, clerks etc.)
should be excluded.

15.  “Persons prosecuted” may be understood to mean alleged offenders prosecuted by
means of an official charge, initiated by the public prosecutor or the law enforcement
agency responsible for prosecution.

16. If the definitions given in paragraphs 2-13 above are not fully compatible with the
legal code in your country, please try to adjust the data as far as possible. Alternatively,
you may indicate below the table concerned or on the facing page what kinds of crime are
included in your statistics that might be comparable to the categories suggested or how the
comparable types of crime are defined in your country.

! United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 520, No. 7515.

Ibid., vol. 1019, No. 14956.
Official Records of the United Nations Conference for the Adoption of a Convention against Illicit Traffic
in Narcotic Drugs and P: pic Substances, Vienna, 25 20 December 1988, vol. I (United
Nations publication, Sales No. E.94.XL5).
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Table 5
Prosecution personnel,” by sex, and financial resources, 1995 and 1997

As at 31 December”

Category 1995 1997

5.1 Total prosecution personnel

5.2 Females

5.3 Males

5.4 Total prosecution budget/financial resources
(millions of local currency units)*

# Please sce the definition of the term “prosecution personnel” in paragraph 12 on pages 14-15.

® If some alternative reference date has been used, please indicate that date here:

© Total prosecution budget/financial resources should include all monies allocated to the prosecution
function at the national level, including salaries and fixed assets. When calculating salaries, please
include total monics spent on every individual employed in the given arca. When calculating fixed
assets, please include all monies invested in non-personnel assets, such as buildings, automobiles
and office equipment.
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Table 6

Persons prosecuted, by type of crime, 1995-1997

Type of crime’

1995

1996

1997

6.1 Total persons prosecuted for any type of
crime®

6.2 Intentional homicide: Committed

6.3 Attempted

6.4 Committed with a firearm

6.5 Non-intentional homicide

6.6 Assault: Major assault

6.7 Total assault

6.8 Rape

6.9 Robbery

6.10 Theft: Major theft

6.11 Total theft

6.12 Automobile theft

6.13 Burglary

6.14 Fraud

6.15 Embezzlement

6.16 Drug-related crime

6.17 Bribery and/or corruption

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

“ Please see the definitions of the terms in paragraphs 2-13 on pages 14 and 15.

® Please note that the total number of persons prosecuted may be greater than the sum of the
numbers given for the individual types of crime listed in the table.
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Table 7

Persons prosecuted, by sex and age group, 1995-1997

Category 1995 1996 1997
7.1 Total persons prosecuted

7.2 Females

7.3 Males

7.4 Adults prosecuted

7.5 Female adults

7.6 Male adults

7.7 Juveniles prosecuted

7.8 Female juveniles

7.9 Male juveniles

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

Please provide the definitions of “adult” and “juvenile” that are used in the national
criminal justice system:

Adult:

Juvenile:

1If; in your opinion, there are some additional explanations that might contribute to a

better understanding of the data that you have entered in this part of the questionnaire,
please provide those explanations in the space below or on an attached sheet.
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Questionnaire for the
Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trends
and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems,
covering the period 1995-1997

III. Courts

Country name:

Please complete this section of the questionnaire and return it no later than 1 September
1999 to the coordinating officer, whose name is provided in the box below. The
coordinating officer will, in turn, send all sections of the completed questionnaire to the
Centre for International Crime Prevention, Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention,
P. 0. Box 500, A-1400, Vienna, Austria, or to the Statistics Division, United Nations, New
York, N.Y. 10017, United States of America.

This questionnaire is being distributed through the Statistics Division network.

Coordinating officer’s name:

Functional title:

Agency:

Street:

City/state/country:

Telephone (including country code and city code):

Fax (including country code and city code:

E-mail:
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Definition of terms

1. The definitions below are applicable to many legal codes.

2. “Intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death deliberately inflicted on a
person by another person, including infanticide. Please indicate whether certain categories
of attempted homicide are charged or prosecuted as “aggravated assault”.

3. “Non-intentional homicide” may be understood to mean death not deliberately
inflicted on a person by another person. That includes the crime of manslaughter but
excludes traffic accidents that result in the death of persons.

4. “Assault” may be understood to mean physical attack against the body of another
person, including battery but excluding indecent assault. Some criminal or penal codes
distinguish between aggravated assault and simple assault, depending on the degree of
resulting injury. If such a distinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant
data for aggravated assault under the category “Major assault”. Under the category “Total
assault” should be included data on both aggravated assault (i.e. major assault) and simple
assault. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing between aggravated assault and
simple assault if such a distinction is made in your country.

5. “Rape” may be understood to mean sexual intercourse without valid consent. Please
indicate whether statutory rape is included in the data provided. If, in your country, a
distinction is made between sexual assault and actual penetration, please provide relevant
information.

6. “Robbery” may be understood to mean the theft of property from a person, over-
coming resistance by force or threat of force.

7. “Theft” may be understood to mean the removal of property without the property
owner’s consent. “Theft” excludes burglary and housebreaking as well as theft of a motor
vehicle. Some criminal and penal codes distinguish between grand and petty theft,
depending on the value of the goods and property taken from their rightful owner. If such
adistinction is made in your country, please provide the relevant data for grand theft under
the category “Major theft”. The category “Total theft” should include data on both grand
theft (i.e. major theft) and petty theft. Please provide the main criterion for distinguishing
between grand theft and petty theft if such a distinction is made in your country.

8. “Automobile theft” may be understood to mean the removal of a motor vehicle
without the consent of the owner of the vehicle.

9. “Burglary” may be understood to mean unlawful entry into someone else’s premises
with the intention to commit a crime.

10.  “Fraud” may be understood to mean the acquisition of another person’s property by
deception. Please indicate whether the fraudulent obtaining of financial property is
included in the data provided.

11.  “Embezzlement” may be understood to mean the wrongful appropriation of another
person’s property that is already in the possession of the person doing the appropriating.

12.  “Drug-related crimes™ may be understood to mean intentional acts that involve the
cultivation, production, manufacture, extraction, preparation, offering for sale, distribution,
purchase, sale, delivery on any terms wh 1, brokerage, di h, dispatch in transit,
transport, importation and exportation of internationally controlled drugs. Where
applicable, reference may be made to the provisions of the Single Convention on Narcotic
Drugs of 1961"' and other regulations adopted in pursuance of the provisions of the

! United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 520, No. 7515.

20




G0¢

Convention on Psychotropic Substances of 1971' and/or the United Nations Convention
against Illicit Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances of 1988.

13. “Bribery and/or corruption” may be understood to mean requesting and/or accepting
material or personal benefits, or the promise thereof, in connection with the performance
of a public function for an action that may or may not be a violation of law and/or
promising as well as giving material or personal benefits to a public officer in exchange for
a requested favour.

14.  “Persons convicted” may be understood to mean persons found guilty by any legal
body duly authorized to pronounce them convicted under national law, whether the
conviction was later upheld or not. If persons are convicted by any agency other than the
courts, please state which agency and provide statistical details in the space provided after
tables 10 and 11. In those tables the total number of persons convicted includes the number
convicted of serious special law offences but excludes the number convicted of minor road
traffic offences and other petty offences.

15.  “Professional judges or magistrates” may be understood to mean both full-time and
part-time officials authorized to hear civil, criminal and other cases, including in appeal
courts, and make dispositions in a court of law. Please include in that category associate
judges and magistrates, who may be authorized as above.

16.  “Lay judges or magistrates” may be understood to mean persons who perform the
same functions as professional judges or magistrates but who do not regard themselves, and
are not normally regarded by others, as career members of the judiciary. Data concerning
support staff (secretaries, clerks etc.) should be excluded.

17.  1If the categories given in paragraphs 2-13 above are not fully compatible with the
legal code in your country, please try to adjust the data as far as possible. Alternatively,
you may indicate below the table concerned or on the facing page what kinds of crime are
included in your statistics that might be comparable to the categories suggested or how the
comparable types of crime are defined in your country.

! Ibid., vol. 1019, No. 14956.

2 Official Records of the United Nations Conference for the Adoption of a Convention against Illicit Traffic
in Narcotic Drugs and Psych i S s, Vienna, 25 ber-20 December 1988, vol. 1
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E.94.XL5).
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Table 8
Judges, by status and sex, and financial resources, including in appeal courts, 1995
and 1997

As at 31 December”

Category 1995 1997

8.1  Total professional judges or magistrates”

8.2 Females

8.3 Males

8.4  Total lay judges or magistrates®

8.5 Females

8.6 Males

8.7  Total court budget/financial resources (millions of local
currency units)*

“ If some alternative reference date has to be used, please indicate that date here:

® Please see the definition of the term * ional judges or in 150n

page 21.

© Please see the definition of the term “lay judges or magistrates” in paragraph 16 on page 21.

4 Total court budget/financial resources should include all monies allocated to the judiciary at the
national level, including salaries and fixed assets. When calculating salaries, please include total
monies spent on every individual employed as a judge in the criminal justice system. When
calculating fixed assets, please include all monies invested in non-personnel assets, such as
buildings, automobiles and office equipment.
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Table 9

Persons brought before the criminal courts, 1995 and 1997

Category

1995

1997

9.1 Total persons brought before the criminal

courts:
9.2 Convicted
9.3 Acquitted

9.4 Other (please specify):

Table 1

Pigsingconvicted in the criminal courts, by type of crime, 1995-1997
Type of crime* 1995 1996 1997
10.1  Total persons convicted of any type of

crime®

102 Intentional homicide: Committed
103 Attempted
10.4 Committed with a firearm
10.5  Non-intentional homicide
10.6  Assault: Major assault
10.7 Total assault
10.8  Rape
10.9  Robbery
10.10  Theft: Major theft
10.11 Total theft
10.12  Automobile theft
10.13  Burglary
10.14  Fraud
10.15  Embezzlement
10.16 Drug-related crime
10.17  Bribery and/or corruption

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

* Please see the definitions of the terms in paragraphs 2-13 on pages 20-21.

® Please note that the total number of persons convicted may be greater than the sum of the figures

given for the individual types of crime listed in the table.
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Table 11
Adults convicted of any type of crime, by type of sentence, 1995 and 1997

Tipe of sentence” 1995 1997

11.1  Total adults convicted, regardless of type
of sentence

11.2 Death penalty”

11.3 Corporal punishment®
11.4 Life imprisonment!

11.5 Deprivation of liberty®
11.6 Control in freedom®

11.7 Warning or admonition®
11.8 Fine"

11.9 Community service order!

“ If there is more than one sentence per adult convicted, please count the most severe sentence.

b “Death penalty” may be understood to mean any sentence in which the convicted person is to be
legally deprived of life. The death penalty may be carried out by any one of a variety of means,
including electrocution, hanging, firing squad, lethal injection or stoning.

¢ “Corporal punishment” may be understood to mean any sentence in which the convicted person’s
body is to be subjected to physical pain, such as, among other things, flogging, mutilation, electric
shock or branding.

4 “Life imprisonment” may be understood to mean any sentence in which the convicted person is to
be deprived of liberty in an institution of any kind for the duration of his or her natural life.

¢ “Deprivation of liberty” may be understood to mean various forms of detention, including security
measures, combined or split sentences (where at least one part of the sentence involves deprivation
of liberty) or any other sanction in which the person is forced to stay at least one night in an
institution of any kind, whereby the period of detention is fixed at some interval short of the
natural life span of the convicted person (i.e. a inate sentence).

f Including ion orders, ic monitoring, iti with
supervision requirements and other forms of so-called controlled liberty (i.e. where the person is
required to fulfil special requirements with regard to supervision).

£ Including sentences, conditional findings of guilt without sanctions, formal
admonitions, formal warnings, imposing of duties without control, conditional dismissals,

conditional discharges.

" “Fines” may be understood to mean all sentences that involve paying a sum of money and may
include punitive measures as well as compensation and restitution.

! “Community service orders” may be to mean in which the i person
is expected to perform some activity which provides some benefit to the community.
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Table 12
Persons convicted in the criminal courts, by sex and age group, 1995-1997

Category 1995 1996 1997

12.1 Females

12.2  Males

12.3  Adults

12.4 Female adults
12.5 Male adults

12.6  Juveniles

12.7 Female juveniles

12.8 Male juveniles

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

Please provide the definitions of “adult” and “juvenile” that are used in the national criminal
Jjustice system:

Adult:

Juvenile:

If, in your opinion, there are some additional explanations that might contribute to a
better understanding of the data that you have entered in this part of the questionnaire,
please provide those explanations in the space below or on an attached sheet.
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Questionnaire for the
Sixth United Nations Survey of Crime Trends
and Operations of Criminal Justice Systems,
covering the period 1995-1997

IV. Prisons/penal institutions

Country name:

Please complete this section of the questionnaire and return it no later than 1 September
1999 to the coordinating officer, whose name is provided in the box below. The
coordinating officer will, in turn, send all sections of the completed questionnaire to the
Centre for International Crime Prevention, Office for Drug Control and Crime Prevention,
P.0. Box 500, A-1400, Vienna, Austria, or to the Statistics Division, United Nations, New
York, N.Y. 10017, United States of America.

This questionnaire is being distributed through the Statistics Division network.

Coordinating officer’s name:

Functional title:

Agency:

Street:

City/state/country:

Telephone (including country code and city code):
Fax (including country code and city code:

E-mail:
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Definition of terms

The definitions below are applicable to many legal codes.

“Prisons, penal institutions or correctional institutions” may be understood to mean
all public and privately financed institutions where persons are deprived of their
liberty. The institutions may include, but are not limited to, penal, correctional, or
psychiatric facilities under prison administration.

“Prison staff” may be understood to mean to all individuals employed in penal or
correctional institutions, including management, treatment, custodial and other
(maintenance, food service etc.) personnel.

If the categories given in paragraphs 2 and 3 above are not fully compatible with the
legal code in your country, please try to adjust the data as far as possible.
Alternatively, you may indicate below the table concerned or on the facing page what
kinds of crime are included in your statistics that might be comparable to the
categories suggested or how the comparable types of crime are defined in your
country.
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Table 13
Adult prisons and penal or correctional institutions, 1995 and 1997 Table 15

Staff of adult or juvenile prisons and penal or correctional institutions,* by sex, and

As at 31 December® financial resources, 1995 and 1997

60¢

Item 1995 1997 As at 31 December”
Category of prison staff" members 1995 1997

13.1  Adult prisons, penal institutions or correctional

- b . .

institutions” (excluding temporary jail lock-ups) 15.1  Total staff of adult prisons
132 Pl bed. ilabls

aces (beds) available 15.2 Females
* If some alternative reference date has to be used, please indicate that date here: . 15.3 Males

" Please see the definition of the term “prisons and penal or correctional institutions™ in paragraph 2
154 Total staff of juvenile prisons

on page 28.
15.5 Females
15.6 Males
157 Total prison budget/financial resources, for adult
and juvenile institutions (millions of local
currency units)?
Table 14
Juvenile prisons and penal or correctional institutions, 1995 and 1997 * Please see the definition of the term “prisons and penal or correctional institutions” in paragraph 2
on page 28.
® Please see the definition of the term “prison staff” in paragraph 3 on page 28.
As at 31 December* © If some alternative reference date has to be used, please indicate that date here:
Item 1995 1997 4 Total prison budget/financial resources should include all monies allocated to prison staff in both
adult and juvenile facilities, including salaries and fixed assets. When calculating salaries, please
o o include total monies spent on every individual employed as a prison staff member in the criminal
14.1  Juvenile prisons, penal institutions or justice system. When calculating fixed assets, please include all monies invested in non-personnel
correctional institutions® (excluding jail lock- assets, such as buildings, automobiles and office equipment.
ups)
14.2  Places (beds) available

* If some alternative reference date has to be used, please indicate that date here:

b Please see the definition of the term “prisons and penal or correctional institutions™ in paragraph 2
on page 28.
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Table 16

Persons incarcerated, by category of incarceration, selected day, 1995 and 1997

Category of incarceration

Selected day of the year:*

1995

1997

16.1  Total persons incarcerated”

16.2 Awaiting first trial or adjudication®
16.3 Sentenced

16.4 Administrative detention

16.5 For non-payment of penal fine
16.6 Civil law incarceration

2 The population of incarcerated people awaiting trial or adjudication and/or imprisoned offenders
on one selected day should be given, preferably a day that may be considered typical for the

year.

® The total number of persons incarcerated should not include the number of persons detained due to
public intoxication. Please note that the total number of persons incarcerated may be greater than
the sum of the figures given for the other categories of incarceration listed in the table.

© Please indicate whether the figure in the category “Awaiting first trial or adjudication” includes
persons who were sentenced in the court of first instance but appealed the verdict:

Yes, N

o, .

Table 17

Adult prisoners: time spent in prison awaiting trial, 1995 and 1997

Table 18

Adult prisoners: time actually served in prison after conviction, 1995 and 1997

Item

1995

1997

18.1 Average length of time actually
served in prison

Less than one month
1-3 months

4-6 months

7-12 months

13-24 months

25-36 months

37-48 months

49 months or more

Less than one month
1-3 months

4-6 months

7-12 months

13-24 months

25-36 months

37-48 months

49 months or more

Note: Ple:

circle the average length of time served in prison for each year. (Circle only one time

period under the column heading “1995” and one time period under the column heading “1997”.)

Table 19

Persons on probation,” by age group, selected day, 1995 and 1997

Selected day of the year:

Length of detention (months)

1995

1997

17.1 Average length of time spent in
prison awaiting trial,* for all
offences

Less than one month
1-3 months

4-6 months

7-12 months

13-24 months

25 months or more

Less than one month
1-3 months

4-6 months

7-12 months

13-24 months

25 months or more

Note: Please circle the average length of time for cach year. (Circle only one time period under the

column heading “1995” and one time period under the column heading “1997”.)

 “Time spent in prison awaiting trial” may be understood to mean the time spent in custody (e.g.
police custody, remand prison) between the time of arrest or apprehension and the time of
pronouncement of guilt or innocence by a criminal court or other legal body duly authorized to
make such a finding by national law, irrespective of whether the decision was later upheld or not.

Category 1995 1997
19.1 Total persons on probation
19.2 Adults
193 Juveniles
# “Probation” may be und d to mean a whereby an individual found guilty of a crime

is released by the court without imprisonment and is placed under the supervision of an official.
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Table 20

Persons on parole,’ by age group, selected day, 1995 and 1997

Category

Selected day of the year

1995

1997

20.1  Total persons on parole

20.2 Adults

20.3 Juveniles

 “Parole” may be understood to mean conditional release of a prisoner whereby the individual is
allowed to serve the remainder of the sentence outside the prison, assuming that all the terms of

that release are met.
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Table 21
Convicted prisoners, by sex and age group, selected day, 1995-1997

Selected day of the year:

Category 1995 1996 1997

21.1  Total convicted prisoners

21.2 Females

21.3 Males

21.4  Adult convicted prisoners
21.5 Female adults

21.6 Male adults

21.7  Juvenile convicted prisoners

21.8 Female juveniles

21.9 Male juveniles

21.10 Convicted prisoners who are citizens of
other countries

Source(s) of the data provided in this table:

Please provide the definitions of “adult” and “juvenile” that are used in the national criminal
justice system:

Adult:

Juvenile:

1If, in your opinion, there are some additional explanations that might contribute to a better
understanding of the data that you have entered in this part of the questionnaire, please
provide those explanations in the space below or on an attached sheet.




Annex B

Variables used in constfructing indices and
tables of this report
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Variablesused in constructing thetables of chapter three (in addition to the Sixth

United Nations Survey variables UNHOMAVG, UNASSAVG, UNRAPAVG,

UNROPAVG, UNMTFAVG, UNBURAVG, UNDRGAVG and UNATMAVG)

¢ Centrefor Disease Control, " Firearm-related deaths’ (acronym: CDC data),
reported in Krug, Powell and Dahlberg (1998); statistical databased oninfor-
mation collected by the CDC in January and February 1996 from the Ministry
of Health or the National Institute for Statistics in each of the countries cov-
ered,

e Council of Europe, " European Sourcebook of Crime and Justice Statistics”
(1999) (acronyms: ESIHCAVG, ESASAVG, ESRAPAVG, ESRBTAVG,
ESTFTAVG, ESBRTAVG, ESDRTAVG and ESTFMAVG), statistical data
provided by aco-ordinated network of 34 national correspondentswithin the
framework of a Council of Europe project;

e Hatalak, Alvazzi del Frate and Zvekic (1998), and Mayhew and van Dijk
(1997), " International Crime Victim Survey” (ICVSdata) (acronyms. INC2,
INC4, INC6, INC10, INC16, INC31A, INC33, INC34, INC36, INC38 and
LIFESTYLE), quantitative data collected on crime victimization from nu-
merous European and North American countries, random samples of the pop-
ulation, nationally or the largest city, carried out in 1989, 1992 and 1996;

* HEUNI,”HEUNI Burglary Index” (acronym: BURGIND), compilation of an
index from the Sixth United Nations Survey data, and |CV S data (see above);
"HEUNI Homicide Index” (acronym: HOMIND), compilation of an index
fromthe Sixth United Nations Survey data, WHO data(seebelow), CDC data
(see above) and Interpol data (see below); "HEUNI Motor Vehicle Crime In-
dex” (acronym: MV Cl), compilation of anindex from Liukkonen, M. ” Motor
Vehicle Theft in Europe” and ICVS data (see above); "HEUNI Violence
Against Women Index” (VIOWOM), compilation of anindex from the Sixth
United Nations Survey data and ICV S data (see above);

* [Interpol, "International Crime Statistics” (Interpol data) (acronyms:
IPHOMAVG, IPSASAVG, IPRAPAVG, IPROBAVG, IPAGTAVG,
IPBURAVG, IPDRGAVG and IPAUTAVG), statistical data provided by the
national Interpol bureaux of the member states;

e Kurian (1997), " Ethnic Homogeneity” (acronym: ETHNHOM);

¢ United Nations Development Programme (2000), " Human Devel opment Re-
port” (acronyms: AGRICULT, ENERGY, GDI98, GEM, GENINEQ, HDI98,
HDRDIV98, HDRFEA98, HDRTEL98, MODERN, SANITATE and
URBPOP98), data emanating from the year 2000 volume of the report;



¢ United Nations Statistical Division (1999), " Indicators on Youth and Elderly
Population” (acronym: UNDER15), data emanating from UNSD database;

e World Bank (1997), "World Development Report” (acronym: TOP20), data
emanating from the year 1997 volume of the report;

e World Health Organization (1999), "Atlas on Violence” (acronym:
WHOMAVG), data emanating from the WHO Mortality Database.

(For bibliographical references, see thelist at the end of chapter three).

Indices used in constfructing the figures and
tables of chapter four and five, respectively

Burglary index

¢ Averaged ICV S nationa burglary rate, 1991, 1995, 1999
* Averaged ICVScity burglary rate, 1991, 1995, 1999

¢ Averaged ICVSrurd burglary rate, 1991, 1995, 1999

e Sixth UN Survey: Burglary, 1995 and 1997

¢ European Sourcebook: Burglary, 1995 and 1997

Homicide index

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Committed intentional homicide 1995 and 1997
* Interpol: rate of murder 1998

* WHO: rate of homicide 1995 and 1997

* European Sourcebook: Rate of completed intentional homicide 1995
and 1996

Non-fatal violence index

* Averaged ICV S national assault and threat rate 1991, 1995, 1999
* Averaged ICV S city assault and threat rate 1991, 1995, 1999

* Averaged ICVSrural assault and threat rate 1991, 1995, 1999

¢ Averaged ICV S national robbery rate 1991, 1995, 1999

* Averaged ICV S city robbery rate 1991, 1995, 1999

e Averaged ICVSrural robbery rate 1991, 1995, 1999

Violence against women

e Averaged ICV S national violence against women 5-year rate 1987-99
* Averaged ICV Srura violence against women 5-year rate 1987-99

* Averaged ICV S city violence against women 5-year rate 1987-99

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Rape 1995 and 1997

* European Sourcebook: Rape 1995 and 1996

213



Motor vehicle crime index

* Averaged ICV S nationa theft from/of car rate 1991, 1995, 1999
* Averaged ICV S city theft from/of car rate 1991, 1995, 1999

* Averaged ICVSrura theft from/of car rate 1991, 1995, 1999

e Sixth UN Survey: Automobile theft, 1995 and 1997

* European Sourcebook: Theft of motor vehicle, 1995 and 1996

Petty crime index

* Averaged ICV S prevalence of victimisation (1991, 1995, 1999) for:
car vandalism, theft of motorcycle or moped, theft of bicycle, theft of
personal belongings, indecent or offensive behaviour, threats.

Corruption index

* Averaged ICV S national corruption 1991, 1995, 1999
* Averaged ICV Scity corruption 1991, 1995, 1999

* Averaged ICVSrural corruption 1991, 1995, 1999

e World Economic Forum: Corruption 1999

Opportunity for crime index
¢ |CVSdataonownership of autos, of motorcyclesor mopeds, and of bicycles

* |CVS dataon average number of evenings spent away from home for
recreation

¢ |CVS dataon the number of single-person households, and
* |CVS dataon the percentage of females with paid employment

Motivation for crime index
* |CV S data on the percentage of the population that is male, young and
either unemployed or dissatisfied with their income

Law enforcement resources index

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Police officers 1995 and 1997

e Sixth UN Survey: Prosecutors 1995 and 1997

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Professional judges and magistrates 1995 and 1997
e Sixth UN Survey: Prison personnel 1995 and 1997

Criminal justice gender balance index

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Percentage of female police officers of all police
officers 1995 and 1997

¢ Sixth UN Survey: Percentage of female prosecutors of all prosecutors
1995 and 1997

e Sixth UN Survey: Percentage of female professional judges and
magistrates of all professional judges and magistrates 1995 and 1997

¢ SixthUN Survey: Percentage of femal e prison personnel (adult andjuvenile
prisons) of al prison personnel (adult and juvenile prisons) 1995 and 1997
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Citizen evaluation of police performance
* Averaged ICV S city percentage of victims of contact crimes who reported
their victimization to the police 1987-1999

* Averaged ICV S city percentage of victims who where satisfied with their
report to the police 1987-1999

e Averaged ICV S city percentage of all respondents who are satisfied with
the police crime control 1992, 1996, 2000
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Annex C

The two indices strongly correlated with the serious violence index:

Homicide Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
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Fig. I. Homicide Index
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Non-fatal Violence Index: 1990-1994 & 1995-1997, respectively
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Fig. Il. Non-fatal Violence Index
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