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Introduction

The study of criminality and the practice of judgement is rendered current by the fact 
that in Hungary criminality has dramatically increased in the past 10 years, and beside 
the growing number of crimes their severity, social dangerousness has also risen. New 
kinds of crimes have appeared and organised crime is also rampant. These phenomena 
have led researchers to focus on the organisational and methodological issues of the 
measuring of criminality. Suffice it to mention at this point that at present there is no 
uniform juridical statistical information system at the service of both state authorities 
and the public.

In the present study I am going to tackle only methodological issues related to the 
measuring of criminality. Traditional criminal statistics measure the number of crimes 
when assessing criminality, regardless of their severity. As opposed to that, in my re
search I applied a method that takes individual crimes into account as weighted by their 
social dangerousness.

In connection with that I am to demonstrate the negative correlation observable 
between the growth of criminality and the softening of the penalties imposed. 1 do not 
claim that the wave of criminality can be stopped by the imposition of stricter penalties, 
however, as long as the risk run by offenders is so minimal, no significant improvement 
can be expected in this field.

The main characteristics of criminality in Hungary

The number of known prosecuted crimes fluctuated between 110 thousand and 130 
thousand between 1965 and 1980, it was the lowest, 110 thousand in 1969, it reached 
130 thousand in 1980, and ever since there has been an ever accelerating increase. In 
1991 it was more than 440 thousand, and more than half a million in 1995. It decreased 
to 466 thousand in 1996, but that does not represent a substantial turn in criminality 
tendencies, as of the 502 thousand crimes registered in 1995 the uncovering of two 
pyramid games accounted for 60 thousand crimes. In 1997 the number of known crimes 
was 514 thousand, and in 1998 more than 600 thousand. The number of half a million or 
more crimes per year only includes crimes that became known, and therefore does not



include the number of crimes that the police authorities did not learn about, (they were 
not reported to them!) Experts are conducting surveys from the aspect of victimisation to 
estimate the number of latent crimes, with the method of sampling. However, due to the 
small number of people interviewed, no daring conclusions may be deduced from the 
estimation results.

The offenders of crimes and those definitely sentenced

If we look at criminality from the other side, that is not from the point of view of 
crimes but from that of offenders, we find that, although the increase is still signifi
cant, it is lesser than in the case of crimes committed. Between 1965 and 1985, the 
number of offenders fluctuated between 75 thousand and 90 thousand: it exceeded 90 
thousand by a few hundreds only in three years. After 1985 the number of offenders 
started to increase, too, but it remained under 100 thousand until 1989. It increased to 
118 thousand in 1990, it amounted to 140 thousand in 1992, to 122 thousand in 1996 
and to 131 thousand in 1997. The difference between the number of known crimes 
and that of offenders suggests, on the one hand, that a large part of offenders commits 
more then one crime, and, on the other hand, that the investigation is not always able 
to identify the offender of the crime. Besides the growing numbers of criminality this 
is perhaps the most worrying increase: in 1975, the offender remained unknown of 
21,1%, in 1980 of 26,1%, in 1990 of 52,8%, in 1994 of 44,8%, in 1997 of 49,4%, in 
1998 of 44,5% of the committed crimes.
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The number of persons definitely sentenced must also be reported among data in
dicating the increase of criminality. Between 1965 and 1990 the number of persons 
definitely sentenced fluctuated between 46 thousand and 70 thousand. It was the lowest 
in 1970 and in 1990, amounting to 46 thousand in each year. The seemingly irregular 
increase and decrease of figures, which is independent from the tendencies of the previ
ous two series of data, can be largely explained by modifications of rules and regulations 
and by the practice of amnesty. From 1992 onwards the number of persons definitely 
sentenced rose above 70 thousand. In 1995 it was close to 86 thousand, and in 1997 it 
exceeded 88 thousand. (Graph. 1)

The reasons of the increase of criminality

Looking at the Graph., and aware of the above numbers, we can legitimately ask the 
question, what is the reason of that? The reasons are multiple, and can be partly found 
in the changes of socio-economic factors. With the gradual opening up and then the 
pulling down of the iron curtain, goods that were appealing to people but the obtain
ing of which was not possible came into a reachable distance. Demands grew, but that 
was not coupled with the growth of financial means. Unemployment was on the in
crease. The intensification of tourism did not only result in advantages, but also 
caused severe damages, especially shopping and trafficking tourism. The arms and 
drugs trade appeared, along with the abuse of oil transactions, the falsification of 
fiscal labels and bombings.

The list of social factors exercising an impact on criminality could be continued, 
but there is another side to the problem, that of criminal investigation, law application and 
legislation. The drastic rise of the ratio of offenders remaining unknown suggests that 
the police authorities were unprepared for this extent of the increase in criminality. The 
bridling of criminality is unthinkable without information systems which, updated 
to the minute, are able to serve the needs of police authorities and jurisdiction. The 
abolishing of the death penalty happened in the worst moment, exactly when the massive 
increase started.

Legislation was not able to keep up with social changes. Criminality is constantly 
ahead o f  legislation and criminal investigation. A number of socially dangerous crimes 
have appeared the persecution of which was not possible due to the simple fact that there 
was no such bearing of a case described in the Criminal Code on the basis of which the 
proceedings could have been started. That is why in 1993 and 1994 the Criminal Code 
was modified in such a way so as to establish new statements of facts which from then 
on were also included in statistical processing tables, but the rows were not filled with 
content as criminal investigation is not prepared to investigate, uncover or prove the new 
types of crimes.

According to the consonant opinion of criminal experts the duration of the criminal 
proceedings plays a key role in the curbing of criminality. The swifter the act of crime is 
followed by impeachment and punishment, the more effective the latter will be. I f  the 
criminal proceedings are delayed, the offender has every right to trust that they will
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fail: plaintiffs get tired o f  the long series o f  hearings, the memories o f witnesses fade, no 
more evidence can be dug out and the chances of the offender improve. Although data 
referring to the whole duration of criminal proceedings are not available,2 but the fact 
that in 1997 the number of criminal cases arriving at local courts of law was 98 thou
sand, the number of cases dealt with was 94 thousand and that of cases pending was 49 
thousand, we can assume the protraction of the duration. At the local courts of law the 
arrears of cases in the individual years was eight to ten times more, than the annual de
crease of the arrears. In 1994 the difference was eighteenfold, in 1996 twenty threefold. 
Only in 1995 were the arrears somewhat reduced, due to what was known as the pro
ceedings accelerating package. All the phenomena mentioned so far are certainly not 
contributing to the reduction of criminality.

On the adjudication of penalties

Although in criminal sciences the view that the severity of judgement does not influ
ence the amount of crime is widely accepted, the facts registering the softening of the 
adjudication of penalties simultaneously with the increase of criminality give food for 
thought.

The adjudication of penalties have been gradually softening in the past decades. In 
1970 63,0% of those definitely sentenced were sentenced to imprisonment. This per
centage dropped to 38,4% in 1990, and to only 29,8% in 1995. In the case of 59,6% of 
those sentenced to imprisonment suspension of the serving of the term was applied, and 
the severity of the penalties imposed also lessened. While in 1991 the ratio of adjudi
cated prison terms under 6 months amounted to 32,3% of all sentences, the same ratio 
increased to 44,3% in 1995. In that same year 49,9% of those definitely sentenced were 
fined, and 19,1% were sentenced to secondary penalties.

While the number of persons definitely sentenced did not changed substantially, 
the number of those sentenced to imprisonment was 64 thousand in 1965, 75 thousand in 
1996 and 88 thousand in 1997, the ratio o f  those sentenced to enforceable imprisonment 
gradually decreased, the ratio of persons sentenced to enforceable imprisonment was 
only 11,6% in 1997, while the ratio o f those on whom a fine was imposed and o f those 
sentenced to other penalty categories increased.

The use of indices to measure criminality

The definition of criminal indices

Traditional criminal statistics used, beside absolute numbers, mainly relative numbers 
for the measurement criminality. In the application of crude and specific criminality 
rates the fact that the collection of demographical and that of criminal data do not 
form a co-ordinated system is often an obstacle. Therefore the comparison of data is 
often rendered difficult. Although these indices are also indispensable for the complex
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study of criminality, these indices do not express the quality elements, they measure 
neither the impact of legislative changes, of modifications of rules and regulations in 
time series, nor the changes in the quality composition of delinquency. The severity of 
the criminal act is not expressed in the number of known crimes, in the number of of
fenders or of those definitely sentenced. If we intend to look at criminality in a complex 
fashion, then new indices are required, which include the individual crimes weighted 
proportionately by their social dangerousness. This need emerged in both domestic and 
foreign criminal surveys and has led to averages and index numbers gaining their right
ful place, beside relative numbers, in the measurement of criminality.

In Hungarian surveys the application of criminality indices and of aggregates cre
ated to weight crimes has become general in two fields:

the complex measurement of criminality, 
the analysis of penalty imposing practices.

I myself, when starting to deal with criminality indices some 36 years ago, presumed 
that the essence of the index method is that it does not only measure the joint impact of 
factors influencing given phenomena, but also makes the separation of the influences of 
the individual factors and their separate measurement possible, in that being closely 
related to the method of standardisation. Therefore the legal-statistical application of the 
index method, by creating indicators measuring the volume of criminality and the 
changes in the practice of judgement both jointly and separately, contributes signifi
cantly to a better understanding of the changes of criminality, as in criminality indices 
the severity of the crimes is also expressed.

On the analogy of economic indices, I applied the following indices to measure 
criminality:

an /b criminality index,

measuring simultaneously the volume of criminality and the changes in the practice 
of judgement,

an /v volume index,

measuring the volume of criminality

and an /p index,

measuring the changes of penal policies and of the practice of judgement.

When defining these three indices, I indicated the number of persons convicted of vari
ous crimes in the period in question with the sign Eu and those convicted in the base 
period with E0. I indicated the average severity of the penalty imposed as a punishment 
of the individual crimes with 5, and B0 respectively.3 By totalling the E\B\ and the E0B0 
multiplications for all crimes and then dividing these aggregates by each other we get 
the criminality index.
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This index expresses simultaneously the changing of two phenomena: the changing of 
the quantity of committed crimes and the changing of the severity of legal conse
quences.

If we wish to explore the changes in the volume of criminality, we must disregard 
the changes of average penalties and the effect of that change must be excluded from the 
value of the index. When calculating the index measuring the volume of criminality both 
in the numerator and in the denominator the number of convicted persons must be 
weighted by the average penalty severity of the same year.
The /..index:

if weighted by the average penalty severity of the period in question, and

if weighted by the average penalty severity of the base period.
Finally, if we wish to find out what changes penal policy has undergone, we must pro
ceed by regarding the number of convicted persons as invariable, supposing that in the 
years taken as the basis of comparison the number of convicted persons was the same, 
and we analyse in relation to this standard mass the average penalties imposed in the 
period in question and in the base period.

Thus the Ip index measuring penalty policy, the severity of judgement:

weighted by the number of the convicted persons in the period in question, and

weighted by the number of the convicted persons in the base period.
There is a correlation between the three indices, as, if we choose the weights properly, 
by multiplying the volume index, /vby the penalty policy index, /pwe get the criminality 
index, 7b. The correct selection of weights is done by choosing the weights from the data 
of two different periods when calculating /v and /p> practically “cross-weighting” the 
indices.
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These surveys were of mainly methodological character, attempting to apply the index 
method in criminal statistics, but leaving quite a number of problems related to its prac
tical application only raised, but not solved.

The other field of the application of criminal aggregates is the study of the practice 
of penalty adjudication. In the years 1968-1971 several Hungarian papers dealt with the 
practice of penalty adjudication. Surveys used the average of prison sentences in order 
to measure the practice of penalty adjudication. Kálmán Kulcsár and István Hoóz de
parted from the hypothesis that “ ...the distribution of crimes determined by the Criminal 
Code and described under an article, a paragraph or an item is similar or, if the numbers 
are sufficient close to identical in different courts of law from the point of view of their 
social dangerousness. In principle then the sentences adjudged for such crimes should 
be identical or close to identical.” This means that their presupposition was that if there 
are any significant diversions they are to be attributed to the differences of the judicial 
practice.

István Vavró also measured the penalty adjudication practice with the average of 
the penalties adjudged in his article entitled “The Discrepancies between the Legal and 
the Judicial System”, which appeared in 1970. His study provoked a passionate debate at 
the time. According to him, if the adjudication practice is correct, the legal middle 
measure and the penalty imposed per head should be the same. His findings however 
proved that the average of the adjudicated penalties was, already at that time, way below 
the legal middle measure.

Each of the quoted studies expresses that in order to conduct complex research into 
criminality and judgement it is essential to use indices, even if several difficulties 
emerge during their application. My article entitled “Criminal Indices 1-2.”, published 
in the Statisztikai Szemle (Statistical Review) in 1975 attempted to overcome those 
difficulties. The present study has been prepared to solve the current problems related to 
the definition of the weighting system and to the creation of indices.

The definition of the weighting system

The formal similarity between the criminal indices presented above and the value, 
price and volume indices applied in economic statistics does not need to be proved. 
The creation of criminality indices is a much more complex task in many respects 
than that of value, price and volume indices, as in the case of the latter ones the re
spective price and volume data are at disposal, as generated by statistical data collec
tion. As to criminality indices, the volume data are at disposal. This datum is debat
able in that the penalty imposed on one convict was not necessarily adjudicated for



one criminal act only, but has been entered into criminal statistics under the most 
severe of the convict’s crimes. The determination of the “price” datum of the indices 
is a much greater problem, that is the elaboration of the weighting system attached to 
the individual crimes. The index is suitable for the measurement of the whole of 
criminality if each weight characterises the specific crime it is attached to, express the 
damage or grievance they cause, that is the weights are proportionate to the social 
dangerousness of the crimes committed.

In my view, the basis of the definition of weights should be the Criminal Code in 
effect, since it determines the framework of the penalisation of the individual crimes 
under the given social conditions, in a given historical period, and thus also defines 
the boundaries of their social dangerousness. In my opinion a statistician cannot un
dertake the task of creating a weighting system, know as a score system, which is 
independent from penal policies and the criminal justice framework, because thus s/he 
would create a penal policy of her/his own and would not measure the existing, le
gally regulated state of affairs.

The values corresponding to the “price” datum of the indices must be created 
by means of an estimation process. In the course of the below described empirical 
definition of the weighting system I used court rulings as a basis, and therefore it is 
founded upon official iudicial statistics. Since courts ponder the social dangerousness 
of the crime committed and determines its legal consequences in relation to that, court 
rulings, in my opinion, provide a realistic basis for the weighting of crimes, at least 
in a iudicial index. The problem that a statistician may face is that criminal sentences 
do not have a general unit of measurement like price, which has a measure expressed 
in some currency. In criminal sentences several different categories of penalty may 
occur, for instance the penalty can be imprisonment, which is either enforceable 
or suspended, public benefit work, a fine, not to mention the fact that apart from 
the principal penalty there are so called secondary punishments, e.g. injunction 
from public affairs, injunction from a profession, injunction from driving etc. A se
condary punishment may be imposed beside or instead o f  a principal penalty. The 
units of measurement of these penalty categories are different, therefore a uniform 
unit of measurement can only be created with the help of calculations based on esti
mates.

Earlier I had elaborated the weighting system on the 1969 and 1971 data of iudi
cial statistics. The selection of these two years was justified by the fact that it was 
on January 1, 1971 that the so called penal novella (Act no. 28, 1971) entered into 
effect, and it would not have been realistic to define weights on the basis of penalties 
provided for by a new law for an index to be calculated according to an earlier time 
series.

In the present study I defined the weighting system and calculated indices and in
dex series on the basis of the iudicial statistics of the years between 1990 and 1997. The 
selection of these years is justified by the fact that in these years criminality increased 
substantially, while the strictness of judgement decreased. The selection is also ex
plained by a practical aspect: it is since 1990 that the data of iudicial statistics are avail
able on computer. In the selected years (1990-1997) the statistics, in accordance with
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the Criminal Code in effect includes the following groupings according to penalty cate
gories, referring to principle penalties:

imprisonment -  enforceable and suspended
fines as principal penalty
public benefit work (correctional-educational work) and
secondary punishment applied independently

In the case of the first two penalty categories the statistics contains a common 
grouping as to the measure of the punishment. In the case of the earlier indices, cal
culated on the basis of the 1969-71 data, death penalty was one of the penalty cate
gories. Also, iudicial statistics differentiated between enforceable and suspended 
categories within fines as principle penalties, and it included further distinctions as to 
whether the fine was imposed at or outside a court hearing, in the form of a penal 
order.

When defining the weighting system we must choose a uniform unit of measure 
in which we can express the severity of all crimes and all penal categories respec
tively. It is obvious that in the case of imprisonment the unit of measurement should 
be duration, but even fines as principle penalties can be measured in duration, too, as 
it is imposed by daily items. As of all penalties imposed it is prison sentences that 
appear in the greatest detail in iudicial statistics, I considered the duration of prison 
sentences as the basis of the weighting system, expressed in months. In my earlier 
studies I also considered the duration of the prison sentence as the weight of the 
crime, complemented with the application of models by means of which other penalty 
categories could also be built into the index.

Court statistics distinguish 13 groups belonging to the same class in connection 
with prison sentences of definite duration. By substituting these class margins with an 
empirical average -  which normally does not coincide with the mechanically calcu
lated class mean -  we get “elementary weights” characterising the weight of the penal 
framework.

Since we have no data on the distribution of individual penalties within the penal 
framework, but experience suggests that penalties imposed normally cluster around 
the lower limit of the legal framework rather than the arithmetical mean of the class 
margin, 1 applied three hypothetical class means as elementary weights the first of 
which is to be considered the minimal, the second the medium and the third the 
maximal class mean. Similarly, I used three versions respectively of the elementary 
weights of the five categories of fines, as well as the elementary weights of the secon
dary punishment applied independently and the secondary punishment applied besides 
the principle penalty respectively. The elementary weights used with the indices of 
adult offenders are included in the following table, (Tablel.) grouped according to the 
class margins of court statistics:
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T able 1

E lem entary weights, adu lt offenders

Minimal Medium elc- Maximal
Penalty imposed elementary mentary elementary

weight weight weight

< 6 months enforceable imprisonment 2 3 4
< 6 months suspended 1 1 2
6 m onths-1 year enforceable 7 8 10
6 months-1 year suspended 3 4 5

1-2 years enforceable 14 16 18
1-2 years suspended 7 8 9
2-3 years 26 28 30
3-5 years 40 44 48
5-8 years 64 72 80
8-10  years 100 108 112

10-12 years 120 128 136
12-15 years 144 156 168
15-20 years 180 196 216
Life term 240 250 260
Fine 10-40 days 1 1 1

41-60 days 2 2 2
61-100 days 2 3 3

101-180 days 3 4 5
over 180 days 6 8 10

Secondary' punishment applied independently 2 3 4
Other (public benefit work) 2 3 4
Secondary punishment applied beside the principle 

penalty 2 3 4

If for individual crimes by weighting “elementary weights” by the frequency of occur
rence we calculate a weighted arithmetic average, we get the severity of the criminal act. 
That is if we indicate the number of convicts against whom penalty category i of the 
above Table was applied as e„ and let b, mean the above defined “elementary weight” of 
penalty category i, then the severity of the crime can be calculated with the weighted 
arithmetical average,

where the totalling comprises 21 categories of principal penalties. Naturally, the Table 
includes respective minimal, medium and maximal value for all b\ weights.

I used the same elementary weights for the indices of juvenile delinquents, with the 
difference that I applied a merged category of 10-15 years of imprisonment instead of 
the 10-12 and 12-15 categories, and there is no life term. The elementary weights of the 
10-15 years are as follows:
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Penalty imposed
Minimal

elementary
weight

Medium ele
mentary 
weight

Maximal
elementary

weight

10-15 years 120 128 136

The 10-15 category occurred in a total of 24 cases during the 8 years, the 15-20 cate
gory in none.

Considering that we have no data concerning the individual penalties, only in the 
above class grouping, the definition of the class mean is wholly arbitrary, in fact, that is 
why I experimented with three versions. It is obvious that elementary weights with dif
ferent values will generate different crime weights, but, as we shall see later on, these 
differences disappear in the indices, and the standard deviation of indices calculated 
according to different hypotheses is very small.

With the help of the above defined calculation I set up a total of six hypotheses 
with regard to the severity of crimes, by taking into account the minimal, medium and 
maximal elementary weights, not taking into account the secondary punishment applied 
besides the principal penalty and taking them into account respectively.

That is, if e\ indicates the number of convicts against whom penalty category i was 
applied for the values i = 1,2,...21, and e22 the number of those on whom a secondary 
punishment was also imposed besides the principal penalty, also, let ¿¡|, bi2 and bi3 indi
cate the minimal, medium and maximal value of the elementary weights belonging to 
class margin i, then the six hypotheses are the following:

Hypothesis 1 (minimal elementary weight, without taking the secondary punishment 
into account)

Hypothesis 2 (minimal elementar)' weight, taking secondary punishment into account)

Hypothesis 3 (medium elementary weight, taking secondary punishment into account)



Hypothesis 4 (medium elementary weight, taking secondary punishment into account)
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Hypothesis 5 (maximal elementary weight, without taking secondary punishment 
into account)

Hypothesis 6 (maximal elementary weight, taking secondary punishment into account)

When calculating the indices of the years 1969 and 1971, basing them on the class 
margins of the iudicial statistics of the time, enforceable imprisonment was classified 
into 12 categories. Where the class margin of the category coincides with the present 
categorisation, I used as medium elementary weight the elementary weight I had ap
plied then.

Regarding the duration of the correctional-educational work, 1969-71 court statis
tics contained more detailed data, grouped according to duration. The conversion of 
fines into imprisonment was regulated by the law (Article 47, paragraph (2)), and con
version was done accordingly.

Suspended penalties -  imprisonment and fines -  could not be considered with the 
same weight as the “elementary weight” of enforceable imprisonment belonging to the 
same class margin, as in a substantial part of suspended sentences are not enforced. The 
1969 and 1971 statistics contained data referring to the number of suspended penalties 
that became enforceable in a given year, independently from the year in which the origi
nal penalty had been imposed. On the basis of those data one could produce estimates 
regarding the weight of suspension.

Criminality weights calculated on the basis of 1990-97 judgement data

On the basis of the above described methods I calculated the penalty weights of the eight 
years according to all six hypotheses. As I have already indicated, due to the arbitrary 
selection of the elementary weights crime weights also contain estimate-like elements,



but since the calculation model is homogeneous, the time tendencies of the weights are 
independent from the hypotheses, therefore their analysis can be carried out on the basis 
of any of the hypotheses.

In what follows I used the data of hypothesis no. 4 (medium elementary weight, 
taking secondary punishment into account) to evaluate weights. 1 particularly concen
trated on the weights of crimes chosen from the total data of adult offenders, which are 
reported in two tables (Table 2 and Table 3).
Table 2 contains crimes the weight of which, calculated from the penalties imposed, has 
been decreasing ever since 1990, such as aggravated assault, assault causing life danger 
(death), crime against the security of traffic.

Table 2

The weight of some major crimes according to hypothesis 4 
(decreasing weights)
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Crime 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Aggravated assault 5,8 4,9 4,6 4,4 4,5 4,3 4,7 4,6
Fatal injury 20,5 19,3 20,6 20,4 18,1 20,2 17,9 19,3
Neglect of the duty of help 6.7 7,3 7,0 6,8 6,7 6,9 6,5 6,6
Crime against the security o f traffic 5,6 6,3 4,6 4,6 4,2 4,4 4,5 4,2
Negligence leading to lethal road 

traffic accident 8,5 8,7 8,3 7,5 7,5 8,1 8,3 8,1
Negligence in road traffic causing the 

death of several persons, etc. 33,0 7,0 13,8 23,0 21,2 19,7 24,9 18,8
Driving while intoxicated causing 

severe injury 8,7 8,6 7,7 7,5 7,6 7,5 7,4 6,9
Violence against authorities 8,3 8,1 7,9 6,3 6,4 6,2 5,1 6,1
False accusation 7,2 5,9 5,6 4,5 5,5 4,6 5,4 5,6
Crime causing public danger, pertur

bation of the operation of public 
benefit facilities 15,1 15,3 13,3 11,9 8,0 9,6 9,8 8,8

Ruffianism 4,7 4,3 4,0 3,6 3,7 3,6 3,9 4,1
Forgery' of official documents 5,7 4,7 3,7 4,2 4,2 4,2 4,6 4,9
Misuse of documents 4,9 4,3 4,1 3,9 4,1 3,9 4,2 4,2
Theft 4,3 4,0 3,7 3,6 3,6 3,7 3,8 3,9
Grand larceny 11,2 10,9 10,0 8,9 7,9 7,4 7,2 7,3
Embezzlement 7,7 6,7 5,9 5,8 6,4 5,5 5,8 6,3
Fraud 4,5 4,5 4,1 3,7 3,8 4,0 4,0 4,3
Fraud as felony 11,4 12,6 10,1 10,5 11,7 10,3 9,7 10,5
Robbery 40,9 41,4 40,8 37,3 35,7 36.0 35,8 38,2
Mugging 22,9 18,9 17,6 17,6 14,7 16,6 12,0 13,4
Damaging of property 4.4 3,9 3,6 3,5 3,4 3,6 3,7 3,9
Arbitrary seizure of vehicle 7,0 5,9 5,9 5,0 5,1 4,9 5,0 5,4



Table 3

The weight of some major crimes according to hypothesis 4 
(slightly increasing weights)
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Crime 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Manslaughter 105,3 92,3 98,9 89,3 94,4 102,6 103,3 106,7
Attempted manslaughter 49,8 46,5 49,2 46,2 47,8 49,2 59,0 58,6
Driving while intoxicated 5,9 5,9 5,9 6,0 6,3 6,6 6,9 7,1
Unlawful conveyance of driving 5,0 4,7 4,7 4,4 4,8 5,1 5,1 5,5
Rape 43.8 41,5 41,7 41,7 46,7 41,4 42,1 44,9
Misuse of authority 4,2 5,0 5,6 3,3 3,9 4,1 5,2 5,1
Bribery 5,3 6,8 5,3 5,1 5,3 4,3 6.2 6,3
Influence peddling 7,5 7,4 7,6 4,4 6,0 4,5 7,9 10,6
Misuse of explosive materials, high

explosives, firearms or ammunition 5,2 4,8 4,9 4,6 5,1 5,3 5,9 5,7
Forgery of private documents 3,0 3,0 3,0 3,2 3,2 3,3 3,5 3,6
Drug abuse 14,6 8,6 19,9 12,6 14,3 18,2 19,0 14,7
Offence against currency regulations 5,0 5,1 4,8 4,6 5,1 6,2 5,5 6,1
Tax evasion, offence against inland 3,6 4,3 4,7 4.6 4,7 4,7 4,9 7,1

revenues
Smuggling, evasion of customs duties 4,9 4,7 4,6 4,7 5,2 5,2 5,8 5,5
Unlawful appropriation 3,4 3,4 3,4 3,2 3,3 3,4 3,4 3,5
Concealing and selling of stolen goods 4,5 4,4 4,4 4,1 4,2 4,3 4,5 5,0
Defraud of buyers 3,3 3,0 3,0 3.0 3,0 0.0 5,7 6,0

Considering the fact that the number of juvenile criminals, especially if classified by the 
type of crime committed, are not very large, no daring conclusions can be deduced from 
the data referring to them. The same can be stated about female criminality as well, that 
is why I highlighted the data of total criminality, and among those mainly crimes occur
ring with great frequency (at least 100 cases per annum). In the case of these it is legiti
mate to claim that it was not only the accidental outcome of the individual cases that 
determined the weights calculated with the above described averages, but these average 
values express real tendencies.

We can state that in the vast majority of the crimes the average of the penalties im
posed in the past eight years showed a declining tendency. In connection with that let 
me mention a fact that is common knowledge among criminal statisticians: average prison 
terms (or the weight of the crime respectively), and as a consequence, penal policy is the 
function of two factors, namely the function of the weight of the crimes committed and the 
changes of penal policy. Thus the /p index does not unequivocally measure the changes of 
penal policies and of the practice of judgement. That means that the average of penalties 
imposed may increase (decrease), if judgement becomes stricter (less strict), which is a 
penal political phenomenon, but it can change also if, along an unchanged penal policy 
individual crimes become more severe, e.g. if the ratio of murders committed with special 
brutality or the damage caused by crimes against private property increases. There is no 
possibility to separate these two influences in the present data collection system. The sepa-



ration of the two factors is conceivable only if a penalty adjudication model is elaborated 
and average penalties will not be calculated on the basis of individual crimes but of crimes 
belonging to the same model. However, in the present study it is a completely unequivocal 
statement, harmonising with the findings of other surveys, that the decreasing o f penalty 
weights can he explained exclusively with the softening o f penalty adjudication, as the 
social dangerousness o f  the crimes committed is not decreasing, on the contrary, is in
creasing in every field. For instance, the brutality of sexual crimes and physical abuse is on 
the increase, and the damage caused by crimes against private property and by economic 
crimes is also growing, at a significantly larger pace than the inflation.

Table 4

The weight of some major crimes among adult and juvenile criminals, by gender
Hypothesis 6
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Crime/Gender 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Manslaughter
Man 119,6 105,8 117,2 104,7 111,2 116,6 122,1 122,9
Woman 85,4 77,0 56,0 63,5 55,8 85,3 60,7 73,6
Boy 88,6 88,0 94,3 90,9 58,6 109,7 77,2 102,9
Girl 35,0 26,0 21,8 13,0 8,0 10,7 9,0 26,0

Aggravated asssault
Man 7,4 6,4 6,0 5,7 5,7 5,6 6.0 6,0
Woman 5,2 4,6 4,2 4,3 4,6 4.1 5,0 5,0
Boy 7,5 7,9 7,6 7,9 8,2 7,9 8,0 7,9
Girl 8,2 7,2 7,1 7,9 7,5 10,3 7,2 7,5

Driving while intoxicated
Man 7,2 7,1 7,1 7,3 7,9 8,3 8,7 8,9
Woman 6,6 7,0 6,9 7,1 7,8 8,2 8,7 8,9
Boy 5,7 6,0 5,8 5,5 5,2 5,3 5,8 5,8
Girl 8,0 5,3 8,0 5,3 6,7 6.7 6,0 5,3

Offence against currency regulations
Man 6,4 6,4 6,1 6,0 6,5 7,8 7,2 7,8
Woman 5.8 6,1 6,2 5,2 5,9 7,2 5,7 6,8
Boy 8,2 9,1 8,0 8,0 8,0 8,0 8,0 0,0
Girl 8,0 7,0 8,7 8,0 8,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

Grand larceny
Man 13,6 13,3 12,3 11.0 9,8 9,2 9,1 9,2
Woman 8,4 8,1 7,4 6,5 6,7 6,1 5,9 6,0
Boy 9,2 9,2 9,0 8,8 8.0 8,1 7,9 7,8
Girl 8,4 8,3 7,9 8,1 7,9 8,1 7.8 7,7

Robbery
Man 46,6 47,3 47,2 42,4 41,2 41,3 40,6 43,9
Woman 37,5 38,4 30,1 34,7 30,2 29,7 33,6 32,3
Boy 19,2 20,0 18,6 19,3 13,0 17,4 14,3 17,1
Girl 13,0 15,0 14,6 14,5 9,7 10,0 11,6 9,2



Comparing the penalty averages of adult and juvenile criminals we can state that in 
the case of identical crimes the penalty weight of adults is normally larger than that of 
juvenile delinquents, and that of men (boys) is generally larger than that of women 
(girls). Crimes very rarely committed by women constitute an exception -  e.g. driving 
when intoxicated here relatively strict penalties are occasionally imposed. Table 4 
presents weights compared by gender in relation to some major crimes.

The comparison with the 1969-71 penalty weights was hardly possible, as criminal 
nomenclature has substantially changed over the past 30 years, along with the reporting 
scheme of penalties. Although I applied the same weights in some class margins that 
remained unchanged, due to the changes of penal categories and of their reporting 
scheme the calculation model of the average weight had to be modified. Nevertheless we 
can state that the average penalty weight of unintentional manslaughter, drunk driving, 
forgery of public and private documents, offences against currency regulations and tax 
evasion substantially increased in comparison with the 1971 weights, while that of neg
ligent endangering committed at work, corruption of minors, violence against authori
ties, influence peddling and almost all crimes against property significantly decreased.

Index series

The 1990-97 criminality index series

As the weights determining the significance, the social dangerousness of the individual 
crimes are available for the years 1990-97, in fact, they are reported in six variations 
each, there is no obstacle to the definition of indices and index-chains respectively for 
the period in question. Both the criminality index, the volume index of criminality and 
the penal policy index can be calculated, the latter ones weighted either with the 
weights of the base period or the reporting period.

We can create base index series and chain index series between the index se
ries. The base index series show that the changes in criminality compared with a 
given base year, while chain index series demonstrate what changes occurred in com
parison with the previous year. When calculating chain index series we can apply both 
constant and variable weights. I applied variable weights during the calculation of the 
chain indexes.

Let £ k, mean the number of persons convicted due to a k crime in year t, where t 
can be t= 1990,...97, and £kl indicates the earlier one, whatever value may k and t take. 
Let £ kt mean one of the weights in year t of crime k.

Using the above designating system, the criminality index of the year 1991 com
pared with the year 1990:
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If we only wish to measure the changes of the volume of criminality, and wish to 
make our results independent from the changes of weights, then we must apply the 
same weighting system in both years, that is either the weighting system of the re
porting year:
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or the weighting system of the base period:

Finally, if we wish to measure with an index the changes of the practice of judgement, 
we must take the number of convicts as constant in the base and in the reporting period. 
This penal policy index, if we weight by the number of persons convicted in the base 
period, then

If we weight by the number of persons convicted in the reporting period, then

The well-known correlation stands between the five types of indices:
There is a correlation between the three indices, as, if we choose the weights properly, 
by multiplying the volume index, 7V by the penalty policy index, 7P we get the criminality 
index, /b. The correct selection of weights is done by choosing the weights from the data 
of two different periods when calculating 7V and 7P, practically “cross-weighting” the 
indices.

Both the indices weighted by the data of the base period and those weighted by the data 
of the reporting period can be applied, their values however are different.



All five indices can be calculated with any of the B values generated earlier on the 
basis of six different hypotheses. Table 5 presents the criminality, volume and penal 
policy indices, calculated with the six different values, for the years 1990-91.

Table 5
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The 1991 indices 
(6. Hypothesis)

Hypothesises Criminality
index

Volume indices Penalty policy indices

Paasche Laspeyres Laspeyres Paasche

1. hypothesis 123,7 129,0 128.2 95,9 96.4
2. hypothesis 125.9 131,7 131,0 95.6 96,1
3. hypothesis 125,6 130,3 129,5 96,4 97,0
4. hypothesis 127,8 133,2 132,5 96,0 96,5
5. hypothesis 126,1 130,4 129,7 96,7 97,3
6. hypothesis 128,5 133,6 133,0 96,2 96,6

The base and chain index series have been calculated according to both Paasche’s and 
Laspeyres’s weighting (Table 6).

In the case o f  the 1990-91 indices all six hypotheses express the same, with some 
slight standard deviation. The values of the criminality index fluctuate between 123 and 
128, calculated on the basis of all six hypotheses.

The volume indices reach a value between 128% and 133%. That means that the 
volume o f  criminality demonstrates a 30% increase according to any of the hypotheses, 
compared to the 1990 base-line. Penalty policy indices, on the contrary, show the sof
tening o f  the penalty policies, with their values o f95-97%.

It is worth mentioning here that according to the results of the index calculations of 
the years 1969-71 both the volume of criminality and the strictness of penalties imposed 
increased in that given period, namely the volume index by 7-8%, and the penalty adju
dication index by 8-10%. Parallel with that, the criminality index showed a 17-18% 
increase.

As the framework of this study do not allow the detailed presentation of all six hy
potheses, only one base index series and one chain index series are reported here.

The criminality index shows a significant increase in the period in question, the 
highest of all hypotheses, and it is yet lower than the base relative number referring to 
those definitely sentenced which is 189,2. When analysing the time series of the defi
nitely sentenced we must take into account the fact that in 1990 adjudication slowed 
down: while the number of crimes committed and the number of known offenders both 
increased, the number of persons definitely sentenced decreased. fVhile between 1989 
and 1990 the number o f known publicly prosecuted crimes increased by 50%>, the num
ber o f  persons definitely sentenced decreased by more than 25%, which cannot be ex
plained by the fact that police data and iudicial data do not coincide in time, as a de
crease o f this extent in police data, be it in relation to crimes or to offenders had not



occurred in the previous ten years or earlier. The difference between the base relative 
number and the index can by the way be explained by the small weight of penalties. 
After the halting in 1990, in 1993 a slight decrease is perceptible, which is then followed 
an increase again from 1994 onwards.

Table 6.

Base and chain index series 1990-97 
(Hypothesis 5)
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Base index series Chain index series

Gender
Year

Crimi
nality

Volume index Penalty adjudica
tion index

Crimi
nality Volume index Penalty adjudica

tion index

index Paaschc Laspeyrcs Laspeyres Paasche index Paasche Laspeyres Laspeyrcs Paasche

Man
1990 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 - - - - -

1991 125,8 129,5 128,9 97,1 97,5 125,8 129,5 128,9 97,5 97,1
1992 147,0 154,0 154,2 95,5 95,3 116,9 119,3 119,5 97,8 97,9
1993 134,3 148,1 147,2 90,7 91,2 91,4 95,7 95,5 95,6 95,5
1994 145.6 158,1 155,7 92,1 93,5 108,4 105,9 105,6 102,6 102,3
1995 157,7 168,6 166,7 93,6 94.6 108,4 106,0 106,2 102,1 102,2
1996 160,3 166,0 165,7 96,5 96,7 101,6 98,0 97,8 103.9 103,7
1997 176,9 175,8 175,9 100,7 100,6 110,4 106,1 106,1 104,0 104,1

Woman
1990 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 - - - - -

1991 131,0 137,5 135,0 95,2 97,0 131,0 137,5 135,0 97,0 95,2
1992 145,1 163,6 159,7 88,7 90,9 110,8 117,9 117,4 94,4 94,0
1993 140,5 154,5 151,4 90,9 92,8 96,8 96,4 94,9 102,1 100,4
1994 155,8 172,0 164.7 90,6 94,6 110,8 109,4 109,0 101,7 101,3
1995 186,7 192,9 186,9 96,8 99,9 119,9 113,8 114,5 104,7 105,3
1996 198,5 203,5 192,9 97,5 102,9 106,3 102,8 102,7 103,5 103,4
1997 221,7 213.9 203,4 103,6 109,0 111,7 106,5 106,6 104,8 104,9

Total
1990 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 100,0 - - - - -

1991 126,1 130,4 129,7 96,7 97,3 126,1 130,4 129,7 97,3 96,7
1992 146,9 154,8 155,0 94,8 94,7 116,4 119,1 119,3 97,6 97,8
1993 134,7 148,8 147,7 90,6 91,2 91,8 95,6 95,5 96,1 96,0
1994 146,3 159.1 156,5 92,0 93,5 108,6 106,1 105,7 102,7 102,4
1995 159,9 170,2 168,4 93,9 94,9 109,3 106,5 106,9 102,2 102,6
1996 163.1 168,6 168,1 96,7 97,0 102,0 98,4 98,3 103,7 103,6
1997 180,2 178,6 178,1 100,9 101,2 110,5 106,0 106,1 104,2 104,2

Actual increase is better expressed by volume indices, which measure changes with 
constant penalty weights. The changes in the strictness o f judgement is measured by the 
penalty adjudication index, which hit the bottom in 1992, fluctuated around those 
values in 1993 and 1994, and started to rise in 1995. In 1997 it already exceeded the 
1990 level.



The increase that is registered after 1994 could be gladly explained by any criminal 
statistician with the new crime categories codified at the beginning of the nineties. But 
these have no influence whatsoever on the time series: in 1994 the ratio of persons con
victed for new crimes did not even reach the 1%0. This ratio was 1,15%o in 1995, l,69%o 
in 1996 and 2,99%o in 1997. In the statistics no persons convicted for computer fraud, 
money laundering or misuse of bank cards are reported, although the Uniform Police- 
Prosecutors’ Criminal Statistics those crimes are included among known crimes.

The standard deviation of index series

Comparing the standard deviation of the indices calculated with the six hypotheses, we 
can state that whichever of the five indices we consider, the calculations carried out 
according to the six hypotheses cause hardly any fluctuation in the values of the indices. 
Between the six different values of all the indices there is a fluctuation of maximum 5% 
or less, which proves that whichever of the six values we regard as the weight of the 
crime, the value of the index will be practically the same. (I used as the indicator of the 
standard deviation a relative dispersion indicator, the square dispersion and the quotient 
of the median, expressed in the percentage of the median.)

Table 7 reported below contains the relative standard deviation indicators, refer
ring to the five types of base indexes calculated from the data of all adult delinquents, 
while Table 8 shows the same, but referring to the five types of chain indices.

Tabic 7

The standard deviation of base indices
Relative dispersion (dispersion/median, %)
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Year Criminality Volume indices Penalty adjudication indices
index Paasche Laspeyres Laspeyres Paasche

1991 1,24 1,26 1,29 0,39 0,38
1992 1,00 1,27 1,21 0,97 0,97
1993 1,76 U 9 1,15 1,49 1,57
1994 2,42 0,48 0,53 2,20 2,34
1995 3,46 0,73 0,56 2,74 3,01
1996 4,53 1,31 0,91 3,25 3,60
1997 4,94 1,40 1,01 3,53 3,90

It is the criminality index that has the largest standard deviation of base indices: it is 
close to 5% in 1997. The standard deviation of penalty adjudication indices is also large, 
it is close to 4% in 1997. The majority of dispersion indices is significantly smaller than 
that, 23 of the 35 indicators does not reach 2%, and 10 are less than 1%. Of the base 
index series it is especially the standard deviation of volume indices which is quite low, 
none of them exceeds 1,4%.



Tabic 8

Standard deviation of chain indices
Relative dispersion (dispersion/median, %)
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Year Criminality Volume indices Penalty adjudication indices

index Paasche Laspeyres Laspeyres Paasche

1991 1,24 1,26 1.29 0,39 0,38
1992 0.72 0,11 0,10 0,71 0,71
1993 0,73 0,15 0,12 0,70 0,71
1994 1,39 0,78 0,73 0,79 0,80
1995 1,15 0,58 0,59 0,56 0,57
1996 1,34 0,79 0,81 0,56 0,59
1997 0,43 0,17 0,17 0,28 0,29

The standard deviation of the indices of the chain index series does not reach 1,4% in 
any of the cases, and 29 of the 35 dispersion indicators are less than 1%.

Above I demonstrated the standard deviation of the indices of the total of adult 
criminals. That of men essentially coincides with that, while in the case of female crimi
nals the standard deviation is larger. Indices calculated from the data of juvenile delin
quents also produce higher standard deviation values.

Conclusions, suggestions

So far I have dealt with juridical statistical issues in connection with judicial indices. 
The question is whether these indices can be used in practice, during the analysis of the 
operational processes of criminal investigation and judicial authorities, such as the po
lice, the Public Prosecutor and courts of law.

One of the problems that we encounter is that while police and prosecution register 
offenders, courts register persons definitely sentenced. Also, the comparison is made 
even more difficult by the fact that the above organs use different criminal nomencla
tures in their IT work. Thirdly, the question of weighting emerges, that is whether the 
same weights can be used during the study of offenders as in court statistics.

The population of the offenders of police and prosecution statistics is much 
larger, than that of the definitely sentenced. We cannot claim either that the weights 
of the crimes committed by offenders is the same as the weights of the crimes of those 
definitely sentenced for them, as those offenders who are not convicted are normally 
those whose acts are less dangerous to the society. What follows is that the average 
weight of the crimes of offenders is smaller than the average weight of the crimes of 
the convicted. Should we reduce all weights by a proportional factor, this factor could 
be taken out in both the numerator and the denominator of the index, the fraction 
could be reduced with it, and the value of the index would be the same as in the origi
nal weighting system.



When using weights calculated from court sentences with police -  offenders’ -  
data we must remember that the offenders of a given year are not definitely sentenced in 
the same year. In fact, several years may pass between the committing of the crime and 
the legal sentence and we have no data whatsoever on the duration of that interval. Al
though there is ongoing data collection on the duration of the single phases of the crimi
nal proceedings, but none on the sum of those and on the time that elapses between 
those phases. It follows that the above calculated weights do not refer to the same year, 
and could only be used with some sort of a time shifting method, in which the determi
nation of the extent of the shifting requires further research.

The gap of the crime nomenclature can be more easily bridged, because the court 
nomenclature is more concise and on that basis the reduction of the police and prosecu
tion nomenclatures can also be done. The presentation of the possible solutions to the 
above issues goes beyond the framework of the present study, and is the subject matter 
of other research that I myself have conducted. The findings of the research suggest that 
beside the statistics referring to the authorities it is essential that an information system 
on the whole criminal investigation and judicial process be elaborated. The elaboration 
of such a monitoring system could be, in my opinion, the task of the Central Statistical 
Office, with the co-operation of the competent authorities.

Finally, another question may be raised: can the indices be used in order to com
pare the data of the criminal statistics of the police-prosecution with those of the courts 
of law. Although the identical annual data of the two different reporting systems do not 
contain the same offenders and convicted persons respectively, as there is a time-gap 
between the two time series due to the differing observation periods, still, applying an 
appropriate shifting, the comparison can be carried out, but during the analysis of the 
results the changes that affected the aggregates referring to the individual authorities 
must be taken into account.

In earlier studies I did make such calculations. On that occasion, the combined in
dices were produced in such a way that the aggregate referring to the convicted became 
the numerator, while the aggregate referring to the offenders of the same crimes became 
the denominator. The index values showed great stability, they fluctuated between 60 
and 65% every year, which suggests that in a period when there is no significant time 
gap between the investigation and the judicial proceedings, the comparison of the data 
of the same year will not cause substantial distortions. If data on the duration of the 
proceedings and on the length of the time elapsed between the two different proceedings 
were available, the calculation of these indices would become more exact.

In my opinion the index calculations presented above indicate that the index 
method regularly used in economic statistics can be a useful tool in the exploring of 
the juridical statistical processes as well. However, similarly to economic indices, 
where the selection of the range of prices to be used during the calculation of the 
indices is a constant difficulty, the main problem in the case of criminal statistical 
indices is the determination of their weights. In the present study I was obliged to 
apply some simplification by calculating the average weight of crimes from the fre
quencies of their occurrence reported in official court statistics. This would be a per
fect solution only if all legal sentences would hold every convicted person responsible
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for only one crime. Generally, however, offenders commit more than one crime, 
which may include different types of crimes, and yet court statistics classifies the 
sentence under the most severe one of the perhaps radically different crimes. Today 
there is only one database which lists, besides the criminal sentence of the definitely 
sentenced person, all the crimes committed by that person, and that is the Register of 
Crimes compiled at the Ministry of the Interior. This database was set up with the 
purpose of keeping records, it also gives information for the investigation and carries 
out the prioritising for the judicial proceedings. It is not meant to be used for statisti
cal data processing in its present form, but its statistical processing could be at
tempted, with the purpose of producing a cleaned index.

1 The research was conducted with the support of grant no. T-018290 of OTKA (National Scientific 
Research Fund).

2 Statistics do report data referring to the duration of ongoing cases, but after the suspension of the criminal 
proceedings, if the proceedings are continued, the measuring of time starts at zero again.

3 In contrast to general practice, I use capital letters to indicate the number of convicted persons and the 
average duration of the penalty, as later on I shall use small letters to indicate the number of convicted 
persons grouped according to penalty categories and the elementary weight of the penalty imposed.
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Iudicial Indices
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The subject matter of the present study is the analysis of criminality and jurisdiction. If we 
are to study criminality in a complex fashion then, beside relative numbers, the use of index 
numbers is required, which include the individual crimes weighted proportionately by their 
social dangerousness. The index method in fact serves this purpose. The essence of the 
method is that it does not measure only the joint effect of the factors influencing given phe
nomena, but also makes the disaggregation of the influence of individual factors possible.

In order to measure criminality, I applied, on the analogy of economic indices, an 
Ih criminality index, measuring simultaneously the volume of criminality and the prac
tice of judgement, an /,, volume index, measuring the volume of criminality, and an Ip 
index of penal policy, measuring the changes of the practice of judgement.

The creation of criminality indices is a decisively more complicated task, in some 
respects, than that of value, price and volume indices, as in the case of the latter ones the 
respective price and volume data are at disposal, as generated by statistical data collec
tion. As to criminality indices, the volume data are at disposal. The values correspond
ing to the “price” datum of indices however must be generated by an estimation process.

In the present study I determined the weighting system on the basis of the statistical 
data of courts of law generated between the years 1990 and 1997. The selection of these 
years is justified by the fact that criminality increased significantly in these years, while 
the strictness of judgement decreased.

When elaborating a weight system, we must choose a uniform unit of measure in 
which we express the weight of all crimes and all the categories of punishment. As of all 
penalties imposed it is prison sentences that appear in the greatest detail in iudicial sta
tistics, I considered the duration of prison sentences as the basis of the weight system, 
expressed in months, converting other penalty categories into months as well.

If we calculate weighted arithmetical averages of individual crimes by weighting 
“elementary weights” by the frequency of occurrence, we get the severity of the criminal 
act. With the help of these averages I set up a total of six hypotheses regarding the severity 
of crimes. The penalty weights of the eight years were calculated according to all six hy
potheses, the base and chain index series with both Paasche’s and Laspeyres’s weighting.

In the case of the 1990-91 indices all six hypotheses express the same, with a slight 
standard deviation, i.e. the value of the criminality indices calculated on the basis of all six 
hypotheses fluctuates between 123% and 128%. The volume indices reach a value between 
128% and 133%. That means that the volume o f criminality demonstrates a 30% increase 
according to any of the hypotheses, compared to the 1990 base-line. Penalty policy indices, 
on the contrary, show the softening o f the penalty policies, with their values o f95-97%.

Comparing the standard deviation of the indices calculated on the basis of the six 
hypotheses, we can state that whichever of the five indices we consider, the calculations 
carried out according to the six different hypotheses do hardly cause any fluctuation in 
the value of the indices -  in the case of all indices there is a fluctuation of maximum 5% 
or less between the six different values, meaning that whichever of the six values we 
regard as the weight of the crime, the value of the index will be essentially the same.
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Gerichtsindizes

Gegenstand der Studie ist die Untersuchung der Kriminalität und der Praxis der Recht
sprechung. Will man die Kriminalität auf eine komplexe Weise untersuchen, sind neben 
Verhältniszahlen auch Indizes notwendig, welche die einzelnen Straftaten auf ihre Ge
sellschaftsgefährlichkeit bezogen gewichten. Dazu dient die Indexmethode, deren wesen 
darin besteht, dass sie nicht nur die Gesamtwirkung der die Entwicklung der Erschei
nungen beeinflussenden Faktoren misst, sondern sie entmöglicht, den Einfluss der Fak
toren von einander zu trennen.

Zur Messung der Kriminalität habe ich analog zu den Indizes der Wirtschaft den 
Kriminalitätsindex /b verwendet, der das Volumen der Kriminalität und die Praxis der 
Rechtsprechung gleichzeitig misst, den /v Volumenindex zur Messung des Kriminali
tätsvolumens, bzw. strafpolitischen Index /p der die Entwicklung der Praxis der Recht
sprechung misst.

Die Herstellung der Kriminalitätsindizes ist in gewisser Hinsicht eine komplizierte
re Aufgabe als die Herstellung des Wert- Preis- und Volumenindexes, weil bei diesen 
letzteren die entsprechenden Preis- und Volumendaten aus statistischen Erhebungen zur 
Verfügung stehen. Bei den Kriminalitätsindizes stehen die Volumendaten zu Verfügung. 
Der Angabe “Preis” entsprechende Werte der Indizes müssen bei den Kriminalitätsindi
zes im Wege einer Schätzung hergestellt werden.

In der vorliegenden Studie wurde das Gewichtungssystem auf Grund der stati
stischen Daten der Gerichte zwischen 1990 und 1997 festgelegt. Die Wahl der ge
nannten Jahre ist dadurch gerechtfertigt, dass in den genannten Jahren die Krimina
lität deutlich zugenommen hat, wogegen die Strenge der Rechtsprechung zurückge
gangen ist.

Bei Aufstellung des Gewichtungssystems muss eine einheitliche Maßeinheit 
ausgewählt werden, in der das Gewicht aller Straftaten bzw. alle Strafarten ausge
drückt werden können. Da in den Gerichtsstatistiken unter den Strafen die Freiheits
strafe am eingehendsten dargestellt ist, habe ich die Dauer der verhängten Freiheits
strafen als Grundlage des Gewichtungssystems genommen, wobei die Strafen in Mo
naten ausgedrückt und die anderen Strafarten auch jeweils in Monate umgerechnet 
wurden.

Wenn bei den einzelnen Straftaten ein gewichteter mathematischer Mittelwert be
rechnet wird, wobei die “elementaren Gewichte” mit der Häufigkeit gewichtet werden, 
ergibt sich das Gewicht der Straftat. Mit Hilfe der Mittelwertsberechnung habe ich be
züglich des Gewichts der Straftaten insgesamt sechs Hypothesen aufgestellt. Es wurden 
die Strafgewichte der acht Jahre bei allen sechs Hypothesen berechnet, die Basis- bzw. 
Kettenindizesreihen sowohl mit der Paascheschen als auch mit der Laspeyresschen Ge
wichtung.

Bei den Indizes der Jahre 1990-91 zeigen alle sechs Hypothesen -  mit einen ge
ringfügigen Streuung -  das gleiche Ergebnis, denn die Höhe des Kriminalitätsindex 
bewegt sich bei Zugrundenahme einer der sechs Hypothesen zwischen 123% und 128%.

Die Volumenindizes erreichen einen Wert zwischen 128% und 133%. Das heisst, 
dass das Volumen der Kriminalität bei allen Hypothesen im Vergleich zum Basisjahr
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1990 einen Zuwachs um 30% zeigt. Die Strafpolitischen Indizes deuten demgegenüber 
mit ihrem Wert von 95-97% auf die Milderung der Strafpolitik hin.

Beim Vergleich der Streuung mit den sechs unterschiedlichen Hypothesen berech
neten Indizes kann festgestellt werden, dass -  egal welchen der fünf Indizes man be
trachtet, -  kaum Unterschiede zwischen den Indexwerten bestehen, bei allen Indizes 
zeigt sich jeweils nur eine geringfügige Abweichung von höchstens 5%. Dies beweist, 
dass der Indexwert im wesentlichen immer das Gleiche bleibt, unabhängig davon, wel
chen Wert man als Gewicht der Straftat betrachtet.

76 KATALIN KOVACSICS NAGY


