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INTRODUCTION

This book belongs equally  to the fields of law and psychology. Balancing on the 
border of two branches of science inevitably results in a duality which determines the 
strengths and weakness of a scientific enterprise. Investigating an issue from many 
aspects might lead to new discoveries and theories or possibly  worthless generalizations 
as well. Fortunately, evaluation of a book is always the reader’s privilege.

The dual nature of the book also manifests itself in the need for conducting a 
broad-scale survey  and promptly  analyzing an immense database at the same time. For 
research which investigates political attitudes as well, collecting data during 
parliamentary elections provided an excellent opportunity to obtain up-to-date 
information for the analysis. Related findings should be published in the year of the 
elections, but the large amount of data provided by the survey of a national representative 
sample required much time to be properly analyzed. My research took two extremely 
busy  years, but I firmly believe that I was able to balance between the dual aspects of my 
venture. 

I am very grateful to Dr. Joseph Forgacs who patiently guided my steps in the 
field of social psychology, and also offered his extremely valuable advice which greatly 
helped me in designing the survey. 

I must also express my utmost gratitude to Előd Tóth Könyves who collected the 
responses and processed hundreds of thousands of items from the sample, which involved 
1,100 persons. Apart from his excellent mathematical skills, I would also like to thank 
him for his modesty and rationality, which so often assisted my work. 

October 2010, Budapest 

László Kelemen



1. THE OBJECTIVE OF THE RESEARCH PROGRAM

The objective of my research was to reveal how well-informed Hungarian society 
is concerning the law. The study was carried out along pre-determined guidelines since I 
wanted to explore opinions about the law, legal institutions and their representatives at 
both intellectual and emotional levels. In other words, I was interested in the nature of 
established attitude patterns concerning the law and its workings. 

In 2007 I compared the views of one hundred and fifty  first-year, and one hundred 
fifth-year law students concerning the legal domain (“How do Students of Law Think 
About Law?”). I assumed that due to their continuing legal education, the views of these 
groups would significantly  differ. Despite their common university  background, the two 
subsamples had different features. The group of first-year students was called “laymen”, 
while I referred to the group of fifth-year students as “semi-experts”. I also assumed that 
dedication to legal work would be more significant among fifth-year students. 

The research question focused on the nature of existing attitudes towards legal 
institutions during the course of legal education. From the many branches of law, only 
criminal law and criminology were part of the study since these fields always draw 
notable attention on a broad social level. Social perception of law is almost always 
confined to criminal law.

As it turned out, law students’ views were not influenced by their expertise in the 
field. One possible explanation for this would be that the framework of the research did 
not make it possible to clearly separate thinking patterns of laypeople from experts. Both 
groups actively  participate in the construction of reality. The social phenomena that I 
investigated –the causes of crime- were not likely to result in views which were 
representative of respondents from one group or the other. Findings, however, show that 
views on the legal system were mostly influenced by  respondents’ political attitudes, 
public awareness and social status. 

From a methodological point of view, this research project was successful since I 
was able to construct scales which proved to be useable during the present study as well. 
As the scope of the research did not exceed university students, its findings cannot be 
understood as representations of broad social thinking patterns. 

Parallel to the research in 2007, another study (“Youth 2008”) was conducted 
based on a national representative sample of eight thousand respondents between the ages 
of fifteen and twenty-nine. The survey collected data on factors which influence school 
enrollment, educational status and career opportunities. It also focused on the ways in 
which these factors were manifested in their leisure and cultural habits and activities. The 
corresponding findings of this research prove that the results of the survey in 2007 are 
authoritative and relevant. Appendix 1 contains the most significant findings of the 
aforementioned surveys. 

The present study was intended to broaden the scope of my previous research to a 
general social level based on a national representative sample of one thousand people. 
The main issues the research explored are the following:



-  views on certain important aspects of law and the application of legislation
- views on the predominance of the basic principles of law
- views on the causes of criminal behavior and prevention of crime
- views on the possibility of becoming a subject of crime
- views on the relevance of capital punishment
Another survey based on a smaller sample of one hundred legal experts with the 

same questions was also conducted. I intended to compare the data obtained from the 
general representative and the legal expert sample in order to show the differences and 
similarities of thinking patterns concerning the above issues. 

It is worth pointing out that, although I had some presumptions related to the 
findings of the studies, my research is more exploratory than verifying. I assumed that 
demographic variables (gender, age, place of residence, occupation), subjective judgment 
of financial status and interest in public affairs would prove to be significant, independent 
and also explanatory factors extending both to respondents' system sanctioning and 
system critical views. Furthermore, I also assumed that party preference and political 
attitude would show a significant correlation to respondent views. Thirdly, I presupposed 
that the gender, age, educational level and financial status of respondents would influence 
personality traits they would use to describe themselves. Openness, closeness, 
abstractness and flexibility of thinking patterns would possibly cohere with the 
demographic variables of respondents. During the study of self-esteem, I presumed that 
subjective views on financial status, and occupation, which determines it, would carry 
great importance.  

I also aimed to show the differences and similarities of critical and favorable 
opinions towards the law of both laypeople and lawyers by  comparing the results of the 
two samples. Investigation of the relation between obtaining information and awareness 
aboutpublic affairs, as well as some issues regarding Internet usage were additional 
aspects of my study. 

Some scales of the study offered the opportunity for collecting data in the 
framework of an international survey on globalization and parochialism. The present 
research however only investigated the ways in which level of education and place of 
residence influence views of respondents on globalization. 

Questionnaire items1  19 to 28 contain scales which made the analysis of certain 
psychological issues (alienation, self-esteem, thinking styles, openness and closeness of 
thinking or the need for autocracy) possible. Similarly to the test  of five major personality 
traits used in the survey, these scales have never been used for such broad scale research 
in Hungary. I would like, however, to highlight the fact that it was not  my intention to 
fully explore the personality psychology dimension of my research, although 
interpretation of results might touch upon the subject. 

1See Appendix 2



2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

As has already  been mentioned, my research belongs both to the realms of law 
and psychology. In order to provide a clear introduction to the theoretical background of 
the study three chapters are dedicated to the psychological aspects and four chapters 
introduce those legal issues which are relevant. 

Firstly, presentation of the psychological background of the research includes an 
introduction to the role that  social representations play in legal socialization. Secondly, 
social psychological theories about belief in justice, and acceptance or criticism of the 
actual establishment are discussed. Empirical statements about legal institutions and their 
functions require a brief introduction to major theories regarding causes of crime, and 
objectives of punishment. In addition, arguments for and against capital punishment are 
explored. 

When it was possible, I expanded the following subsections with references to 
operative legal regulations, relevant statistical data on crime, and findings of former 
empirical research.

2.1 Social representations

The most general understanding of socialization is commonly  referred to as the 
integration of an individual into society and the acquisition of norms required for 
effective participation in public life. (BAKOS, 2002:639). Legal socialization is a 
specific form of socialization. Ibolya Váriné Szilágyi establishes the main elements of 
legal socialization as follows:
“a) involvement by the individual in legal processes;
b) individual, social, (sub)cultural perceptions of law, and its harmony or disharmony 
with moral and political attitudes;
c) legal knowledge of the individual and her competence in the field;
d) attitudes of the individual toward representatives and institutions of law, and the 
harmony or disharmony of these attitudes;
e) the individual’s legal awareness, which includes awareness of her rights.”
(VÁRINÉ, 2010: 24,25)

As the above points suggest, the process of legal socialization leads the individual 
to legal awareness through the steps of acquiring a certain level of legal knowledge and 
gaining experience of law related issues. Legal awareness serves as a guide to socially 
accepted behavior and exercising citizenship. 

Micro-environmental aspects of legal awareness were first laid down by András 
Sajó in Hungary (SAJÓ, 1981). Later, in 1986, he conducted other research based on a 
sample of six thousand adult  Hungarians to investigate perceptions about contemporary 
society. (SAJÓ, 1989)

Social representations play a significant role in the process of learning and 
acquiring new information. Apart from being important in the continuous reconstruction 
of knowledge already  obtained, they also have a dual function in legal socialization. On 



the one hand, they create a specific inner set of values in individuals and on the other they 
make communication between people possible by naming and categorizing different 
aspects of the world. In other words, they  create a common system of codes which is 
understandable to everyone. (VÁRINÉ. 2010: 89)

2.1.1 Meaning and function of social representations

The theory  of social representations can be understood as a theoretical framework 
devised for the analysis of social-psychological phenomena in modern societies. This 
theory  supposes that these social phenomena and processes can only  be appropriately 
explored by embedding them into historical, cultural and macro-social settings. For this 
reason, it  opposes the traditional individualism of social-psychology and the theory  which 
separates the subjective from the objective. The focal point  of this theory is the process of 
how information that is relatively  unknown to the public becomes an instrument for 
creating and understanding behavior patterns through various channels of social 
communication (LÁSZLÓ, 1999). 
    One is exposed to many stimuli every day as one encounters unknown and known 
objects, persons and thoughts. To some extent, social representations control and make 
manageable this massive amount of information. Nowadays, people are more or less 
familiar with terms like gene or atom, though it is quite possible that most  of them do not 
possess a full understanding of these concepts. Still, they  have some information about 
these terms; in other words these are representations which they learnt, read or heard at 
some point in their life. These sets of information about common knowledge are called 
social representations. They serve to substitute sights, sounds or notions which are 
formed naturally. (BOWER, 1976)
    Social representations form and make abstract concepts and new information 
manageable. The relation of social representations to social perception supposes a 
complex approach. At first sight, social representations seem to be social patterns since 
both include orientating and cognitive structures. There are significant differences, 
though. While the theory of social patterns does not provide an explanation for the social 
origin of patterns, the theory  of social representations does. In the same way that mental 
images are formed in the mind, patterns are seen as depictions of reality. However, apart 
from being an integrated part  of a given community’s communication framework, social 
representations are understood to be accepted structures in social groups (WAGNER et al, 
1999).
    Representations also conventionalize information. Based on these supposed 
conventions, humans can state that the Earth is round or inflation is the depreciation of 
money. (MOSCOVICI, 2002) Social representations do not take effect separately but 
create webs in which each thread depends on the others. The fact that they successfully 
control the reality of now through the reality  of yesterday – in other words, the creation 
of a continuum - makes representations powerful cognitive tools. Every facet of human 
interaction – either among people or between people and groups - presupposes the 
existence of social representations. Received information and the meaning which is 



attributed to it are all under the control of representations, and beyond the mediation of 
which no other meaning can be attributed to this information (MOSCOVICI, 2002).
In his study, La psychoanalyse, son image et son public, Serge Moscovici provided a 
theoretical framework for social representations. (MOSCOVICI, 1976) His research 
involved 2,200 people, and aimed at investigating how psychoanalytic theory becomes 
part of everyday thinking. According to the results, the notions of psychoanalytic theory 
have entered everyday  communication, though not all concepts have spread among 
laypeople. In the case of most groups, positive or negative attitudes toward the theory 
correlate with the amount of information one has about it. Notions like unconsciousness, 
repression and complexes have become parts of public thinking while libido, for 
example, remains beyond the scope of attention among laypeople. Moscovici referred to 
interrelated notions and those around which knowledge about the object centralizes as the 
figurative nucleus of social representations. He ascribed double functions to the nucleus 
since it is the center of the cognitive construction of social representations and the 
discourse about the object. The nucleus symbolically concretizes abstract ideas of 
thinking as well as discourse. 
    The idea of pictorial metaphors is equally relevant to this issue. In the case of 
repression, which is the supposed figurative nucleus of psycho analysis, Moscovici 
illustrated the notion with the hydraulic metaphor. According to Moscovici, images, 
based on their ability to represent a given idea, integrate into a pattern called figurative 
nucleus which visually represents notions and ideas. For example, according to the 
popular theory  deriving from psycho analysis, the soul constitutes two parts: the 
conscious and the unconscious. These are seen as remnants of commonplace dualities like 
soul and mind, voluntary and involuntary or inner and outer which are situated above 
each other in a given dimension. Hierarchical positioning of dualities results in a 
repressive relation between their components and it often leads to complexes. 
(MOSCOVICI, 2002)
    To some extent, social representations fit into Durkheim’s theory of collective 
representations, which states that collective representations are manifest  in language, 
institutions and social habits. (DURKHEIM, 1894, 1978). In Durkheim’s view, these are 
independent recognitions and are not related to consciousness, and therefore they belong 
to the field of sociology. Collective representations alone are sufficient to describe the 
workings of society, and further division of these representations is not possible. In other 
words, they cannot be explained with smaller units. However, according to Moscovici 
(2002), social representations cannot be seen as collective representations in modern and 
diverse societies because their formation is related to separate social groups and does not 
cover the whole community. As he points out, social representations are mental categories 
of concepts and explanations deriving from everyday life. In modern societies, social 
representations are equivalent to the myths of traditional communities, and they  can be 
understood as the modern version of common sense. (MOSCOVICI, 2002)
    Based on the textual analysis of 1,610 articles from two-hundred and ten newspapers, 
Moscovici describes three different  communication styles. These are diffusion, 
propagation and propaganda. Research findings indicate that the first  is mainly 



characteristic of newspapers with a high volume of issues. Pieces of information are 
channeled to the public from specialists by adapting them to the reader’s interests. 
Propagation however is mainly characteristic of the church-related press and the analysis 
revealed that information had been adapted to religious principles. Last but not  least, 
propaganda is a feature of the Marxist press. It embraces an antagonistic perspective of 
the world (according to communalist theories, psychoanalysis simply cannot work) and 
information is channeled in harmony with this view. 
    The aforementioned modalities of communication go hand in hand with a characteristic 
structuring of messages. In the case of diffusion, topics integrate weakly and contrasting 
information might appear. Propagation on the other hand places emphasis on the theory’s 
religious aspects (symbolism) but firmly rejects certain notions (libido). Propaganda is 
completely dismissive concerning psychoanalysis. Moscovici parallels diffusion with 
opinion, propagation with attitude and propaganda with stereotype. This comparison 
refers to the fact that thinking always involves two cognitive systems. One is related to 
associations, discriminations and conclusions, while the function of the other is to verify 
and authenticate conclusions along a set of symbolic rules. Social representations cannot 
be seen as universally accepted opinions of smaller or bigger communities. The analysis 
of cognitive content and the research on social representations belong to different spheres 
of science. The study of social representations focuses on the connection between the 
dynamism of symbolic relations and individual cognitive processes (DOISE, 
CLEMENCE, LORENZO-CIOLDI, 1993).
    Furthermore, it is important to highlight that representations begin to act independently 
after their formation. They merge, spread and call new representations to life 
(MOSCOVICI, 2002). Unlike the sociological understanding of social representations, 
Moscovici suggested that social representations should be seen more as phenomena than 
concepts. As he points out, social representations are specific means of understanding, 
and communication of, already known ideas. They are situated half way between 
concepts and perceptions. The former orders and filters phenomena, while the latter 
meaningfully reproduces the world. 
    The theory of social representations might be seen as constructivist since it  represents 
reality  for cultures, groups and individuals (LÁSZLÓ, 2005). New, formerly  unknown 
ideas and concepts appear in the communication of group members and become 
meaningful entities of the given group’s reality. The theory refers to representational 
forms which emerge from social communication, and instead of exploring schemes of 
cognitive psychology it explains individual behavior patterns through social 
representations. It also seeks to investigate how representations are formed. 

2.1.2 The formation of social representations 
    

Moscovici and Vignaux (2000) called the process of forming social 
representations thematization. Opposing categories or dichotomies like “we” and they”, 
“human” and “animal”, or “drinkable” and “undrinkable” play a major role in routines of 
common sense. These dichotomies govern social life and everyday  thinking without the 



need for their clarification. The unknown triggers thematization which leads to the 
formation of new representations. However, content, depth, and range of such 
representations are not necessarily the same for all members. Moscovici (1988) divided 
social representations into three parts.

- polemic (competing representations of communities)
- emancipated (some aspects of representations are agreed upon) 
- hegemonic (representations accepted by broader social layers)

The first step in the formation of social representations is called anchoring. According to 
Moscovici (2002), the process of anchoring makes placing new, alien or confusing 
concepts into the context of what is familiar and possible. In other words, anchoring helps 
people to attach familiar labels to represented objects so that they can be integrated into 
the preexisting system of thoughts (JODELET, 1984). Anchoring comes to life through 
classification and naming. Classification refers to the process in which individuals 
compare unknown objects to the prototypes of a given category. If the similarities of the 
represented object and the category are emphasized, one experiences generalization. On 
the contrary, differences between objects and prototypes may also be underlined. In this 
case, particularization takes place. The chosen mental process depends on the relation to 
the objects and categories in question (PURKHARDT, 1993). Classification goes hand in 
hand with naming. Names are not simply instruments of identification, but they also carry 
information about the relation of the represented object to other objects and events. 
Naming guarantees that the given object will become the subject of communication in 
society. (MOSCOVICI, 2002) The categorization of cognitive schemas differs from the 
categorization of social representations since the former is an independent, individual 
process but in the case of the latter, social sharing (co-ownership of categories) is an 
important aspect (FARR, 1985).
    Objectification is another significant element of forming social representations. The 
term refers to the process in which concepts are transformed from abstract into familiar. 
Abstract concepts are associated with either an obscure idea or a symbol of an object and 
the concept becomes a mental image. As a next step, images and symbols are integrated 
into a figurative nucleus, or to put it simply, these mental images begin to represent 
related thoughts (MOSCOVICI, 2002). As opposed to anchoring, objectification does not 
encompass all concepts, for it is only activated when it is possible to form a figurative 
nucleus. Moscovici’s already mentioned psycho analytic study illustrates this 
characteristic of objectification well. “Condensed” images in the figurative nucleus 
symbolize reality by providing concrete ideas for understanding abstract, verbal concepts 
and the events they  represent. Moscovici addressed social representations as tools for 
“creation of the world”. This process is not random since thinking, language, and norms 
of social life all take part  in it. For this reason, if the concept  of construction is trivialized, 
then it will lose its clear emancipator feature. If everything is possible, then the act of 
construction is not reality’s creative freedom, but rather an illusion about the conditions 
of freedom (MOSCOVICI, 1988: 233).



2.1.3. The study of social representations
        

Doise and his colleagues elaborated on the basic processes of the workings of 
social representations (DOISE, CLEMENCE, LORENZO, CIOLDI, 1993). They were 
able to identify four stages of anchoring. In the first phase the generation of data and 
mapping of objectified social representations take place. As a result, social 
representations appear as collective maps for the given community. These 
representations, however, cannot be seen as common opinions but  rather as common 
references. It follows that individuals from diverse groups might relate to them 
differently. This provides ground for the second phase in which representations are 
categorized based on their relations to reference points. At his point, individuals or 
members of the group are anchored to the collective map. Jesuino (1995) called it 
psychological anchoring, for social representations are correlated to personal attitudes, 
values and opinions. The third phase, which is called social anchoring, involves the 
analysis of the historical and cultural background of social representations. Finally, 
psycho-social anchoring occurs, which is defined as the correlation of representations to 
the procedure of social comparisons and socio-psychological processes concerning social 
identity (BREAKWELL, 1993).

Researchers have always stressed the separation of social representations from the 
traditions of cognitive social-psychology. The novelty  of social representations lies in the 
fact that the content and principles of social constructions are a point  of particular 
attention (LÁSZLÓ, 1999). 

As with other fields of science, the study of social representations has its own 
instruments for conducting various types of analysis. Card sorting, association 
techniques, interviews, questionnaires and sometimes experiments provide the backbone 
of the research. The aforementioned aspects and basic characteristics of representations 
guide experts on their way to an ever more comprehensive view of social representations.

2.1.4 The relation of social representations to narrative psychology

One of the most prominent figures in narrative psychology, Jerome Brunner 
(1986, 2005) drew attention to the dual aspect of human thinking. Both modes of thinking 
engineer and construct reality differently. One of them is driven by logic and science and 
deals with abstract concepts. It constructs truth in a logical way, based on experiences, 
seeking a nexus of causes behind events. On the other hand, the narrative mode is 
occupied with human intentions, facts and related occurrences. Its tool for verification is 
not the constructed truth, but life itself. The very essence of narrative thinking is giving 
sense and strive for creating coherence (PLÉH, 1996).
    Stories created by professional writers and the stories told by ordinary  people are the 
most obvious forms of narrative thinking. Bruner (1986, 2005) pointed out that building 
blocks of action (agent, intention, objective, situation etc.) appear together with the 
aspects of consciousness (feelings, thoughts of characters and the knowledge they 
possess). This fact, namely that both elements of the narrative are present at the same 



time, supposes that they outline the psychological perspective of the story. Furthermore, 
the narrative is thought  to be constructive since one of the most significant reasons for 
storytelling is that one intends to integrate one’s experiences into the domain of sense 
(BRUNER, LUCARIELLO, 1989). 
    According to SCHANK and ABELSON (1995), narrative is extremely important in the 
workings of the human mind, for knowledge is based on stories which are constructed in 
light of past experiences. In addition, new experiences are understood in view of the past. 
Their theory questions the traditional cognitive approach which states that humans 
process information and solve problems in the same way that machines do. They claim 
that understanding can be defined as the process by which the listener adapts the stories 
heard to her own stories (SCHANK, ABELSON, 1995). The authors also showed that the 
components of one’s memories were the stories told. 
    In culture, stories appear as common experiences. Every society  has its own historical 
narrative. Despite the fact that individuals might view stories from various perspectives, 
they  can construct similar ones about the same events, and culture provides the possible 
framework for these stories. With this thought, Schank and Abelson introduced the 
concept of intentionality to the study  of common knowledge. As opposed to being an 
“information processing machine”, the authors’ view places humans on the level of 
“machines that construct history”. Bruner’s narrative psychology indicates that the 
narrative paradigm is able to offer a special logic to intentional actions and feelings. 
Moreover, it can seize upon new, non-conceptual experiences like feelings, time, images 
and perspective. When stories are read, one not only understands the plot, but  one also 
has the ability to use the imagination to visually recreate the main character, locations or 
to experience feelings and states of mind which appear in the story (BRUNER, 1986, 
2005). 

Narrative thinking is not alien to the traditions of social representations. 
According to Halbwachs, the student of Durkheim, narratives are highly important in the 
construction of social experiences (HALBWACHS, 1980). With the help of constructed 
and shared stories, anchoring of individual memories occurs. In Barlett’s opinion, 
storytelling is strongly related to human communities since it is a social action and not 
the demonstration of individualism (BARTLETT, 1923). In his view, legends and myths 
are influenced by  the given society and are formed accordingly. Sperber (1990) believed 
that the diffusion and spread of representations among populations are directly related to 
their forms. The spread of representations shows their nature. From this point of view, 
narratives are mediums which transfer social representations into communities and also 
alter them. 

The fact that the theory of social representations primarily deals with the 
objectification of anchored categories, it represses the intentional nature of social 
thinking. Due to the embodiment of abstract conceptual knowledge in the thinking 
patterns of communities, narrative methods are also necessary for the study of those 
processes in which groups objectify meanings. Such methods include the application of 
textual analysis or content verification software (See Appendix 3).

It goes without saying that the study of social representations involves empirical 



research too. In Hungary, the last decade of the twentieth century saw international 
research which utilized social representation theory. Respondents came from three post-
communist (The Czech Republic, Slovakia and Hungary) and three western nations (UK, 
English and Scottish respondents and France). The research involved 2,600 people from 
two age groups (18-23, and 40-45) and applied various methods; for example 
questionnaires, interviews and focus groups. 

The study  investigated the structure and change of representations of the 
individual, communities and democracy. Research findings showed that the lay 
representations of these categories were clearly traditions of the common European 
heritage, and even Marxist propaganda was not able to erode them. According to the 
respondents, democracy is a fundamental value, which is mainly related to freedom and 
human rights; however, it  is somewhat connected to the notion of market. From an 
individual perspective, Westerners viewed wealth and collective values more positively, 
while respondents from Eastern countries, in light of the individual, favored the relation 
among the market, state and individualism (MARKOVA et.al. 1997, WAGNER et.al. 
1999). Similar research was conducted regarding representations of autocracy, democracy 
and nation in the period 1973 to 1995. Data analysis revealed that the change in the 
content of these representations unequivocally reflects social and political changes in 
Hungary (LÁSZLÓ, FARKAS, 1997).

The results of narrative psychology were firstly applied to the field of law by 
Anthony Amsterdam and Jerome Bruner. In their book (2001), the authors sought to 
explore the views behind certain verdicts by understanding related justifications as 
narratives and analyzed them from the point of view of narrative construction (LÁSZLÓ, 
2009). 
2.2 The just world hypothesis and the theory of system justification

2.2.1 Introduction  

“The perception or judgment of justice and injustice is an inevitable aspect of 
social cognition.”2  A person perceives the concepts of right and wrong daily. They are 
noticed and perceived in public life, in the domain of politics, and in the social 
communication of the group to which one belongs; family, friends or in the working 
environment. In the case of phenomena such as material goods, wealth, prestige, 
influence, social distribution, social and political institutions or even individual actions 
and thoughts, people not only seek explanations, but  they require implicative moral 
validations. In other words, they  need to see actions and events justified and verified. 
Cynicism towards social, political, and economic systems has been typical of Hungarian 
society since the fall of the iron curtain. This attitude can best  be observed in issues 
related to fairness of social order, fair competition and requirements of morality, and a 

2 BERKICS, M. (2009 Kultúraközi összehasonlító pszichológiai kutatások Európán belül – A disztributív 
igazságosság észlelése és a rendszerigazolás: Kultúraközi összehasonlítás két volt szocialista országban. 
Hungarian Journal of Psychology, 64, 1., 229–252. ELTE, Institute of Psychology



quite negative view on these issues might raise questions concerning the legitimacy of the 
democratic establishment. In Berkics’s words “cynicism and belief in justice are of the 
same origin.”3

Theories focusing on social bias are characterized by the study of ways in which 
people perceive the concept  of right, and therefore a brief introduction to the theories of 
belief in justice and system justification is needed. In order to acquire a full 
understanding of these issues, it is important to highlight some of the most significant 
aspects of their theoretical background.

According to the theory of the belief in justice (LERNER, 1980), individuals are 
motivated to see the world as a just place where each person gets what he deserves and 
each person deserves what he gets. Observers, however, tend to degrade people in 
difficult situations, thus expressing ignorance towards injustice in order to establish a 
defense line against distress. People strive to maintain their ideas of a secure and just 
world, and this phenomenon might serve as ground for the ideological background of 
politics, economics or the workings of society. In other words, the belief in justice can be 
understood to be a way to cast anxiety or distress away, and is an instrument of self- 
defense against  wrong. According to Forgács (1995), by holding people responsible for 
their lives, they are helped in sustaining the belief that events are controllable. If they are 
held responsible for their failures then it is assumed that they  can control their “bad 
karma” and by acting differently, negative outcomes can be avoided. 

The belief in justice as a psycho dynamic factor is important in the process of 
forming political opinions. Based on the many consistency theories which deal with the 
formation and change of attitude patterns (HUNYADI, 1984), it can established that from 
an individual’s point of view on party preference, the rejection of a politician by an 
opponent is more revealing than the support of the favored politician.  

The theory of system justification (JOST, 2001) relies on the belief in justice. This 
theory  focuses less on the psycho dynamic aspect of the validating process, and is rather 
concerned with the role of social learning, social norms and institutions, and ideologies. It 
aims at investigating why  people provide cognitive and psychological assistance for 
maintaining the status quo even when it is against the interests and intentions of a given 
community. Another objective of the theory  is to understand the social and psychological 
outcome of perpetuating the status quo. The concept of system justification makes the 
analysis of the relation between ideology, justice and lawfulness possible. Similarly to 
cognitive dissonance (which explores attitudes that might contrast self-interest), system 
justification dwells on the social, constructional, and psychological theory  of legitimacy. 
The theory was coined by  Jost and Banaji (1994) to analyze out-group preference, 
tolerance of injustice and other related issues. System justification is a psychological 
process which manages to legitimize actual social order despite the opposing interests of 
communities. 

3 BERKICS, M. (2006). Az „Igazságtalan világba vetett hit”, avagy a cinizmus, a társadalmi kohézió és a 
társadalmi-politikai részvétel szociálpszichológiájáról. Psychology of Politics II: Political Attitudes and 
Representation – Symposium



2.2.2 Belief in justice

Belief in a just  world escaped scholars’ attention until the seventies, when 
research began to shed light on the significance of justice perceptions in social life. As it 
has already been pointed out, “the central idea of the theory is that people are subjects of 
right and wrong based on their contributions to society, merits or transgressions.” People 
who see themselves positively find this thought comforting. According to Dalbert (2001), 
the motive for justice means more than a simple denial of injustice, but also that people 
intend to compensate victims and behave in harmony with the norms of justice. As 
research indicated, this motive is implicit, and has three functions. The first function is 
that it serves as a personal contract in which one sees behaving fairly with others as 
obligatory. The second provides a comforting feeling; in other words, a guarantee that 
others will behave similarly. Finally, the third offers a conceptual framework in which 
people’s lives become meaningful.
    The perception of justice might be influenced by various factors such as social values 
which determine distribution, rules of distribution and decision, and even the result itself. 
Justice, as an umbrella concept, can be broken down into subcategories. One 
differentiates between procedural and distributive justice. The first ensures transparency 
and justice during the decision-making process. On the contrary, distributive justice deals 
with the idea of fair allocation of goods in society. Both implicate norms regarding justice 
and therefore there is a third aspect of justice, which is called retributive justice. It deals 
with the fairness of sanctions taken against  those who violate social norms. As studies 
have proven, the differentiation between procedural and distributive justice is important 
because they manifest themselves separately in people. If the principles of the former are 
complied with, then people accept results differing from their expectations. In the case of 
the distribution of goods, people see results more satisfying if they have the opportunity 
to participate in the process. Brocknell and Weselfeld (1996) showed that procedural and 
distributive justice determines reactions regarding distribution if people disapprove of 
any step of the procedure. It follows that procedural justice implies distributive justice 
since should the process prove to be fair, the outcome will be justified. 
    Just distribution greatly  influences the way in which justice of the social, political and 
economic system is perceived. The first social-psychological approach towards the 
perception of just distribution was the theory of equity. According to Geroge C. Homans 
(1961), the most significant social-psychological aspect  of justice refers to fairness. He 
studied how just reward distribution exists among both individuals and groups, and 
formulated the rules for the procedure. One of his most notable remarks stated that 
distribution is unjust  if a given person does not gain as much as she expects in light  of 
another person’s gain. Having gains and expenditures equally distributed among people 
in a way  that matches their contribution to society is to be expected. Those who feel 
dissatisfaction express anger towards innocent group  members. It is also true, however, 
that the beneficiary  of an unjust deed often experiences a sense of guilt. Another aspect of 
the theory is that when one judges whether an award is given rightfully or not, one tends 
to compare oneself to others. 



    Following in the footsteps of Homans, J. Stacy Adams (1963) demonstrated his theory 
with an expenditure analysis by  applying economic terminology to the issue. In his view, 
the relation of two persons is unfair if the ratio of the output is not equivalent  to the ratio 
of the input. This thought heavily influenced Festinger’s cognitive dissonance theory 
(FESTINGER, 1963, 1973). The core concept of his idea is the tension caused by 
disharmonious cognitions (opinions, attitudes, expectations). This stressful state of mind 
urges the individual to reduce the dissonance by adding, omitting or correcting 
cognitions. (HEWSTONE, STROEBE, 2007)
    In the late seventies, a framework for the theory was developed by Elaine Walster, 
Ellen Berscheid, and G. William Walster (1978). Inequity can be remedied either by 
restoring the fairness of the situation or, if psychological equity is separated from actual 
equity, the former can be restored. They set up various strategies for restoring equity  from 
the perspective of both the exploited and exploiter. In the case of the exploiter, the 
frustrating feeling of unfairness can be eliminated by compensating the exploited. In 
order to reinstate actual equity, the exploiter should be punished and deprived of benefits 
or privileges. Psychological equity can be restored if one hopes for less gain from a 
mutual relationship, while increasing the level of expected income of one’s partner. Since 
the exploited suffers the most from inequity, compensation, justification and even 
retaliation might be required to cast distressed feelings away. 
    Morton Deutsch (1982) expressed a critical approach to the theory of equity. The 
theory  assumes that the basis of rewards and expenditures is a universal measure which 
serves as a tool for deciding whether distribution is just or unjust. According to Deutsch 
the theory  is not that straightforward because there are concepts, such as money and 
kissing, which cannot be compared. The definition of input and outcome also raises 
doubts since it  is not entirely clear what these terms refer to in a mutual relationship. In 
his view, groups are not the most successful if their reward matches their contribution, 
but rather if contribution is equal. Furthermore, the type of profit and investment one 
compares is also non-negligible because these should be in accordance with each other. 
One example would be the case of a person who treats a sick friend out of friendship and 
not for financial compensation. The theory also fails because it supposes that humans are 
motivated by  outer rewards and does not take the forms of rewards into account. It quite 
frequently happens that one asks for a favor in return for one’s help. Therefore, Deutsch 
proposes that there are other principles which can determine rightful distribution, such as 
the principle of equity  and need. In this case, distribution of goods is equal or per 
requirement. The nature of the relation may also determine ways of distribution. Another 
significant factor of the issue is whether profit or loss is distributed. Furthermore, the 
responsibility of those who take part in the outcome, and their political views are also 
relevant to the concept of distribution. Should contribution be rewarded equally, the 
framework of fair distribution might involve the principle of equality. 
    Values, the cornerstones of justice, might have an antagonistic relationship. Deutsch’s 
understanding of the concept of justice relies on social relations which incorporate 
limited cooperation. Injustice can be perceived among enemies if they come from groups 
in which the rules of competitive behavior are set. However, social settings with norms of 



cooperation might produce justice. Each community has its own specific concept of 
justice, and those from other groups are not necessarily subjects of it, and are seen as 
outsiders. The reason for this is that  various factors determine the choice of a given value 
that serves as the basis for justice. In cooperative relationships, where the most important 
goal is productivity, contribution is the major aspect of social life when it  comes to the 
distribution of goods. In those cases where facilitating joyful social relations is important, 
equality  and mutuality are the principles of distribution. If the main objective of a 
community  is individual development, and general well-being, distribution takes place on 
a per requirement basis. 
    As research and scientific work related to the concept of justice revealed more and 
more characteristics of the issue, various aspects of justice were identified. Through 
concepts such as distributive justice, procedural justice, sense of justice, retributive 
justice, and the extension of justice, the basic theory of justice was further elaborated. 

Distributive justice appears on both social and interpersonal levels. It comes into 
play  when resources are limited or people are unable to avoid something bad. The 
principles of fairness, equity  and requirement are manifest within its framework. For 
most people just procedure of goods distribution is of high importance. Fair distribution 
results in a fair result, especially when one does not know who deserves what and when. 
Such situations make commitment to certain institutions, for example local governments, 
stronger. 
    The concept of procedural justice includes notions Deutsch had proposed as well; such 
as the formation and implementation of rules, or the justness of decisive procedures. 
    It is true that some individuals have always been more sensitive to injustice than 
others. It is quite obvious that a person in a disadvantageous position always has 
discomforting feelings. The wrong-doer can often reduce her feeling of guilt with the 
help of cognitive dissonance.
    Retributive justice is typical of communities governed by moral norms where anyone 
who breaks those norms must restore moral balance. The function of retribution is to 
sanction the renitent individual and compensate the victim. In order to extend justice, a 
cooperative base is needed, as is a community which can incorporate it. If a given person 
does not belong to the community, then rules do not apply  to her. With regard to the 
extension of justice, the following questions must be answered.
a)    The first question is whether such circumstances exist which result in the exclusion 
of others from the sphere of justice. In the case of a deteriorating living condition and 
instable political establishment a sense of superiority might emerge. 
b)      Do many  psychological mechanisms play  a role in the exclusion of someone from 
the sphere of justice? Not taking responsibility  for one’s actions, becoming senseless 
towards fellow humans, blaming the victim, labelling of behavior patterns, and higher 
moral values all contribute to exclusion. 
c)    Finally, it is necessary to identify the criteria which determine who is excluded. The 
subject of such exclusion might be perceived as a person who threatens financial well-
being, religious or moral values or simply the family. If threats are identified earlier, other 
ambiguous things might be seen as threatening later on.



    “The thought that the anger over perceived unfairness, apart  from being reduced by 
altering actual conditions, can also be managed by the distortion of perception, appeared 
early in the theory  of fairness.”4 Lerner’s (1980) already mentioned just world theory, that 
people are motivated to believe that everybody gets what is deserved, came from this 
early notion. 
    Psychology offers two approaches to explain justice. One is content  oriented, and the 
other is related to the idea of motivation (DALBERT, 2001). The first investigates what 
phenomena are perceived as fair, or on the contrary, unjust. The basic concept of the 
second approach is to explain why people are so obsessively  occupied with the notion of 
justice that  the desire for fairness might govern their actions and influence behavior 
patterns. In light of the aforementioned, justice is understood as a subjective construct. 
This way of seeing justice also strengthens the argument that the role of justice is highly 
significant in every aspect of life. People strongly desire to live in a just world where 
every single human being receives fair treatment5.
    According to the findings of the most recent research, a differentiation is made 
between general, and personal belief in justice. (LIPKUS, 1996). General just-world 
belief indicates that the world as such is a just place while the personal aspect points out 
that the individual’s fate is just. However, both clearly express that our world is 
meaningful. 
    The indirect relation of mental health and just-world belief should be highlighted 
(DALBERT, 2001). Belief acts like a buffer when people become victims of wrong-
doing. Those whose faith is more profound in a just  world usually see the bright side of 
life, and rarely become depressed. Lerner’s and Somers’ (1992) research, which was 
conducted among unemployed persons, illustrates this well, as they arrived at  the above 
conclusion. Belief in a just-world is also seen as a mental resource for victims who can 
rely  on it in times of need. By doing so, they are subjectively  better off than those who do 
not have a profound belief in a just world. 

2.2.3 System justification and criticism

    The idea that people strive for understanding and justification of their environment as 
well as the actions of others has been one of the central messages of social-psychology 
from the 1950’s until the present. The need for one to explain phenomena such as social 
events, their own thoughts, feelings or position, aggressive behavior, and prevailing 
social conditions, governs actions. Exploration of justification characterized social-
psychology in the twentieth century  and had three major aspects. The first was self-
justification, in which stereotypes develop  to defend the position and behavior of the self. 

4 BERKICS, M. (2009). Kultúraközi összehasonlító pszichológiai kutatások Európán belül - A disztributív 
igazságosság észlelése és a rendszerigazolás: Kultúraközi összehasonlítás két volt szocialista országban. 
Hungarian Journal of Psychology, 64, 1., 229–252. ELTE, Institute of Psychology

5 Lerner and others saw just world belief as a motivation driven, attributional distortion (HEWSTONE, 
STROEBE, 2007).



The second was group-justification, which applies stereotypes to defend the behavior and 
status of the group. The third was system justification which legitimizes the current social 
establishment against the interests of groups and individuals. 
    The stereotype is a cognitive structure which includes the knowledge, expectations, 
and beliefs of the perceiver regarding a given community. “One of the most common 
ways in which people use ideas and beliefs to justify the social world around them is by 
stereotyping members of disadvantaged groups in ways that rationalize inequality.”6 
Walter Lippmann (1922) introduced the concept of stereotypes to the field. In his view, 
stereotypes can be the nuclei of our personal habits and also the defenders of our social 
position, which justifies our actions. This occurs in those social settings in which – from 
a certain point of view – people differ from each other. System justification underpins 
these differences. A most extreme example for system-justifying stereotypes is when 
members of a group of lower social status create an unfavorable image of their 
community, while they  create positive images of others in order to maintain social 
hierarchy. This process leads to outgroup favoritism. In other words, behavior patterns 
and actions of members from another group become justified. According to Jost, such 
ideas are taught in childhood. In this way, system justification stereotypes not only 
become parts of an automated thinking pattern, but are rendered imperceptible as well. 
Emergence of stereotypical attitudes is based on information one receives about social 
status and position. They develop to justify and clarify inequality of division of labor 
both in society and in the family. It also follows that stereotypes are essential instruments 
in maintaining present social order and the status quo. As social stereotypes are strong 
environmental stimuli, they sometimes unconsciously take effect. In order to be 
influential, social acceptance of these stereotypes is not necessary. Providing content for 
stereotypes and the activation of them unconsciously  influences further judgment. They 
serve not only in the understanding of inter-group relations but also to support the justice, 
acceptability, and legitimacy of the system. 
    The notion of false consciousness is another major element of system justification 
since, according to Jost’s definition, it is the “holding of false and inaccurate beliefs that 
are contrary to one’s own social interest and which thereby  contribute to the maintenance 
of the disadvantaged position of the self or the group.”7  In recent years, prolific 
theoretical and feminists studies have revived the investigation of false consciousness 
which began back in the nineteenth century. Supporters of feminist theories would like to 
explain why it is so difficult to stand up  against sexual and physical abuse, bring such 
relationships to an end, and stop self-blame for these actions. Empiric observations 
indicate that false consciousness must meet two, independent criteria. Firstly, the opinion 
or belief must be false and it should contrast the facts. Secondly, it must falsely reflect 

6T. JOST (2001). Outgroup favoritism and the theory of system justification: An experimental paradigm for 
investigating the effects of socioeconomic success on stereotype content. Moskowitz: Cognitive social 
psychology: The Princeton symposium on the legacy and future of social cognition, 89–102.

7JOST (1995). Negative illusions: Conceptual clarification and psychological evidence concerning false 
consciousness. Political Psychology, 16, 397-424.



people’s real social interests. 
    Jost and Banaji approached stereotyping from the point of view of false consciousness. 
Their results showed that groups in both advantaged and disadvantaged positions have 
beliefs with which they can justify  their role and status. Because the processes not only 
involve cognitive economy, but also self, group and social justification, I would like to 
clarify these three items. Before providing detailed explanations of the concepts, it  should 
be highlighted that for members of high-status groups the motivations of the 
aforementioned variants of justification are in harmony, while in the case of low-status 
groups motivations might be contradictory. 
    The most important goal of self-justification is to maintain a positive self-image, and it 
can be achieved by social comparison. In the case of self-justification, Lipmann (1922) 
stressed cognitive function, simplification, categorization, and their motivational 
backgrounds. In his opinion, people stereotype in order to justify their personal status and 
behavior to others. According to Katz and Braly (1935), stereotypes are rationalizations 
which maintain self-esteem and support self-interests. Allport (1958) claims that the most 
significant objective of stereotyping is to justify one’s behavior with relation to other 
social categories and their representatives. Based on Freud’s theory, it was assumed that 
the formation of stereotypes is a defense mechanism to find scapegoats. This idea saw 
heavy  criticism because it ignores the influence of the social environment on the 
individual and lacks sufficient empiric proof. Self-justification theory  is imperfect  for 
many reasons. Firstly, it fails to provide an explanation for negative self-stereotyping. 
Secondly, people often stereotype if there is no need to do so. Lastly, it fails to take into 
consideration the consensual nature of stereotypes. 
    If the given dimension lacks an objective means of measure, social comparison and 
group justification appear. For example, abilities or attitudes can be the subjects of 
comparison. The main function of comparison is to support a positive self-image; 
therefore, if the comparison is inconvenient, hostility  might emerge. Tajfel (1981) thought 
that stereotyping should be analyzed in the context of group interests and social identity. 
Stereotypes might justify the actions of one’s own group over outgroups, and in this case, 
their function is inter-group rationalization, whose purpose is to positively distinguish 
one’s own group from other groups. Conflict theory proposes that social groups must 
compete with each other, and therefore must form their stereotypes to justify their rivalry. 
People are motivated to maintain positive stereotypes about their group and negative ones 
about outgroups. Individuals might  also hold stereotypes about groups they have never 
come across, but other members of their group have. Triandis and his colleagues 
(TRIANDIS et al, 1967) found that nationality-related stereotypes are widely  spread in 
certain groups and cultures. Critics of the theory claim that the issue of why different 
groups form similar stereotypes was ignored; as was why  groups create negative 
stereotypes towards their own groups, that is to say, a false consciousness. 
    System justification refers to a psychological process which helps to maintain the 
present social order in spite of the obvious – financial, and psychological - disadvantaged 
position of certain individuals and groups. The theory rests on the assumption that people 
tend to cognitively  and ideologically  support the current establishment. Members of a 



low status group accept their inferior social position to the extent that  they accept the 
system as being legitimate. 
    Stereotypes also have justifying functions. Under certain circumstances, people want to 
justify  the status quo over an ingroup or outgroup member’s desire to justify a given 
situation. In accordance with social status, people attribute positive or negative qualities 
to themselves and others. System justification often occurs even when its consequences 
are clearly harmful. System justifications refers to a process by which certain existing 
social, political, economic, sexual or legal characteristics are accepted, explained and 
justified simply because they exist. Eagly and others (EAGLY, 1987; EAGLY, STEFFEN, 
1984, 1986; EAGLY, WOOD, 1982) suggest that an important reason why stereotypes 
develop is that there is a need for explaining the current division of labor. Most gender 
stereotypes are borne out of the allocation of social roles. According to Ross (ROSS, 
1977), people are inclined to underestimate to what extent the characteristics of power 
groups depend on social control. Jost indicates that system justification theory does not 
explain the appearance and support of every stereotype. Stereotypes have an ideological 
function and serve to justify the fact  that some groups exploit other communities. They 
are also used to explain poverty or powerlessness- or on the contrary- success of certain 
groups by making these differences natural and legitimate.
    Basted on the theory  of system justification theory it can be ascertained that people 
struggle to sustain the status quo, and for the sake of supporting present social order, they 
strive towards understanding each other, and creating a common reality (HARDIN, 
HIGGINS, 1996). People act this way in order to form, control, and maintain their social 
relations, and also to create a predictable environment for themselves. 
    I would like to expound on how and why  inequalities among social groups are 
maintained and, furthermore, how status ideologies (JOST, BANAJI, 1994; MAJOR, 
1994) explain actual differences between statuses of individuals and groups. “A status 
ideology is an integrated and shared system of social attitudes, beliefs, and values, or lay 
theory  that describes and explains existing status differences in society and the rules or 
standards necessary to be a person of value and status.”8  Status ideologies are seen as 
justifying beliefs for describing social structure, and they are descriptive and prohibiting. 
They  have various significant  psychological functions. For example, they serve as lay 
theories to help interpret  concepts, and also provide directives for improving one’s social 
status. Status ideologies are products of the local socio-cultural environment in which the 
individual exists.
    Differing cultures explain social heterogeneity  with various status ideologies. Some 
examples are the caste system in India, and the idea of meritocracy in the United States. 
Meritocracy  is an individualist status ideology which states that  social status is based on 
one’s merits and achievements (KLUEGEL, SMITH, 1986; MARKUS, LACHMAN, 
2002). Meritocracy’s most important implication is that it legitimizes status and therefore 
supports views which maintain unequal social structure (JOST, HUNYADI, 2002; 

8 Major, Brenda & Townsend, Sarah. (2009.) Perceiving and Reacting to Prejudice: Impact of Shared 
Attitudes and Beliefs about Status Inequality. Santa Barbara, CA: University of California. 



MAJOR, 1994). With this view, a person gets what she deserves and is responsible for the 
social status that she has. Acceptance of meritocracy in high-status groups goes hand in 
hand with an increased sense of authority  (MAJOR, 1994; O’BRIE, MAJOR, 2009). The 
more people accept meritocracy related attitudes the more members of low status groups 
are belittled and will often blame discrimination for their own disadvantaged position 
(KAISER, DYRENFORTH, HAGIWARA, 2006). There are three possible explanations 
for why members of low-status social groups accept the convictions which justify the 
status ideology. According to the first, people naturally accept  a given situation, because 
this is the way in which things should work (HEIDER, 1958). The second explanation 
indicates that high-status social groups have a financial stake in maintaining the status 
quo. Thirdly, it is also possible that people are motivated to believe in a just world. 
According to Jost (JOST, BANAJI, 1994), seeing the world as a legitimate place is a 
basic need people have. The belief that discrimination is responsible for social inequality 
is a support for low-status social groups, and thus it reduces the discomfort which 
injustice causes. 

2.2.4 Empirical research

    Based on empirical and analytical data, the Youth 20089  study and the Tárki European 
Social Report 200910  explored views on system justification and condemnation in 
Hungarian society. What follows is a brief discussion of the related findings from the two 
reports. 

2.2.4.1 Some details of the Youth 2008 report 

It is a commonly  held view among young people that it is not the standard of 
living which is the most problematic issue in Hungary, but rather the country’s economic 
situation. When compared to the financial situation in 2004, the direction and extent of 
change is dramatic. The credit  crunch, which started in 2008, greatly influenced the ways 
in which young people think. Political party affiliation influences the general social 
feeling of young people as well, which is well illustrated by the fact that voters of the 
right-wing opposition thought in more negative ways than supporters of the ruling left-
wing party. 
    Political socialization studies traditionally analyze society’s relation to democracy and 
autocracy. According to the report, 14% of young people think that, under certain 

9The Youth 2008 study was based on a sample of 8,076 respondents (from 15 to 29). Research findings can 
be compared to two absolutely similar studies from 2000 and 2004. The Ministry of Labor and Social 
Affairs ordered the Youth 2008 report, and published it in 2009.

10The study was conducted as part of a TARKI’s research project (Socio-cultural Conditions of Economic 
Growth). DonaDöme LTD, and Arago Corp. ordered the reports. The leader of the research was György 
István Tóth, and Tamás Keller was his assistant. Tárki Group conducted the research between 14 March 
2009, and 2 April 2009. (The research involved two samples of one thousand respondents.) The same 
methods were applied to both samples, though it is not true for the questionnaires.



circumstances, autocracy is better than democracy. One-third of young people claim that 
whether the current establishment is democratic or autocratic is of no relevance. Another 
14% of the respondents are unable to say which is more favorable11 . The present 
establishment is mainly criticized by children of poorly  educated parents, village 
dwellers, and skilled workers. Responses from graduates, residents of the capital city, and 
children of more educated parents are quite extreme. According to 55% of supporters of 
the current political and social setting, democracy is better than any other political 
system. However, supporters of the former socialist establishment are much more divided 
concerning the issue. The majority of young people feel that politicians are not interested 
in their opinions and they  believe firmly that local politicians pay even less attention to 
their views than members of parliament do. In the opinion of these young people, they 
feel that they do not have the chance to participate in public affairs, especially on a 
national scale. It is interesting, though, that the higher the education level of the 
respondents is, the more likely  they are to feel that  they can take part in public affairs12 
(57 percent of them are in the habit of being informed about public affairs13). 
    Generally  speaking, young people are not particularly interested in politics, and it is 
also true that they distrust certain political and civil institutions. Political parties and the 
parliament have the lowest trust index. Data illustrate well that four institutions are seen 
negatively, and six are seen positively. The reputation of the government deteriorated the 
most, but opinions about churches and the parliament did not improve either. In the wake 
of the financial crisis of 2008 attitudes toward banks and insurance companies also 
deteriorated. In 2004 the courts and the police were viewed positively, but nowadays the 
reputation of these institutions is low as well. On the contrary, young people think 
positively about mayors, the constitutional court, and the president14. 

Based on ten aspects of the issue, the Youth 2008 survey investigated which 
political setting (the current or the former, so-called Kádár, socialist order) young people 
considered to be more preferable. It is important to underline, however, that the 
respondents were between the ages of fifteen and twenty-nine, so the majority of them 
had not experienced life under the socialist regime. For this reason consideration of the 
respondents’ parents’ background was also relevant when considering conclusions on 
society’s opinion about the two political settings. The rate of uncertain respondents 
ranged between 15% and 20%, and they were mostly the youngest. Their parents are 
poorly educated and their understanding of politics and public affairs is quite limited. 
51% of Hungarian young people think that the present establishment is better than the 
previous political order, although, interestingly  enough, the socialist  era is clearly seen as 
more favorable in terms of public security and the standard of living. It  can be 

11Youth 2008 report Figure 63: Opinions on democracy and autocracy by age groups.

12Youth 2008 report Figure 68: The extent to which young people are able to participate in public affairs on 
local and national levels

13Youth 2008 report Figure 69: The extent to which politicians are interested in young people’s views

14Youth 2008 report Figure 72: Trust in the institutions of the republic



established, though, that life is thought to be better nowadays. At the price of numerous 
compromises, socialism offered relative security, and this quality  of the socialist era 
remains active in the collective memory of society15.

2.2.4.2 Some findings of TARKI’s European Social Report 2009 

    Trust in each other, and public institutions is a clear reflection of how the system is 
accepted or criticized. Lack of trust is the most evident criticism of a given system.
    When considering the general level of trust in a system it can be seen that the average 
person has the lowest level of trust  in those professions in which the highest level of trust 
should be maintained, for example, in journalists, politicians, and bankers. This issue is 
highly  relevant, because normal social conditions require that people trust social 
institutions. According to the results of a survey which was conducted in 2004 (European 
Commission 2004), institutions in Hungary are less trusted than in Western Europe. Trust 
in the press and trade unions is extremely  low, although trust in the administration of 
justice and EU institutions is higher than in other countries. The results of the Tárki 2009 
survey revealed, that on a ten-point scale where the median is five, only the MTA’s 
(Hungarian Academy of Sciences) trust index was higher (6.2), but all the others 
produced values below five. Respondents consider politicians the least trustworthy  (2-3), 
and the trust  index of the press and trade unions ranged between 3.5 and 4. Research 
findings also show that people trust the State Audit Office of Hungary and the National 
Bank more. Distrust in institutions significantly has increased in the past decades and is 
not stagnating16. 
    A quarter of Hungarians believe that most people can be trusted, while three-quarters 
think that one can never be too careful. Trust  levels are the highest in Scandinavian 
countries, but are much lower in post-communist states. It can be concluded that the level 
of trust is lower in Hungary  than in Western countries and this level of trust extends to 
institutions17 as well. It is worth noting, however, that, compared to other post-socialists 
countries, Hungarians trust other people the most. At the same time, compared to the 
population of post-communist countries, Hungarians express the least trust towards 

15Youth 2008 report Figure 62: Comparison of the current political setting and the socialist era

16TARKI’s European Social Report 2009. István Tóth György: Bizalomhiány, normazavarok, 
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társadalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest,  2009. Figure 6.  Trust in 
institutions and public actors in Hungary, 2009: 1. Hungarian Academy of Sciences,  2.  State Audit Office of 
Hungary, 3. The police, 4. Hungarian National Bank, 5. National Office of Public Finance, 6. Hungarian 
Legal System, 7.  Trade Unions, 8. Hungarian Press, 9. The Parliament, 10. Opposition,  11- Politicians, 12. 
Government

17TARKI’S European Social Report 2009. Tóth István György: Bizalomhiány, normazavarok, 
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társadalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest,  2009. Table 2.Generalized 
trust, trust in members of society, and trust in institutions in Europe at the end of the 90s and around 2005. 
Source: Based on the European Values Study 1999-2000, Schaik, 2002, calculations based on the 4th and 
5th waves of WVS



institutions in Europe. According to the Economics and Culture 2009 survey, seven out of 
ten Hungarians trust the majority of their neighbors, colleagues, and distant relatives. 
56% of Hungarians are distrustful. It can be stated that the socio-financial status of the 
respondents greatly influences their level of distrust. Well-educated people trust others 
more (54%), while less-educated citizens trust others less (38%). The percentage of 
people who trust others improves as financial well-being increases. Trust in strangers 
depends on the information one has about other individuals and groups. Respondents see 
every  second person as trustworthy18,19. As research findings reveal, the elderly are 
trusted more than young people, the rich significantly less than the poor, and atheists are 
trusted less than religious people. The educated are also not as trusted as the uneducated, 
but graduates trust other people more. The lack of trust might be both the cause and the 
result of the poor level of socialization in Hungary. Compared to other countries, 
Hungarians rarely meet friends, and their willingness to help other people is very low. 
    The fact that  Hungarians place little trust in institutions can be tied to their general 
view that these institutions are riddled with corruption. Society  considers all institutions 
in the research corrupt. Corruption was measured on a five-point  scale, where 1 meant 
“not corrupt”, and 5 meant “totally corrupt”. The values of the corruption index usually 
ranged from 3 to 4. Political parties and business life received the worse results (4.1-4.2), 
and opinions on the parliament, the government, and the media were also negative 
(3.6-3.8). Local governments, health care, the police and courts produced a value of 
3.1-3.2. Respondents were also asked to tell which spheres of society  they see as the most 
corrupt. In first  place were political parties (36%). According to 8% of respondents, the 
parliament is the most corrupt, and 6% of citizens questioned considered the government 
to be the most corrupt institution. These results reflect the opinions of half of the 
population, while 30% of the other half emphasized the corruption of business life. 
Remaining responds refer to the corruption of the police, health care, local governments, 
the media, and the courts.20 
    72% of the adult population completely agrees that income disparity is a major 
problem in Hungary. 64% of Hungarians disagree that income inequality is required for 
economic growth. The rate of people who agree with this idea increases with age (67% of 
those under the age of thirty-five, 79% of those over the age of sixty-five), and decreases 

18TARKI’s European Social Report 2009. TÓTH ISTVÁN GYÖRGY: Bizalomhiány, normazavarok, 
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társadalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest, 2009. Figure 4. The radius 
of trust in Hungarian society. Source: TARKI’s Culture of Economics 2009 survey

19TARKI’s European Social Report 2009. TÓTH ISTVÁN GYÖRGY: Bizalomhiány, normazavarok, 
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társadalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest, 2009. Figure 5: In whom we 
trust? and In whom we do not trust? Source: TARKI’s Culture of Economics 2009 survey

20TARKI’s European Social Report 2009. TÓTH ISTVÁN GYÖRGY: Bizalom-hiány, normazavarok, 
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társa-dalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest,  2009 Figure 12. Perception 
of institutions in light of corruption: to what extent corruption infects the below institutions in Hungary. 
Source: TARKI’s Culture of Economics 2009 survey.



as the level of education increases (76% of those with an elementary level education, and 
59% percent among graduates). It is lower among high earners, and it decreases among 
those who expect a solid financial background in ten years time, as well as among those 
people whose income level is rising21 . Results of the survey indicate that the drive for 
income equality declines if it comes at a price. In other words, if respondents are 
reminded of the fact that greater equality might come as the result of holding back 
individual performance, income equality becomes a less favorable idea. Generally 
speaking, subjects of the survey support redistribution if it  is possible for them to be 
among potential gainers. This way of thinking is typical of unemployed and low-earner 
respondents. Women are more in favor of reducing inequality in society. 

2.3 Causes of crime and goals of punishment

2.3.1 Categorization of the causes of crime 

    It is a well-known fact that this issue has occupied human minds for centuries, and 
various theories were formulated as thinkers sought a plausible explanation for the causes 
of crime. From a scientific point of view, these theories can be approached from 
numerous angles. In my book, How do Students of Law think about Law?22, many 
hypotheses are discussed in detail, and thus only  a few main thoughts are reproduced 
here. 
    Earlier, most scientific theories aimed at tracing crime back to one single cause, and 
therefore these theories can be seen as mono-casual. Later, the flaws of this approach 
were recognized as it  became clear that the reason behind committing a crime could not 
have a single cause, but must have many. Because of this, multi-factorial theories were 
born. It is also important to underline the fact that scientific theories merely  focused on 
identifying the causes of crime, and did not  differentiate between types of crime and 
types of criminals. However, it is only possible to identify the causes of crime by 
investigating the nature of crime or crime groups. 
    The theories in question fall into two categories.
    a) Criminal biological and criminal psychological explanations which place crime in 
the framework of the individual’s bodily abilities, mental state, and personality.
    b) Sociological theories which explore crime in the framework of social phenomena 
and social environmental factors. 

21TÁRKI European Social Report 2009. ISTVÁN, GYÖRGY TÓTH: Bizalom-hiány, normazavarok,     
igazságtalanságérzet és paternalizmus a magyar társa-dalom értékszerkezetében; Closing report of the 
Socio-cultural conditions of Hungarian Economic Growth research. Budapest, 2009. Figure 16. “Income 
inequality is a major problem in Hungary nowadays”-Percentage of those in absolute agreement with this 
statement in light of their financial status. Source: TARKI’s Culture of Economics 2009 survey.
22Figure 3 and 4 in the How do Students of Law think about Law? book show historical and contemporary 
theories on criminals and crime (KELEMEN, 2008: 209-211).



2.3.2 Goals of punishment

    During the development of scientific thinking, two objectives of punishment were 
formulated; namely retribution and prevention (NAGY, 2008: 258). Some theories see 
only retribution or prevention, or the combination of these as the goal of punishment and 
therefore in accordance with the concept of an objective we differentiate between 
absolute, relative, and mixed theories. It should be pointed out that it is not possible to 
draw conclusions concerning the strictness of sanctioning in light of the objectives of 
punishment. In order to be effective, extremely severe punishment can be used, but it is 
also possible to apply humane punishment based on the principle of retribution 
(HORVÁTH, 1981:105).

2.3.2.1 Absolute theories of punishment

According to absolute theories, the objective of punishment is just  retribution, in 
other words, equalization of the illegitimate act, and restoration of justice. To put it 
differently, one punishes because somebody committed a crime (punitur, quia peccatum 
est) (GYÖRGYI, 1984: 178). Overall, punishment does not serve additional purposes, 
because it carries its purpose (poena, absoluta ab effectu). 
    Pythagoras, the first major thinker who dealt  with the absolute punishment theory, 
proposed that proportion should be based on numeric equality, which is practically the 
talio (an eye for an eye) principle. However, ancient Greeks philosophers, most 
importantly Aristotle, understood the concept differently. His famous principle of 
distributive justice puts forth that punishment should always be proportional, based on 
the gravity  of the crime, and must be independent of the individual. In his view, pure talio 
is unjust since the criminal should suffer more than the victim. Furthermore, later theories 
suggest that justice does not always require proportional retribution, because mercy or 
cancellation of punishment fit the concept of justice (HORVÁTH, 1981: 91-93). Kant, 
one of the most influential philosophers of all time, put forward that punishment is not 
justified by the greater good, but only  the wrong-doer’s crime. Therefore, only pure (in 
this sense metaphysical), and purposeless (the human herself is the purpose) retribution 
can assure that criminal law treats individuals with dignity (NAGY, 2008: 259). In Kant’s 
words, “Even if a civil society were to be dissolved by the consent of all of its members 
(e.g., if a people inhabiting an island decided to separate and disperse throughout the 
world), the last  murderer remaining in prison would first have to be executed, so that 
each has done to her what her deeds deserve…” (KANT, 1991: 440)

2.3.2.2 Relative (utilitarian) theories of punishment

These theories see the objective of punishment in the frame of utilitarianism, in 
other words they  stress prevention. According to the relative theories of punishment, it is 
necessary  to prevent further crimes (punitur, ne peccetur) (GYÖRGYI, 1984: 178). In 
this sense, punishment is not an end in itself, but rather an instrument of prevention 



(poeana relata as effectum) which also influences the determination of its extent. 
The tradition of relative punishment theories also finds its roots in Greek 

philosophy. Its central concept  was proposed by the sophist Pythagoras. In his view, 
criminals should not be punished because a crime was committed, but rather to prevent 
illegitimate acts in the future (HORVÁTH, 1981). Beccaria believed that the objective of 
punishment cannot solely  be in favor of an abstract concept (justice). In his opinion, it is 
“better to prevent crimes than punish them.” (BECCARIA, 1967: 68). On the strengths of 
his suggestions his follower, Bentham, formulated that the goal of punishment was to 
control the actions of criminals and other people. According to his utilitarian approach, 
punishment, as a correctional tool, can put  a criminal back on the right track, or deprive 
such persons from the possibility of committing crimes in the future. For other people, 
punishment is exemplary  because it actually deters citizens from committing crime. 
Overall, it is also proposed that  the compensation a victim receives is marginal, since it 
cannot be the main objective of punishment (HORVÁTH, 1981: 68).

The concept of general prevention, as part of the relative theory of punishment, 
puts forward the idea that the main goal of punishment is to prevent people from 
becoming criminals. Prevention, as a negative entity, however involves deterrence as 
well. According to Anselm Feuerbach’s theory of psychological constraint, all crime is 
based on a psychological desire which humans want to satisfy even if criminal actions are 
involved. The cause of this desire, however, can be neutralized if the criminal knows that 
those actions, which aim to satisfy the desire, entail worse consequences than the 
frustration the unsatisfied desire causes (HORVÁTH 1981: 70-71). Although Beccaria 
claimed that the most  effective deterrent of crime is not the cruelty of punishment, but its 
inevitability (NAGY, 2008: 261), the gravity of punishment in view might be significant. 
Law-abiding behavior and social integration can be seen as the positive aspect of general 
crime prevention as they help to strengthen moral inhibitions.

Special prevention is another aspect of the theory, which considers the objective 
of punishment to be preventing the criminal from committing crime in the first  place. 
Practically speaking, it sees prevention as an instrument for deterring the casual criminal 
from illegitimate behavior, and thus makes incorrigible criminals harmless, and corrects 
those who are capable of being corrected. Criminals can be made harmless either by 
isolation, or physical destruction (NAGY, 2008: 260, 266).

2.3.2.3 Unifying theories

    In reaction to the one-sided nature of absolute and relative theories, unifying 
hypotheses propose that punishment should not have only one objective. Such theories 
suggest that there is not a sole explanation for crime, and therefore it is not possible to 
highlight a single cause for it (HORVÁTH, 1981: 134).
    There are theories of punishment which state that it  is possible to reach certain 
utilitarian goals in the case of just punishment. According to one approach (WIRTH, 
1842: 319-325, ARMSTRONG, 1971: 35), the objective of utility  (deterrence or 
correction) can only prevail at the helm of retribution. For example, in those cases where 



the outcome of retribution would be more disadvantageous then beneficial, it should be 
ignored (BELING, 1908: 135). From another point of view (BERNER, 1857: 29-34), the 
level of justice a punishment entails is absolutely determined. This means that deterrence 
and retribution have an important role when punishment is given. In Hall’s opinion, a 
criminal’s traits can lessen punishment, but can also aggravate it (HALL, 1972 53; 
HORVÁTH, 1981: 60-65). 

It is widely accepted that the relationship of certain objectives might be antonymic 
(NAGY, 2008: 267). First and foremost, retribution and utility might have a contrasting 
relationship  during the process of sanctioning. Retribution may be necessary when 
prevention is not, and prevention might be needed when retribution is out of the question 
(BELING, 1908: 135). General and special prevention might also be contrasting, since 
being able to influence members of society, and specifically certain criminals, might 
require different factors to be taken into consideration. According to Hippel, the hierarchy 
of objectives, in other words which goal is more important, should be the determining 
factor (HIPPEL, 1907: 266). Legal literature clearly proposes that the conflict of the 
objectives of punishment should be accepted since this is the only way for criminal law to 
react to the various types of criminals and crimes (HORVÁTH, 1981: 93-94, 136).
    The dialectic unifying theory (ROXIN, 1966: 378) aims at  harmonizing the objectives 
of punishment by stressing their differences. From the point of view of an objective, 
during the phase of threatening, the nature of penalty actions is generally preventive. 
Sanctioning has preventive elements too, but its most important objective is to protect a 
legitimate order. Implementation of punishment, however, should always focus on special 
prevention (NAGY, 2008: 263-264). 

2.3.3 Determining the causes of crime in the frame of empiric research

In 2007, I presented one hundred university  students with a questionnaire concerning 
the causes of crime (KELEMEN, 2008: 84-87). Analysis of the responses provided the 
following list. The causes of crime are worded in accordance with everyday speech. 

1. problematic childhood, early family problems
2. mental (psychological) disorder, identity crisis
3. poverty, poor standard of living
4. revenge, jealousy, sudden anger
5. socialization problems
6. aggression, violent temper
7. greed, desire for wealth
8. drinking problems, drugs, other addictions
9. lack of social stability, inequality
10. lack of responsibility, lack of motivation
11. negative influence of other group members
12. mass communication, frequent presentation of violence in media

These causes are in harmony with contemporary theories on crime and criminal 



behavior. According to such theories, the above causes of behavior patterns fall into two 
categories, which are criminal biological and criminal psychological causes, and 
sociological causes. 

One biological cause could be the XYY syndrome (BRENNAN, MEDNICK, quoted 
by KELEMEN, 2008: 18). Studies of behavior patterns of twins and adopted children 
showed results which underpin this idea (CHRISITANSEN, MEDNICK, quoted by 
KELEMEN, 2009: 18). The relation of intelligence and crime also strengthens the 
relevance of the XYY syndrome regarding criminal behavior. (HIRSCHI, 
HINDENLANG, quoted by KELEMEN, 2009: 211). 

Psychological theories suggest that the causes of crime might be, for example, mental 
disorder, antisocial personality, and abnormal thinking patterns (S. YOCHELSON and 
S.SAMENOW, quoted by KELEMEN, 2009: 211).

Through the examination of a wide range of sociological theories the most telling 
causes of crime can be determined (KELEMEN, 2009: 24-35). As was already 
mentioned, social inequality is one example, but it should be pointed out that other 
related theories, such as the theory of repetitive victimization (FARELL, quoted by 
KELEMEN, 2009: 211), the theory of individual and social control (REISS, quoted by 
KELEMEN, 2009: 33), and the social bond theory  (HIRSCHI, quoted by KELEMEN, 
2009:33; RÁCZ, 1989) also offer relevant  data for the understanding of the causes of 
crime.

In 2007, 250 university students were asked to rank the causes of crime (KELEMEN, 
2009: 170). This study took place, once again, within the framework of other research 
that was based on the national representative, and lawyer sample23. Highlighting the 
causes of crime in the text, and the filtering out of similarities and occurrences by means 
of the SPSS method is known as context analysis. Context analysis, as a qualitative 
research method, has an immense literary background. 

2.4 Plaintiff-victim

As the intent of the study is to show to what extent respondents are afraid24 of falling 
victim to crime, the following section offers a brief introduction into the role the 

23See K.14. (In the following, “K” refers to the given item of the questionnaire.)

24See K.15



plaintiff25  plays in penal law and other branches of criminal sciences. In addition, I will 
present the findings of some more recent domestic surveys which focused on the issue of 
real victimization and a reflection on crime; in other words, to what extent people are 
aware of and anxious about crime. 

2.4.1 The plaintiff of a crime – A historical overview

From a historical point of view, it can be concluded that the role of the plaintiff 
has been in constant flux. In earlier times, the responsibility for the settling of conflicts 
and subsequent retaliation fell on the individual, and the most general way of restoring 
justice was through vengeance (IRK, 1928: 20; KISS, 1997:12). The plaintiff’s tribe, 
family or clan carried out punishment since they were entitled to do so, and it was their 
responsibility to take revenge on the wrong-doer (KÁDÁR, KÁLMÁN, 1966:40,41; 
GÖRGÉNYI, 1993:233). 

25Basic terminology: Passive subject – Plaintiff – Victim
    1. Passive Subject

The science of substantive criminal law touches upon the concept of the passive subject. With respect to 
a given statutory definition, the passive subject is the person whom the misconduct affects or is directed 
towards. In most cases, the passive subject can be anyone; however, there are certain crimes (for 
example, violence against officials) when only persons with specific characteristics or qualities can be 
seen as passive subjects.  The prevailing approach to the issue suggests that only natural persons can be 
passive subjects (BÓCZ, 2007: 117). Some experts, in contrast, propose that legal, natural, and 
composite persons can be passive subjects (GÖRGÉNYI, 2001: 19).

    2. The plaintiff
    As the Act XIX of 1998 on Criminal Proceedings (Section 51/1) formulates, “the victim is the party 

whose right or lawful interest has been violated or jeopardized by the criminal offence.” According to 
legal literature, not all crimes have plaintiffs; such as those which solely threaten the interests of the 
state or society (tax evasion, infidelity or drug abuse). According to the law literature, a plaintiff can 
exist not only when the crime infringes upon the interests of one or more natural or legal persons or 
groups (even when the exact number of the group is undefined) through theft or Ponzi schemes, but a 
plaintiff can also exist when the crime infringes upon a larger, indefinable group (social subversion, 
pollution). (KIRÁLY, 2001: 175, 176).

    It also suggests that the victim of a given crime and the passive subject of the given case are usually one 
in the same (NAGY, 2008: 107), and therefore in the case of some crimes, the passive subject is the 
plaintiff too. It is also true, however, that in other cases these concepts deviate from each other. In 
Ferenc Nagy’s view, the passive subject of fraud is that person whom the criminal offender deceives, 
while the victim is the person to whom the harm is done (NAGY, 2008: 107).

    3. Victim
    Since the enactment of the Act CXXXV of 2005 on Crime Victim Support, the Hungarian legal system 

has differentiated between the concepts of plaintiff and victim. The latter is a broader category,  because, 
according to the Act (Section 1/1), the concept of the victim includes the plaintiff of the crime, and that 
natural person who,  as a direct consequence of the criminal act, suffered serious physical or mental 
harm, emotional trauma or property damage. 

    According to the ministerial explanation of the first paragraph of the Act, direct consequence in the case 
of another person than the plaintiff can be established if her detriment has a strong temporal, 
dimensional, and cause-effect relation to the crime. Mental harm in this case is defined as a chronic 
sense of fear and anxiety the victim experiences as the consequence of the crime. Emotional trauma 
refers to psychological disorders the victim suffers from as the consequence of a violent criminal act. 
For example, in the case of a murder, the eye witness can be a victim too, since she is mentally harmed. 
The same is true of a close relative of the plaintiff who, when learning the news, becomes a subject of 
an emotional trauma (BÓCZ, 2007: 116; LIGETI, 2006: 618).



Later, the necessity of restraining vengeance in penal procedures became the 
central concept of legal thinking (FINKEY, 1902: 34). In order to do so the central power 
– based on the principle of talio - exercised control over the legitimacy of vengeance. 
Compensation was introduced to legal procedures that, in other words, provided for the 
possibility of some kind of indemnification in return for abstaining from vengeance. As a 
next step, the acceptance of compensation for reckless actions, and later for all harmful 
criminal acts, became obligatory. This meant that the plaintiff was no longer allowed to 
take revenge, and she would also share the sum of the compensation with the ruling 
power (KÁDÁR, KÁLMÁN, 1966: 42, 46). 

Eventually, apart  from the prohibition of private vengeance, the state forbade 
compensation too, and as a result, punishment became the sole monopoly of the 
governing establishment. To put it differently, what was once a private issue became a 
public affair (KIRÁLY, 1988: 730, 732). In consideration of the fact that maintaining 
peace was the ruler’s responsibility, actions which violated personal interests were seen 
as attacks against public interests. In this sense, violation of communal interests was the 
basis of criminal liability  (BÁRD, 1984: 21). Violation of personal interests was therefore 
understood to be a violation of social order. Sanctioning no longer took aim at 
compensating the individual but gradually turned into confiscation of possessions, 
because harming a vassal was seen as harming the lord himself (FINKEY, 1902: 40). 
Some elements of the era of private jurisdiction, such as the plaintiff’s right to make an 
accusation or the right for her or her relatives to carry  out a sentence, prevailed (KÁDÁR, 
KÁLMÁN: 1966: 43, 45). 

The history  of Roman law illustrates the above development well (FÖLDI, 
HAMZA, 1996); since Roman legislation differentiates between private offenses 
(delictum; for example, theft) and public offenses (crimen; for example, capital treason, 
and later murder) (KÁDÁR, KÁLMÁN, 1966: 50). The most significant difference 
between the two categories can be seen in the case of private misdemeanors, because 
only the plaintiff was entitled to initiate a lawsuit, and she was entitled to the fine that 
could be greater in value than the value of the damages. On the contrary, in the case of 
public crimes, lawsuits were initiated by  a public entity  and compensation (first monetary 
and later the confiscation of possessions) were paid to the state. During the imperial era, 
the so-called institution of crimina extraordinaria was introduced, which meant that the 
judgment of certain private illegal actions would be made public (burglary, pick-
pocketing); therefore, making this judgment more severe (FINKEY, 1902: 36, 37).

2.4.2 Scientific knowledge
    

In accordance with the investigated topic, to some extent at least, almost all 
branches of criminal science have touched upon the subject of victimization. The central 
issue of criminal study shifted as time passed, and while in the 18th century  crime itself 
was the focus, in the 19th century attention was drawn to the criminal, and by the 20th 
century the victim became the focal point of scientific investigations (FEHÉR, 1997: 3). 
Though the end of the 19th century already saw some work concerning victimization 



(GÖRGÉNYI, 1993: 233, 234), real scientific investigation into victims of crime or 
“victimology” and the appearance of this field of study  did not occur until the years 
following World War II.
    Several reasons can be cited for the increase in concern for victimology: the 
development of the provider state; higher protection of human rights and consideration 
for human dignity; and furthermore, the recognition that  the victim’s willingness to seek 
prosecution has a marked influence on how justice is carried out. The study  of 
victimization deals with the following issues.

- The role of the victim of the crime, her relation to the perpetrator, and the 
prevention of victimization (FEHÉR, 1992: 3)

- The issue of compensation in light of substantive criminal law, paying special 
attention to sanctioning (and to the lack of sanctioning) (GÖRGÉNYI, 2006: 
235)

- The victim’s legal situation in the criminal procedure
- Social support for the victim, and if the criminal does not provide 

compensation, the issue of state indemnification (GÖRGÉNYI, 2006: 276, 
277)

2.4.3 Domestic criminal statistical data and empirical research

Since it is not the intent here to conduct a legal analysis, in the presentation of 
statistical data and empirical research the terms plaintiff and victim are used 
interchangeably. 

2.4.3.1 Criminal statistical data

According to the data of the Unified System of Criminal Statistics of the 
Investigative Authorities and of Public Prosecution, 214,000-230,000 natural persons fell 
victim to crime between 2005 and 2009. The number of financial crimes committed 
against organizations ranged between 65,000 and 76,00026  In contrast  to general public 
opinion, it can be established that younger adult citizens are more exposed to illegal 
actions, since the ratio of victimization among people over sixty is 30% lower than that of 
the total population27. Minors suffer from twice the amount of violent crime (especially 
theft) than the rest of the population28. 
 
2.4.3.2.1 Empirical research
    

In recent times much domestic empirical research has been carried out in which data 

26 Retrieved from http://crimestat.b-m.hu

27Retrieved from: http://crimestat.b-m.hu (pdf.file , 34)

28Retrieved from http://crimestat.b-m.hu (pdf file ,39-40)

http://crimestat.b-m.hu/
http://crimestat.b-m.hu/
http://crimestat.b-m.hu/
http://crimestat.b-m.hu/


concerning the following issues was collected and analyzed: 
- real victimization (survey used the so-called victim questionnaire)
- reflection on crime, in other words, being familiar with crime and being afraid 

of crime 
I will turn my attention to the most significant findings of this research, paying special 
attention to that  which is relevant to the present study, and that which can serve as the 
basis for comparing results or can be used as a guideline. 

2.4.3.2.1 United Nations Survey (2000)29

Victimization

During the five-year period preceding the survey, 67% of the respondents reported 
falling victim to crime, and 46% of them initiated legal proceedings. The ratio of 
victimization for each crime differs from crime to crime, and stands at 14% in the case of 
car theft (among car owners), 36% in the case of stealing from a car, 30% in the case of 
damage having been done to a car, 10% in the case of burglary (an additional 8% for 
attempted burglary), and 1.8% in the case of robbery. 75% of those victims whose cars 
were damaged pressed charges, while the ratio of prosecution was 41% among those 
whose property was stolen from the car, and 95% of the victims whose cars were stolen 
took legal steps. In the case of burglary, the ratio of prosecution was 80%30; however, 
interestingly enough, three-quarters of robberies were not reported at all (KERTÉSZ, 
2000: 75-79). 

Reflection on crime

Presumably, respondents were very much interested in crime, as 66% of them 
talked about it  with friends or in their families during the two weeks preceding the 
survey. Participants with a higher education and higher income consider their 
environment safer, and this is obviously true because their objective standard of living is 
more favorable. 49% of respondents believe that the police force, for the most part, 
performs its duties well, and a significant number of participants (29%) think that it 
performs these duties poorly (KERTÉSZ, 2000: 90-93).

2.4.3.2.2 OBT (1997)31

29It was conducted in Budapest (2000), and was based on 1513 phone interviews. (KERTÉSZ, 2000)

30KERTÉSZ (2000: 76-77)

31It was done on the commission of The National Committee of Crime Prevention, in the National Institute of 
Criminology in 1997. The survey was based on a national sample of 1000 participants over the age of 18. 
Data collection involved personal interviews. See KÓ (1998::9) 



Victimization

41.7% of respondents had experienced victimization in their life; 16.4% of them 
reported falling victim to crime once; 16.6% two to four times; and 8.8% of them more 
than five times. 33.1% percent of participants experienced victimization once, and 17.2% 
of them twice, in the past five years. The majority of respondents were victims of 
property  crime. A greater percentage of men fell victim to crime and they were also more 
likely to fall victim to crime multiple times. The level of participants’ education also 
determines their potential risk of victimization, since only 39% of graduates had not been 
victimized, while this rate stands at 77.3% in the case of those who finished primary 
school. According to researchers this phenomenon can be explained as the result  of a 
better financial status, a differing sense of the law, and a better memory. It is interesting 
that victimization threatens members of four-person families the least, while those who 
live alone, those who do not have children and members of big families are threatened by 
it more (KÓ, 1998: 28, 29, 34).  

Anxiety about crime

In response to an open ended question asking respondents to comment on the 
country’s biggest problem, most of the participants cited economic problems, poverty, 
and unemployment (14-20%). Compared to the aforementioned issues, respondents 
mentioned crime less (4.8%). Typically males who live in Budapest and have a solid 
financial background considered crime to be the most pressing issue. 55.2% of 
respondents thought that public security is bad or very bad, while 37% of them saw it as 
average. The data derived from the opinions of the population concerning crime shows 
that people considered the crime rate to be higher than the factual data shows it to be. 
According to 70% of participants, public security  has deteriorated or significantly 
worsened in the past five years, and the bigger the place of residence where an individual 
lives, the more she considers public security worse than it  was before. Compared to the 
average opinions, responses of graduates reveal more negative views. Five or more than 
five felonies were committed in the surroundings of many  of those who reported that 
public security worsened or significantly worsened. 16.5% of respondents are anxious 
about crime even in daylight and near their home. They are usually  religious, elderly 
ladies who live alone in a bigger settlement. After dark, 40% of participants fear crime 
taking place near their home, and this group  includes women benefiting from a better 
financial status too. Those who are anxious about crime in daylight estimated that the 
number of committed felonies was high. Half of the participants reported that there were 
certain places in their place of residence where they do not like staying after dark because 
they  are afraid of crime. On the other hand, only 14.3% of respondents believed that real 
victimization was likely or very likely to happen. It seems to be contradictory that  73% of 
them agreed with the statement that crime threatens everyone and nobody is safe from it 
(KÓ, 1998: 21-46).



2.4.3.2.3 The OKRI research (2003)32 

Victimization

The survey revealed that  4,064 of the 10,000 participants experienced 
victimization one or more times in their lives, and 3,326 respondents have fallen victim to 
crime in the past five and a half years (8,991 times), and 1,205 persons fell victim to 
crime in the previous year. According to research findings – which are different from the 
official statistical data – the proportion of victimization does not significantly  differ 
between men and women. Probably  because of their more active lifestyle, victimization 
occurs more frequently among young people (between the ages of 18 and 39) than among 
individuals over the age of 60. People are more qualified in the group of victims; for 
example, 20% of them are graduates, while this ratio is 14% among all of the 
respondents. The financial status of victims is more favorable, which probably correlates 
strongly with the fact that the majority of crime in question was related to property. The 
number of persons who had already been suspects or were more often convicted is twice 
as much among victims of crime (IRK, 2004: 15, 16; BARABÁS, 2004: 164-166). 

2.4.3.2.4 The OBMB-research (2008)33

Victimization

More than two-thirds (69.3%) of those minors who were convicted by  a court 
experienced victimization. The ratio of victims among convicts is significantly higher 
than it is among the total population of minors. It is also important to note that the ratio of 
victims of investigated violent crime exceeded fifty percent (56.3%) of the respondents. 
Not only is the ratio of victims of violent crime higher among those convicted of crime 
when compared to all respondents in the same age group, but the occurrence of severe 
violence is more frequent among them too. Experts in the field believe that such a high 
rate of victimization might take its source in an environment which is interwoven with 
crime and violence, and where a given violent act and victimization emerge hand in hand. 
This means that the “role” a person plays in such situations is randomly assigned. The 
number of those cases where victimization occurs differs greatly  with respect to different 
types of crime. Physical assault, robbery, and theft are characteristic of single-
victimization, while exclusion and ethnic violence are characteristic of multiple-
victimization. However, the ratio of multiple-victimization is not low either in the case of 

32 It was conducted in 2003. The survey was based on a national sample. Data collection involved 
interviews and questionnaires which participants filled out themselves. KÖ (2004:45) 

33Respondents (minors) were convicted in Hungary in 2007. The research was conducted in 2008, and 
survey methodology was partly based on questionnaires which participants filled out themselves. 
SCHMIDT (2009:18-25) 



single-victimization-related illegal acts (robbery, assault, and theft) (VÉGVÁRI, 2009: 
60-72).

Appendix 4 is dedicated to the clear-cut presentation of findings of empirical 
research on victimization
    
2.5 Is capital punishment justified or unjustified?

Since my study explores opinions regarding capital punishment, the evaluation of 
responses to the questionnaire requires a brief summary of the most significant  aspects of 
this legal institution. The introduction of related legal regulations and scientific views is 
particularly important, because the way in which the majority of criminal lawyers and the 
majority  of society  think about the issue differs greatly. In 1977, an analysis of legal 
knowledge revealed that 2% of the respondents (blue-collar workers) would accept the 
abolishment of capital punishment, while 78% of them would add torture to the process34.

Based on the thousand-year-old legal history of capital punishment and the vast 
amount of scientific work related to the subject, the following section explores the 
arguments for and against capital punishment, which can be grouped in the follow way: 

- the objective of the punishment
- human rights and limits of state power concerning punishment
- cases without redress, abuse and economic aspects

Appendix 5 offers a detailed introduction into domestic legal regulations concerning 
the death penalty. 

2.5.1 The objective of the punishment

In order to either justify the use of capital punishment or its abolishment, 
reference is often made to whether this severe form of penalty  assures that objectives of 
the punishment are met. 

2.5.1.1 Retribution
    

According to some supporters, the death penalty is needed because it is the only 
punishment which is proportionate to the action committed. The principle of talio 
(FÖLDI, HAMZA, 1996) clearly favors it (HELLER, 1945: 262), as examples from legal 
history show. In contrast to this view, it can be established that proportional retribution – 
if it is accepted as one of the objectives of punishment – nowadays is not equivalent to 
the talio principle of a life for a life. 

2.5.1.2 General prevention

34ANDRÁS S., MÁRIA SZ., PÉTER M. (1977.) Vizsgálat a fizikai dolgozók jogtudatáról. Budapest: MTA-
ÁJI.



Those in favor of capital punishment frequently  refer to criminal statistical data to 
support their view; for example, it is often mentioned that the number of murders rose 
after the abolishment of the death penalty  (1.5 times in Hungary)35. However, it should be 
noted that this phenomenon is not necessarily  the result of the abolishment of capital 
punishment, but rather it can be seen as a consequence of the dramatic social change that 
the fall of the communist regime brought forth. The fact that crime was on the rise in the 
early 90s substantiates the plausibility of this explanation. It is also true that crime 
increased more than it did earlier, even in the case of those illegal acts for which the 
death penalty was a possible punishment36. 

Those who oppose the death penalty suggest  that there is no proof that capital 
punishment has a deterrent effect, and could have kept someone from committing a 
felony. Opponents usually  refer to the public execution of a pickpocket in London in the 
18th century, whose comrades took advantage of the situation, namely that the attraction 
caught the attention of the crowd, and mugged onlookers (FAYER, 1905: 159-160). 
Supporters of capital punishment, however, claim that the above example would only 
refute the deterrent effect of the death penalty if one knew whether other public events, 
such as performing travelling circuses, or fairs involved greater criminal activity. It is 
important to note here that  justification of penal sanctions is based on the assumed and 
not the real deterrent effect. 

Many raise objections to capital punishment because, in their opinion, some 
murderers do not think or act rationally. This includes, for example, abnormal offenders 
(IRK, 1928: 246) or those who commit  voluntary manslaughter. In addition, there will 
always be people who will not be concerned with the severe consequences of a given 
felony, because legal sanctions are irrelevant to them. To put it differently, in the case of 
extremely determined individuals, the death penalty is rather a relief than a punishment, 
since these people hope to be remembered as martyrs and see capital punishment as an 
instrument for achieving their goal. The fact, however, that  such people exist has nothing 
to do with the legitimization of capital punishment with regard to deterrence. In order to 
justify  the death penalty from this point of view, it  should be proven that murderers never 
take the consequences of their actions into account. It should also be confirmed that there 
are no individuals among potential criminals who would commit crimes against the state 
and who value life more than overthrowing the hated establishment. With respect to the 
above, it is sufficient to assume that the death penalty can be justified because it 
sometimes has a deterrent effect, and there are many whom this form of punishment 
keeps away  from crime (HELLER, 1945: 263). The real objective of capital punishment – 
and punishment on the whole – is not the termination of crime, but the reduction of 

35While the number of voluntary manslaughters was between 190 and 237 in the period from 1975 to 1990, 
in 1991 and 1992 this number rose to 307, and it was between 271 and 313 in the period from 1993 to 
1998. ZOLTÁN J. TÓTH: Halálbüntetés: pro és kontra. Jogelméleti Szemle, 2003/2. 

36 The number of known crimes was between 120 and 288 thousand between 1975 and 1988; however, in 
1989 it was 225, in 1990 it rose to 341, and in 1991 it was 441 thousand. This number of illegal acts 
increased in the following years (389-600 thousand).  ZOLTÁN J. TÓTH: Halálbüntetés: pro és kontra. 
Jogelméleti Szemle, 2003/2. 



illegal actions. 
Opponents of the death penalty  also stress that it does not have a more deterrent 

effect than life imprisonment, so the latter is sufficient to meet the objectives of the 
penalty. In contrast to this argument, supporters believe that the death penalty is more of a 
deterrent than life imprisonment because it is irreversible. In the case of life 
imprisonment, however, there is a minimal chance of amnesty, or escape, not to mention 
the fact that, although it may be without much hope, a life sentence is not always absolute 
(FÖLDVÁRI, 1970: 109). The reasoning put forth by opponents of the death penalty  that 
claims that life imprisonment (for example, with forced labor) can be more severe than 
the death penalty  is not a well-founded argument either, because in this case, it is very 
difficult to explain why the abolishment of capital punishment is needed. 
    Opponents of the death penalty also suggest that the possibility of being sentenced to 
death encourages murderers to commit more and more homicides. It is proposed that if a 
murderer has already killed, and the consequence of the act is death, then nothing can 
stop her from more killings. For example, she could kill the eyewitness too. Those in 
favor of capital punishment claim that it does not justify  its abolishment, because the 
above statement is also true if the most severe punishment is life imprisonment. Such 
reasoning is only  thought to be plausible when the handing down of the given sanction is 
mandatory and without judicial consideration. If the death penalty and life sentence are 
alternative sanctions, then desistence from further murders might be the result of taking 
into consideration anticipatory punishment the judge would inflict. 

2.5.1.3 Special Prevention
    

For obvious reasons, the execution of the death penalty  cannot serve correctional 
purposes; furthermore, it also happened that  a seemingly dead thief turned out to be alive 
during autopsy, and robbed the doctors (FINKEY, 1902: 340). On the other hand, it is 
clear that capital punishment can render a criminal harmless, although some people do 
not see this as an acceptable objective within an environment of rule of law (NAGY, 
2008: 48).
    As death penalty opponents propose, life imprisonment is a sufficient means of 
preventing a criminal from committing further felonies (FÖLDVÁRI, 1970: 106-108); 
however supporters believe that  this is not the case since, they point out, even if life 
imprisonment is absolute, it is less suitable as a prevention for repeated crime. The 
convicted criminal might regain his or her freedom before the purging of his or her 
sentence, for example through parole or pardon. Over and above the aforementioned risks 
of life imprisonment, the possibility  of escape and offense against fellow inmates and 
guards should also be taken into consideration. 



2.5.2 Capital punishment is against human rights

2.5.2.1 The right to life

It is quite straightforward thinking that capital punishment cannot be justified if 
the prohibition to kill emanates from the right to life. However, if some circumstances 
exist in which killing is justified, then supporters suggest that the death penalty is one of 
them. According to the most frequently mentioned argument, the collective right of self-
defence in society  should be recognized if an individual exercises lethal force in the case 
of a situation involving self-defence (TÓTH J., 2003). The sanctioning of such actions, 
however, does not necessarily mean that the death penalty  should be accepted, because 
such cases differ significantly from each other. Actions in rightful self-defence, 
combatants as passive subjects in war, the lack of human dignity in the case of abortion, 
and the lack of volunteerism in the case of lawful euthanasia are just a few examples that 
illustrate the diversified nature of the issue. 

2.5.2.2 Cruelty

Opponents stress that the death penalty violates human rights because it  is 
inhumane and cruel. As one of the arguments suggests, all forms of execution are cruel, 
because the concept of humane execution does not exist. It is not only  true of skinning 
alive, stoning or burning at the stake, but it is also relevant to hanging, execution by 
firing squad, death by electric chair, the gas chamber, and lethal injection. Another 
argument states that those who are condemned to death spend most of their time 
contemplating their upcoming execution, and they imagine it in a detailed way. They 
think constantly of the circumstances of the punishment until the world as such ceases to 
exist; in other words, only the thought of death remains (TÓTH J. 2003). Speeding up the 
process only partly eases the pain of this type of mental suffering (and it also violates 
other basic rights), because the thought of a rapid death is not at all reassuring. The fact 
that the execution will come quickly is totally  irrelevant to the convict; furthermore, it 
cannot be seen as the consequence of intentional cause of death on the part of the state. 

2.5.2.3 The murderer has/does not have rights

Death penalty supporters often deny that a murderer has the same right to life and 
human dignity  as other humans do. In addition, it is often suggested that if someone 
values others’ lives, the state will value hers as well. It so follows that a person who does 
not violate the rights of other individuals should not be anxious that her rights will be 
violated. On the other hand, it  must be pointed out  that the fact that national constitutions 
and international declarations of human rights guarantee the right to life (and of course 
many other rights too) to everyone, and it is not only a privilege of those who, for 
example, do not kill. In addition, legal regulations (which usually refer to exceptional 



cases) concerning the abuse of rights do not deprive murderers of the right to life either37. 
Even if the death penalty is absolutely  permissible, it does not mean that the convict does 
not have the right  to life, but rather it simply implies that it may  be limited under certain 
conditions. If the execution of capital punishment is not in accordance with the 
requirements of national constitutions and international conventions on human rights, it 
might lead to the violation of related legal regulations. 

It is also believed that victims should have more rights than criminals, but it is 
obvious that victims, criminals and other individuals should benefit  equally from the right 
to life. The victim’s right to life is not influenced by the existence or abolishment of the 
death penalty at all. It is possible to accept that the state’s objective obligation to protect 
life necessitates the institution of the death penalty; however, in this case, providing an 
explanation for narrowing the right to life is quite problematic. 

2.5.3 Wrongful execution, abuse and economic aspects

2.5.3.1 Wrongful Execution

According to opponents of the death penalty, the fact that a death sentence might 
be handed down by mistake is one of the most compelling reasons for its abolishment 
(FAYER, 1905: 160). In the case of the death penalty, judges’ errors are different in 
nature from mistakes made during other legal proceedings. Although it  is very tragic if a 
person must spend years in prison for crimes that she is innocent of (and for which no 
retribution can be made), there is still an opportunity to correct  the mistake and carry on 
with life (HELLER, 1945: 262). A judicial murder that follows as the consequence of a 
wrongfully passed sentence, however, can only be avoided by refraining from fully 
administering the punishment. 

Some of the supporters of capital punishment deny that judges might commit 
errors, while others claim that errors are only  characteristic of insignificant  cases, and 
with the help of modern technology, and the introduction or expansion of certain 
guarantees, these mistakes can be avoided (IRK, 1928: 248). One cannot  deny  the fact 
that there were many wrongful executions in the past, because both findings of empirical 
research and the results of DNA analyses clearly prove that the death penalty was 
wrongly applied in those cases (BADÓ, BÓKA, 2003). It is also not true that  judges only 
err during insignificant legal procedures, and some people even think that judges make 
mistakes more frequently when it  comes to significant criminal cases. Finally, only 
extreme optimism or total lack of knowledge in the field might bring someone to the 
above conclusion; namely that technology and certain guarantees can filter out errors. 

Aside from capital punishment, it is often suggested that any  penal sanction 
should only be imposed if the judge is absolutely certain that a crime was committed. 

37 “Nothing in this Charter shall be interpreted as implying any right to engage in any activity or to perform 
any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and freedoms recognised in this Charter or at their 
limitation to a greater extent than is provided for herein.” Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union, Article 54.



Should a judge have the slightest doubt concerning the guilt of the accused then the 
accused must be acquitted. Irregardless of whether the death penalty is under 
consideration, criminal proceedings must apply  the above-mentioned rule (in dubio pro 
reo). This, however, only serves to reduce, but not eliminate, the possibility of a wrongful 
judgment, because the judge might still err even if her verdict is based on this maxim. 

2.5.3.2 The question of abuse

Another argument against the death penalty  is that  it can be abused; for example, 
it is an effective way of eliminating a political threat for personal gain. However, 
supporting views on the death penalty cannot be influenced by the fact that certain 
dictatorships use this means of punishment to commit political murders. The lack of 
legitimate capital punishment will not hold dictators back from killing anyone since the 
issue is absolutely irrelevant to them. In such a political atmosphere, conflicts can be 
resolved through assassinations, political murders, or lynching. 

2.5.3.3 Economic aspects

In the eyes of supporters of the death penalty, the execution of murderers is 
cheaper than keeping them in prison for life; in other words, the state would not have to 
cover the expenses of guarding and feeding criminals, or heating and lighting the 
premises, etc. Opponents, however, think that by  keeping such individuals alive, their 
manpower can be utilized, and therefore life imprisonment is a more economical solution. 
The fact that inmates generate less income than the cost of guarding them undermines 
this idea, and such expenses in the case of criminals sentenced to life imprisonment are 
particularly high. Over and above this, these prisoners must also be guarded while they 
work, which also increase expenses. 

Opposing views on capital punishment suggest that criminal proceedings which 
result in the death penalty are much more expensive than proceedings without a death 
penalty option. However, it must be noted that the extra cost of guarantees a given 
criminal proceeding might involve is clearly less than the cost of guarding inmates for 
life. 

2.5.4 Summary

The justification of the death penalty can only be denied on the basis of the 
modern approach to retribution, but both general and special preventions fail to serve as a 
plausible argument against capital punishment. Presumably, the death penalty is more 
deterrent than other sanctions; furthermore, it is probably  more likely to prevent convicts 
from committing further felonies. 

One argument against capital punishment puts forth the idea that the death penalty 
violates the right to life and dignity. Total prohibition of the death penalty  is a direct 
result of this approach, and it is also justifiable if one accepts that  murder is permissible 



in some cases (rightful self-defense, war, euthanasia, abortion). As these examples 
suggest, some cases might fall under different judgments in light of the right to life. 
Another view is that the death sentence violates the prohibition of cruel punishment 
since, neither conceptually  nor technically, does humane execution exist; moreover, death 
row inmates can only think of their execution. The idea that  a murderer is less entitled to 
life and human dignity than any other person, especially the victim, does not  undermine 
the above reasoning. Independently of fulfilling their obligations, all individuals, without 
exception, are entitled to these rights. Wrongful execution, however, is a solid argument 
against capital punishment. Errors cannot be ruled out in the case of crimes which entail 
the death penalty either; even if exceptional rules are introduced or highly  developed 
technology is used. The in dubio pro reo rule always applies, but it still cannot eliminate 
mistakes. For obvious reasons, the consequence of an error in the case of the death 
penalty is quite different from the consequences of an error involving other sanctions. 
The possibility of abuse cannot substantiate arguments against the death penalty either 
since a dictator might annihilate enemies of the establishment without legal capital 
punishment too. From an economic point of view it can be concluded that capital 
punishment is a less costly sanction than life imprisonment.

The decision whether the death penalty should or should not be abolished requires 
the following points to be taken into consideration. In what concerns capital punishment, 
taking someone’s life, the cruelty which accompanies the death penalty  and wrongful 
execution can all be accepted if these are not seen as an overly costly price to pay in 
exchange for the administration of punishment, as it  is seemingly  somewhat more 
effective regarding special and general prevention.



3. METHODOLOGY

Consideration of the methodological background of the research will show that it 
was descriptive and exploratory  in nature. With the help of the questionnaire, I sought to 
identify certain social phenomena and explore their characteristics. Since the research is 
based on a sample of 1,100 respondents, the questionnaire produced a vast amount of 
data. A broad-scale statistical analysis was required to process research findings. Based 
on the psychometric approach, I sought to reveal the relationship among data and the 
statistical characteristics of various variables. 

3.1 The questionnaire 

Appendix 2 shows the questionnaire which served as the basis for data collection. 
The following section introduces the structure and the scientific background of each item. 

Questions 1-6 served to map  respondents’ demographic characteristics; age, 
gender, place of residence, and level of education. 

Question 7 served to reveal to what extent respondents were open to public 
affairs. This question had already proved to be useful to form an index during another 
research project (KELEMEN, 2008: 82, 105, 167).

Questions 8.1, 9.1, and 10.1 explored the ways in which respondents collect 
information. I also wanted to find out, in an indirect manner, what respondents’ political 
party  preferences were by making them choose from differing representatives of both 
written and electronic media. Items 8.2, 8.3, 9.2, 9.3, 10.2, and 10.3 asked which sources 
of information respondents found the most and the least authoritative. The data these 
questions yielded were essential to forming the authoritativeness of the information 
index. 

Scale 11 was designed to measure system criticism and respondents’ attitudes 
toward the current political institution system. I used the works of FORGÁCS (2009) and 
BERKICS (2006) when I designed statements for the scale. This scale parallels Scale 18, 
which shows opinions concerning system justification. Statements 11.2, 11.4, 11.6 and 
11.7 on Scale 11 are reverse-keyed. 

Statements of Scale 12 referred to those dilemmas of domestic legislation which 
receive much public attention. Such issues are the restoration of capital punishment, 
prohibition of abortion, legalization of soft drugs, and the practice of making more severe 
verdicts. The research, which was conducted among university students also touched 
upon these issues, so responses can be compared to the findings which the new survey 
reveals (KELEMEN: 82, 115, 169).

Scale 13 measured satisfaction with legislation. This scale was also designed for 
the previous research (KELEMEN, 2008: 83, 117, 170).

Causes of crime on Scale 14 were determined by means of context analysis, open-
ended questions in the frame of a pre-analysis, and responses were rated (KELEMEN, 
2008: 83, 47, 170). Unlike with the previous research, I did not use an ordinal scale, but a 



1-4 Likert scale in order to obtain more precise data. I also asked respondents to name the 
top three causes of crime. 

The already-mentioned research also used Scale 15, which shows respondents’ 
attitudes to public security (KELEMEN, 2008: 83, 121, 170).

Statements in Scale 16 were used to investigate crime prevention alternatives, and 
were also used in the survey among university students (KELEMEN, 2008: 83, 128, 153, 
172).

Scale 17 is concerned with just world beliefs; however, when I designed it, I 
relied on the publications of DALBERT (1999) and BERKICS (2006). A vast amount of 
scientific work has been dedicated to this issue (DALBERT, 2000; MOUS, 2009; 
BENNETT, 2008). Statements 1, 2, and 5 are more general, while statements 3, 4, 7, and 
8, are more personal in nature. 

Scale 18 is based on the works of FORGÁCS (2009) and KAY’s and JOST’s 
System justification Scale (there are eight statements in this scale). I also used 
BERKICS’s (2006) presentations. Various articles and scientific papers addressed this 
issue as well (JOST, LEDGENWOOD, HARDIN, 2007; JOST, HUNYADY, 2002; 
DAMBRUN, 2007; KAY, JOST, YOUNG, 2005; MAJOR, TOWNSEND, 2007). 
Statements 2 and 6 in the scale are reverse-keyed.

Scale 19 investigated the realization of the fairness and equality principles. There 
are eight statements in the 1-6 Likert (Equity, Equality Values Scale), and it was designed 
by FORGÁCS (2009). BERKICS (2006) presented the Hungarian version. Statements 1 
and 2 are related to fairness, while statements 3 and 4 refer to equity. Statements 2 and 4 
are reverse-keyed.

Scale 20 measured the level of alienation. I used some of the statements in 
DWIGHT. G. DEAN’s (1961) original Alienation Scale which had three components 
(powerlessness, normlessness, and isolation). Statement 1 refers to powerlessness, 
statements 2 and 3 refer to normlessness, while statements 4 and 5 refer to isolation. 
Statement 4 is reverse-keyed.

Scales 21, 22 and 23 are based on MARILYNN BREWER’s (2008, 2009) 
research. Scale 21 (Globalization and Human Cooperation) listed problems concerning 
globalization and cooperation; however, statements 21.3 and 21.4 were not included in 
the original list. 

Scale 22 investigated respondents’ relation to different communities. Most of the 
statements are self-made, but some of them are based on FORGÁCS’s (2009) research.

Based on FORGÁCS’s (2009) publication, Scale 23 measured the impact of 
globalization on peoples’ lives. Statement 23.5 was highlighted, since it was developed to 
draw respondents’ attention to the negative impact of globalization on crime. Statements 
1, 3, and 5 are reverse-keyed, because instead of a cosmopolitan way of thinking, they 
referred to a more particularistic attitude. 

Statements in Scale 24 were selected from ten statements in Rosenberg’s (1965) 
1-4 Self-esteem scale. Statements 2, 3, and 5, are reverse-keyed, while statement 4 served 
to verify whether respondents lied or not. 

Scale 25 concerns different ways of thinking, and was cut back from 



CACIOPPA’s (1982) 18 statements to 5. Statements 1 and 4 are reversed-keyed.
Scale 26 measured opened and closed ways of thinking, and the need for closure. I 

cut back the original Need for Closure scale’s (WEBSTER, KRUGLONSKI, 1994) 47 
statements to six (based on FORGÁCS’s (2009) publication). Statements 2 and 5 are 
reverse-keyed, while statements 3 and 6 measured participants’ truthfulness.

Scale 27 measured autocracy, and statements 1 and 2 are based on FORGÁCS’s 
(2009) work, while other statements are self-designed. This issue has been studied for a 
long time. ADORNO’s (1950) F-scale is one of the most well-known instruments of 
measuring the level autocracy. Later it  served as the basis for ANESI’s (1997) 6-point 
scale which includes thirty statements. 

Scale 28 is a Ten-Item Personality Inventory (GOSLING, RENTFROW, SWANN, 
2003), where statements 1 and 6 refer to Extraversion, statements 2 and 7 refer to 
Agreeableness, statements 3 and 8 refer to Conscientiousness, statements 4 and 9 refer to 
Emotional Stability, and statements 5 and 10 refer to Openness to Experience. Statements 
2, 4, 6, 8 and 10 are reverse-keyed. GOLDBERG’s (1981) 5-point scale - which included 
50 statements – is widely used to measure the five major personality traits; however, with 
regard to the diversity of participants, the application of TIPI proved to be a more 
reasonable solution.

Question 29 asked respondents about their family status. Question 30, question 31 
and question 32 are related to respondents’ (and their spouses’) position at work, net 
income, and participants’ subjective attitude to their financial status. 

Question 33 is related to duration of Internet usage, and in this sense it  expanded 
the scope of question 10. 

Question 34 investigated victimization. This issue is related to question 12.5 since 
actual victimization presupposed more severe ways of making verdicts. 

Question 35 aimed at revealing respondents’ political attitudes via their political 
party preferences. 

3.2 The Sample

My research is based on two samples. One is a national representative sample of 
one thousand participants, while the other involved 100 persons who had completed legal 
studies. Field work38 was conducted in February and March of 2010.

3.3 Methods of data processing, and major aspects of data analysis

Data processing was completed with the help of the IBM SPSS Statistics 18 
software. Questionnaire design required the questions and variables to be harmonized. 
Each question had its own ordinal number, and the questionnaire included the proper 
codes for responses too. Names of variables derive from the ordinal numbers of questions 

38Focus and Inhall Stúdió Piac-és Közvélemény-kutató Ltd. designed the samples, developed the 
questionnaires, trained the interviewers, and converted the database into SPSS format.



(K), while labels of variables came from the text of questions, so the values of variables 
and their labels can be matched to each question.
Validation of data recording, moreover, labeling and fine-tuning were done with the SPSS 
software’s labeling and transformational commands. Many new variables derived from 
the raw data, and these also had to be named and labeled. 

Question group 13.1, which included questions related to concurring statements 
on the administration of justice illustrates the process well. Names of variables (K13.1, 
K13.2, K13.3, etc.) match the wording of the statements, and their labels are the 
questions themselves. Values and labels of variables clearly matched possible responses 
and their codes. Appendix 6 offers a detailed explanation of scale development. 

First, descriptive statistical tables were created for the original and calculated 
variables. The analysis of relationships between variables and the differences between 
groups was conducted with the help  of X2 correlation and T-tests. The above method of 
developing variables proved to be extremely useful during result analysis. 



4. ANALYSIS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

4.1 Distribution and comparison of samples  

4.1.1 Socio-demographic characteristics of samples

53%39  of the respondents in the representative sample are women, while 47% are 
men. In the case of the lawyer sample, 59% of the participants are women and 41% are 
men, so it can be established that women are overrepresented here. 

Figure 1 - Gender distribution 

In the case of the representative sample, the average age of participants is 45.4 
years and the sample roughly reflects distribution of age as well. The reason why  the 
youngest age group (18-19) is relatively underrepresented is that the number of young 
participants was low. The breakdown of percentages of respondents by age group is as 
follows: 30-39 (20%), 50-59 (19%), 20-29 (18%), and 40-49 (17%). 

The average age in the lawyer sample is 39.3 years, which clearly  indicates that 
younger respondents participated in this sampling process. Almost one-third of 
participants (32%) are between the ages of 30 and 39, while 24% are between the ages of 

39Rounded percentages.



20 and 29, and 21% are between the ages of 40 and 49. 
    

Figure 2 - Age distribution

In light of the educational background of participants, only the representative 
sample is worth noting since participants in the lawyer sample all hold a degree in law. 
44% of respondents in the representative sample finished primary school, while 38% 
graduated from secondary school. 5% did not finish primary school, 10% hold a degree 
of higher education, and 4% hold a postgraduate degree. 



Figure 3 - Distribution of education levels – representative scale

The samples show a wide variation in what concerns socio-economic status. This 
is clearly  related to the fact that the educational background of respondents greatly 
differs. A participant’s status was measured by per capita income and subjective self-
classification (See Questions 31, and 32 in Appendix 2) In order to reduce the number of 
the participants who might refuse to disclose their earnings per capita income was 
measured by income categories. Despite this precautionary step, 19% of respondents in 
the representative sample, and 33% of lawyers rejected this question. This data highlights 
differences among the groups below, since wealthier people are usually  quite sensitive 
about this issue, and tend to avoid such questions if possible. 
     The samples significantly differ in terms of income. The number of low earners is 
quite in the representative sample, while lawyers cannot be found in the lowest income 
categories; however, these categories are the most typical of the national representative 
sample. Almost two-thirds (65%) of the participants (national sample) earn less than 
100,000 forints, but only 5% of the lawyers fall into this category. A 100,000 forint per 
capita income appears to separate categories, since the average wages are ten-percent 
below this sum in the case of the representative sample, but they are ten-percent above 
this amount in the case of the lawyer sample. Categories above the average level of 
income show increasing differences with respect to lawyers, because almost 20% of them 
earn more than 200,000 forints per month. 

I developed four statements to measure subjective financial status, which were 
assigned to specific scale values. Respondents were to choose the one which they 
considered to be the most characteristic of their financial status. 10% of participants in 
the national sample reported serious financial problems, while none of the lawyers 
claimed that  they had such difficulties. Almost 90% in the representative sample belong 



to the two middle categories. 42% of them run out of money by the end of the month, 
whereas 46% of the respondents do not face such problems, but they  also have to 
maintain careful spending habits, and only 2% of participants stated that money was not a 
problem at all. Lawyers on the other hand are better-off than respondents in the 
representative sample, and 16% of them have sufficient funds for anything that comes to 
mind. 75% have a financially comfortable life and only 8% reported that they ran short  of 
money by the end of the month. 

The groups’ real financial situations manifest themselves in the subjective views 
on existence (Figure 4). The most significant difference between groups is related to 
deprivation. 52% of participants in the representative sample experience this 
uncomfortable and uncertain feeling every day. In the case of lawyers, this ratio is only 
8%, and therefore it  is quite likely that  things they  and participants in the national scale 
deprive themselves of are not the same. Obviously, not being able to afford going on 
holiday and not being able to feed oneself or family are two very  different problems. It is 
assumed that deprivation as a social experience influences social perception.

Figure 4 - Household income per capita



Figure 5 - Subjective financial status



4.1.2 Interest in current affairs

Interest in current affairs was measured on a four point scale. The majority  of 
respondents showed interest toward the issue in the case of both samples (70%, 90%). As 
data reveal, lawyers are more inquiring than the rest of society. 52% of participants are 
quite curious about what is happening in the world, while 18% are very  curious. 40% of 
lawyers show significant interest  in current affairs, and 44% of them find the issue less 
interesting. 

Figure 6 - Interest in current affairs

4.1.2.1 Sources of information and their authoritativeness

When I mapped sources of information, I took dailies and weeklies from the 
written media40, televised news programs41, and web portals42  into consideration. 
Respondents were also asked to express their opinions concerning the authoritativeness 
of these channels of information. To the question, “Which newspapers do you read?” a 
significant number of participants in the representative sample (31.5%) answered “I don’t 
read the news papers”. The most  popular tabloid proved to be Blikk (31.3%) while HVG 
turned out to be the most widely  read weekly magazine. The three most popular daily 
newspapers were Népszabadság (7.5%), Magyar Nemzet (4%), and Magyar Hírlap 

40 See K. 8.3

41 See K.9.3

42See K.10.3



(3.9%) (See Figure 7). It  can be concluded that the majority of respondents rarely read 
newspapers, however the tabloid press is popular among them. 

On the contrary, lawyers read newspapers on a regular basis, as only 17% of 
participants reported that they  did not read them regularly. The fact that tabloids are less 
preferred among lawyers is also noteworthy. Data reveals that  economic papers (HVG, 
Napi Gazdaság, Figyelő) are more favorable; which means that there is a need for 
objective information concerning social phenomena in this group. 

Figure 7 - Popularity of newspapers



52.9% of respondents did not report which papers they  found to be the most 
authoritative. With regard to those who answered this question responses show that 
10.2% of them chose HVG, 8.2% chose Blikk, and 8.5% chose Népszabadság as the most 
authoritative channel with regards to written media (See Figure 7). In the case of this 
group, newspaper reading habits and the authoritativeness index do not have much in 
common, which might mean that these people do not necessarily want to be fully 
informed about social happenings, but rather they want to be entertained. 

With respect to the lawyer sample, it  can be established that  they only read those 
papers which they view as authoritative (Figure 7), and gathering information is clearly 
their goal. 

Figure 8 - The most authoritative newspaper



According to respondents in the representative sample, Blikk  (26%) and Story 
(20%) are the least authoritative magazines. Lawyers hold similar views about these 
tabloids (Blikk  55%; Story 13%); however, when compared to participants in the national 
sample, they read these less frequently. Data correspond to the aforementioned statement; 
namely that the reason why lawyers and the rest of society read newspapers is different. 
Members of the former group  aim to gather information, while participants in the 
representative sample read newspapers for pleasure. 

Figure 9 - The least authoritative newspaper 



An authoritativeness index was developed based on the question concerning the 
most and the least authoritative newspaper. Data indicate that according to participants in 
the representative sample the most authoritative newspapers are HVG (9%), 
Népszabadság (5%), and Magyar Nemzet (4%). Among lawyers, HVG (33%) is the most 
authoritative paper followed by Napi Gazdaság (11%). 9% of lawyers think that Magyar 
Nemzet is the most authoritative, while 8% see Népszabadság as the most authoritative. 

Figure 10 - Authoritativeness index of newspapers 



Figure 11 - Popularity of news programs (more answers are possible)

To the question, “On which channel do you watch the news or political 
programs?” 10.2% of the participants in the representative sample did not provide an 
answer. Out of the given eleven channels on the list, the news on RTL Klub, TV2 and 
MTV1 proved to be the most popular (See Figure 11).
Respondents in the representative sample think that  the most authoritative news programs 
are on MTV1, RTL Klub, and Hír TV, while lawyers consider the news on Hír TV and 
MTV1 to be the most authoritative See Figure 12).
Although it  is less marked, the tendency observed in the case of the habit of reading 
newspapers appears here as well. Lawyers favor those news programs which they think 
provide authoritative information. In what regards society, however, authoritativeness 
cannot be seen as the governing principle for why people watch a given news program. 



Figure 12 - The most authoritative news program



According to respondents in the representative sample, the news on RTL Klub, 
TV2, and ATV is the least authoritative. Lawyers think that news programs on RTL Klub, 
Hír TV, ECHO TV, and TV2 are the least authoritative. Interestingly  enough, the news on 
Hír TV is seen to be authoritative by the representative sample and not authoritative 
among lawyers. The divisive nature of the channel might be related to significant 
differences in political attitudes.

Figure 13 - The least authoritative news program



Similarly  to the newspapers, an authoritativeness index was developed for news 
programs. In the case of the representative sample, news on MTV1, and Hír TV turned 
out to be the most authoritative, and the same can be concluded concerning the lawyer 
sample as well. 
    69.3% of respondents in the representative sample do not read news online, while 
www.origo.hu (18.3%), and www.index.hu (11.8%) proved to be the most popular news 
portals which participants read (See Figure 15). 

Figure 14 - Authoritativeness index – news programs (more answers are possible)

http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.index.hu/


Figure 15 - Popularity of news portals (more answers are possible)

   



In light of authoritativeness, participants in the representative sample also 
highlighted the www.origo.hu and www.index.hu portals (See Figure 16).

Figure 16 - The most authoritative news portal

As Figure 16 shows, www.storyonline.hu is considered to be the least 
authoritative news portal, and lawyers think the same about www.kuruc.info and 
www.atv.hu. 
    Using these media requires a more specific search than, for example, watching 
television or reading the newspapers. In what regards the aforementioned difference 
between ways in which participants gather information, it can be establish that the 
minority of the representative sample visits news portals regularly. Members of this 
group, however, in accordance with lawyers’ attitudes towards these websites, only read 
those sources which they see as authoritative.

http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.storyonline.hu/
http://www.storyonline.hu/
http://www.kuruc.info/
http://www.kuruc.info/
http://www.atv.hu/
http://www.atv.hu/


Figure 17 - The least authoritative news portal

As in the above cases, the authoritativeness index was designed for news portals too. In 
the case of the representative sample, www.origo.hu and www.index.hu are at the top of 
the list, while among lawyers www.hvg,hu and www.index.hu are the most authoritative 
sites. 

http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.origo.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.index.hu/
http://www.index.hu/


Figure 18 - Authoritativeness index (news portals)

4.1.3 Political party preferences

The data the study revealed regarding this issue are in accordance with the 
findings of recently conducted pubic surveys. One third of respondents in the national 
sample support FIDESZ, 12% support JOBBIK, 10% support MSZP, and 3% of 
participants support LMP. The lawyer sample differs from the representative sample, as 
45% of them support FIDESZ, while only 4% and 5% of participants support JOBBIK 
and MSZP respectively. Supporters of KDNP and SZDSZ also appear in the lawyer 
sample; however, 25% of them refused to give a response regarding their party 
preferences. 
     The most rejected political party is MSZP in both samples. 44% of participants in the 
representative sample, and 40% of respondents in the lawyer sample reported that they 
would never vote for this party. Compared to the representative sample, rejection of 
JOBBIK is higher among lawyers. In the case of the national sample, 14% of participants 
answered that they  would not vote for this party; however, 21% of lawyers expressed 
similar views. In contrast to the representative sample’s rejection of FIDESZ (14%), this 
rejection is lower among lawyers (6%). 



Figure 19 - Political party preferences

Figure 20 - Rejection of political parties



By taking the data on election preference (2006) into account, we can establish 
that the difference between the samples is relatively insignificant. In the case of FIDESZ, 
however, it is possible to show a significant difference between the samples since 42% of 
lawyers voted for this party, in contrast to 35% in the representative sample. 

Figure 21 - Election 2006 – political party preferences

2006 and 2010 data regarding political party preference allowed for the analysis of a 
given party’s change in popularity. As Figure 22 indicates, JOBBIK’s popularity 
increased by  12%, while MSZP’s decreased by 20% in the case of both samples (17%, 
20%).



Figure 22 - Change in political party preference

4.2 Distribution and differences of dependant variables in the samples

4.2.1 Legislation, application of laws, and crime
4.2.1.1 Legislation, application of laws, and reinstating the death penalty 

With regard to legislation and the application of law, statements were developed, 
and their scores were measured on a four-point Likert scale. The four-point scales were 
converted into two-point scales (agree, disagree), and the analysis utilized the data which 
these scales revealed. 
    In none of the samples did a significant number of respondents think that by  increasing 
social benefits crime rates would decrease. 64% of participants in the representative 
sample disagreed with this statement, while for lawyers the ratio was 73%. 

Over 70% of respondents in both samples (76% in the case of the national, and 
73% in the case of the lawyer sample) think that a prison sentence itself does not reduce 
crime. This corresponds with the aforementioned views. It seems that, according to 
respondents, crime cannot be suppressed by  managing poverty  with social benefits or 
sentencing people to prison. What, then, do participants consider to be the solution for 
crime reduction?

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)



An increase in social benefits would significantly reduce crime.An increase in social benefits would significantly reduce crime.An increase in social benefits would significantly reduce crime.

disagree 65% 73%

agree 35% 27%

A prison sentence alone does not reduce crime.A prison sentence alone does not reduce crime.A prison sentence alone does not reduce crime.

disagree             24%                  27%

agree             76%                  73%

More severe verdicts would be more deterrent.More severe verdicts would be more deterrent.More severe verdicts would be more deterrent.

disagree 12% 13%

agree 88% 87%

The death penalty should be reinstated.The death penalty should be reinstated.The death penalty should be reinstated.

disagree 33% 54%

agree 67% 46%

Table 1. Statements concerning the suppression of crime

As data in Table 1 indicate, respondents firmly believe that the application of 
more severe sentences would be an effective way to reduce crime. With regard to this 
issue, the samples do not differ, because 88% of respondents in the national sample, and 
87% of lawyers agree with this idea. It can be established that, while the majority of 
society – lawyers included – do not consider a prison sentence to be a deterrent, the 
handing down of more severe punishment is thought to be a more effect way to prevent 
people from committing crime. 
     At this point a legal question arises as to whether increasing the nature of punishment 
to the extent of taking a life - capital punishment - should be reinstated. In this case, the 
samples show significant differences. The majority of society  (67%) supports the death 
penalty, while 54% of the lawyers do not. In order to arrive at a more precise conclusion, 
statements on the four-point scale were studied. Data reveal that respondents in both 
samples are heavily divided on this issue. 28% of participants agree with the statement 
and 38% strong agree. 23% of respondents disagree, and 10% strongly disagree with 
reinstating death penalty. If the two middle values are added up, it can be seen that the 
percentage of those who do not have a firm opinion is about 50%. Arguments for and 
against the death penalty might influence these respondents views. It can also be 
established that results in this sample show a monotonically  decreasing tendency, in other 
words, frequency distribution gradually decreases from the highest to the lowest value. 
    In contrast to the representative sample, the opinions of lawyers are more homogenous. 



60% of participants do not have a firm opinion (33% rather agree, 28% rather disagree). 
This shows that views of lawyers are less polarized. A quarter of them strongly disagree, 
while only 13% of them strongly agree with reinstating the death penalty. It is assumed 
that they  formulate their opinions from a professional point of view, and thus they 
consider more legal aspects of the issues than respondents in the other sample do. This 
question produced the biggest difference between the samples since 38% of Hungarian 
society supports the restoration of capital punishment. 

Figure 23 - The death penalty should be reinstated 

Those questions, which explore whether respondents think that in certain 
circumstances crime rates would drop, further substantiate the aforementioned 
conclusions. In both samples the majority  of respondents disagree that an increase in 
social benefits would reduce crime (60%-60%). Results correspond to findings arrived at 
in the case of more severe verdicts and deterrence in penal law. More than 90% of 
respondents in both samples agreed that more severe verdicts would reduce crime, and 
the ratio of assenting participants is the same in the case of more deterrent laws (91% - 
national sample, 85% - legal sample). 
     Respondents also strongly  agree with the statement that stresses that stronger bonds in 
communities would reduce crime. There is a significant difference between the samples 
though; 94% of lawyers and 84% of respondents in the national sample agree with this 
statement.  
    The proposal of stricter discipline in schools is also popular in the case of both 
samples, as 79% of participants in the national sample, and 83% of lawyers agree with 



the statement. 
    84% percent of society thinks that the abolishment of unemployment would lead to 
crime reduction. On the other hand, the number of the lawyers who believe this is lower 
at 75%. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

The following would lead to crime reduction…The following would lead to crime reduction…The following would lead to crime reduction…

the elimination of unemploymentthe elimination of unemploymentthe elimination of unemployment

disagree 16% 25%

agree 84% 75%

stricter school disciplinestricter school disciplinestricter school discipline

disagree 21% 17%

agree 79% 83%

a stronger sense of communitya stronger sense of communitya stronger sense of community

disagree 16% 6%

agree 84% 94%

an increase in social benefitsan increase in social benefitsan increase in social benefits

disagree 60% 60%

agree 40% 40%

more severe verdictsmore severe verdictsmore severe verdicts

disagree 9% 10%

agree 92% 90%

deterrent penal lawsdeterrent penal lawsdeterrent penal laws

disagree 9% 15%

agree 91% 85%

Table 2. It would lead to crime reduction if…

In summary it can be said that Hungarian society does not see a prison sentence as 



a deterrent force. Presumably, people believe that criminals are aware of this form of 
punishment when they commit a crime, and therefore it  cannot prevent them from 
committing felonies. It seems that society does not  treat crime as a single social problem 
and so it  follows that the increase of social benefits would not be advantageous either in 
this endeavor. In what regards social benefits, it is worth mentioning that the way  in 
which people think about social benefits has become more and more negative in the past 
twenty years, and so responses of the present study should be seen in light of this fact. 
    Hungarian society  (including lawyers) sees prevention as the most important 
instrument for crime reduction. Stricter discipline in school, stronger bonds in 
communities, legislation and the application of law are all thought to be major aspects of 
the issue. The samples have a consensual relationship in that participants in both samples 
expect more severe procedures regarding legislation and the application of law. However, 
when it comes to the issue of the death penalty, the opinion of the two groups is split 
since the majority of society supports reinstating the death penalty, while the majority of 
lawyers do not wish for this to happen. It must be noted that most respondents did not 
have an absolute opinion regarding this statements, so it is possible that arguments for 
and against capital punishment might influence their views. 
    In this section, two statements should be touched upon which are not strictly  related to 
crime reduction, but rather they belong to the realm of legislation and the application of 
laws. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

Abortion should be banned.Abortion should be banned.Abortion should be banned.

disagree 80% 95%

agree 20% 5%

Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized.Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized.Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized.

disagree 73% 67%

agree 27% 33%

Table 3. Prohibition of abortion and the legalization of soft drugs

Most of the participants do not support the prohibition of abortion. 20% of 
respondents in the representative sample would ban abortion, while only  5% of lawyers 
would do the same. 
    The majority of both samples are against the legalization of soft drugs, so in this sense, 
the samples do not differ. 73% of participants in the national sample, and two-thirds of 
the lawyers would oppose the legalization of soft drugs. 
    These subjects can be used to put the individual into a liberal-conservative context, in 



other words, the comparison of the two databases only reveals relative differences. It 
means that lawyers think in more liberal ways than Hungarian society, or to put it 
differently, the Hungarian population is more conservative than lawyers are. 

4.2.1.2 The causes of crime

Respondents were asked to rate twelve statements about possible causes of crime 
in two steps. First, they rated related statements one by one on a four-point scale, and 
then they had to choose and rate the three most important causes which they  think 
generate crime. 

As data in Table 4 indicate, responses of the samples do not show significant 
difference, because in both cases, over 80% of participants agreed with the provided 
statements. It should be noted, however, that society  mainly considers internal factors, for 
example, human nature, one’s own decisions, and one’s will, to be the important elements 
for one’s turning to crime. Lawyers see this issue quite similarly, but they  also emphasize 
the role of external factors; for example, the negative influence of a given group  or 
problems in upbringing as causes of criminalization. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

Possible causes for criminalizationPossible causes for criminalizationPossible causes for criminalization

Problematic childhood, early family problemsProblematic childhood, early family problemsProblematic childhood, early family problems

not important 19% 14%

important 81% 86%

Psychological, personality disordersPsychological, personality disordersPsychological, personality disorders

not important 14% 20%

important 86% 80%

poverty, poor living conditionspoverty, poor living conditionspoverty, poor living conditions

not important 20% 18%

important 80% 82%

sudden provocation, revengesudden provocation, revengesudden provocation, revenge

not important 14% 19%

important 86% 81%

child-rearing problemschild-rearing problemschild-rearing problems

not important 14% 9%



important 86% 91%

aggression, violent natureaggression, violent natureaggression, violent nature

not important 6% 2%

important 94% 98%

greed, desire for rapid wealthgreed, desire for rapid wealthgreed, desire for rapid wealth

not important 9% 6%

important 91% 94%

addictionaddictionaddiction

not important 18% 14%

important 82% 86%

lack of social stability, inequalitieslack of social stability, inequalitieslack of social stability, inequalities

not important 22% 13%

important 78% 87%

recklessness, irresponsibilityrecklessness, irresponsibilityrecklessness, irresponsibility

not important 25% 18%

important 75% 82%

negative influences of a groupnegative influences of a groupnegative influences of a group

not important 12% 3%

important 88% 97%

frequent representation of violence in the mediafrequent representation of violence in the mediafrequent representation of violence in the media

not important 19% 19%

important 81% 81%

Table 4. Possible causes for criminalization

This rather uniform picture becomes clearer when the three most important causes 
are scrutinized43. 50% of respondents in the national sample think that the most important 
causes of criminalization are poverty and a low standard of living. In other words they 
believe that  people are forced to commit crime. Greed and a violent nature follow closely 
as the next  most common causes mentioned. It should be stressed that a high number of 

43Since it was possible to report three causes, the values which assigned to causes exceed 100%.



participants (25%) only see poverty as the third most important  cause of crime, and the 
two causes related to individual responsibility are considered more relevant to 
criminalization. 

Lawyers, on the other hand, expressed different views concerning the causes of 
criminalization. The already  mentioned causes related to individual responsibility are also 
stressed; however, lawyers view prevention as a significant factor in crime reduction. The 
role of the family is believed to be very important, as 35% of respondents included 
problematic childhood and early family problems among the three top causes. Only 16% 
of participants in the national sample think that  family issues influence criminalization. 
According to lawyers, addiction is also a noteworthy cause for committing felonies. 

In summary, society sees causes inherent to the individual as the main reasons that 
someone commits a crime, and it keeps a distance from the phenomenon. People think 
that criminals commit crime as a result  of their own mistakes and society is not 
responsible for such actions. Lawyers, however, also consider external factors, such as 
poor parenting skills and a bad family background, when attempting to explain criminal 
behavior (See Appendix 8).

Figure 24 - Possible causes of crime (more answers are possible)



4.2.1.3 Crime and victimization 

In Hungarian society, every fifth citizen (lawyers included) experienced 
victimization. 

Figure 25 - Have you ever fallen victim to crime? 

If an investigation is made into whether participants take the possibility of 
victimization into account when determining the causes of crime, the samples will show 
significant differences. 15% of respondents in the national sample are very much afraid 
of victimization, while only 2% of the lawyers feel this way. The statement “I am quite 
afraid of victimization” produced almost the same percentages; 42%, and 38% 
respectively; however, a significant  difference can been seen in the case of the statement 
“I am not really afraid of victimization”. Lawyers are more optimistic than the rest of 
society, as 43% of them fall into this category; whereas, 29% of society have similar 
attitudes on these issues. The percentages of those who are not afraid of victimization at 
all are roughly the same (14% and 17%). 

The cause for the more optimistic attitude lawyers have with respect to 
victimization cannot be found in their experience since, in this sense, they do not differ 
from the rest of society. Presumably, they are more optimistic because of their higher 
standard of living and, consequently, the safer place of residence they can afford. 



Figure 26 - Are you afraid of becoming a victim of crime?



The questionnaire included statements regarding crimes respondents had already 
suffered from or the types of crime they fear. Responses are very interesting as 90% of 
lawyers reported theft, and only  5% of them reported robbery, harassment, and 
defamation. The national sample is more diverse, although theft is the most frequently 
reported crime (70%). Although mention of it  is absent from the lawyer sample, in the 
case of the representative sample assault is the second most cited crime at  14%. Robbery 
is the third (12%), and harassment (10%) is the fourth most frequently reported crime. 
Lawyers claimed that they  had never been victims of fraud; however, they would not 
confess to such a crime because of their profession. In contrast to lawyers, every  tenth 
Hungarian has already been a victim of fraud.

Figure 27 - What kind of crime were you victim of?

    Responses to the question about the types of crime respondents are afraid of the most 
are even more interesting. Theft is at the top  of the list  among participants in both 
samples, although lawyers are more anxious about this than respondents in the national 
sample. It is true, however, that a substantial number of them were victims of theft. 
Surprisingly, robbery is the second most cited fear, although the number of robberies is 
relatively low in the case of both samples. Over 60% of respondents reported robbery 
(64%, and 65% for the lawyer group). Assault is also frequently reported; however, its 
rate is higher on a national level (44%) than for the lawyer group (33%). Violence is the 
common denominator between the last two crimes (robbery and assault), and so anxiety 
about aggression does not seem to be based on the number of robberies and assaults 



committed against respondents. 18% of lawyers and 14% of respondents in the national 
sample are anxious about falling victim to computer crime. In the case of computer crime 
the difference between samples is insignificant. The number of participants who are 
afraid of fraud (23%) and harassment (18%) is even higher; however, lawyers did not 
think that they would become victims of these crimes.  

Figure 28 - What type of crime are you anxious about? 

On the whole, percentages of victimization do not differ in the samples; however, 
the type of crime respondents suffered from is different. (See Appendix 9) Higher social 
status and better living conditions reduce fear of victimization, and make individuals 
more aware of crime against property. It is true of both samples that participants are more 
afraid of violent crime than need be, given the percentage of them who admitted falling 
victim to these types of crime. (Appendix 10) Data revealed concerning victimization 
corresponds to earlier research findings (See OBT, 1997), which confirms the 
authoritativeness of the present study.  



4.2.2. Views regarding the administration of justice

In the case of those people who are afraid of victimization or who have already 
been victims of crime, attitudes to Hungarian administration of justice are important 
points of investigation. An eight-point scale was designed to measure attitude patterns. 
Similarities or differences among responses were analyzed in the same way as in the 
other cases. 

Responses to statements differ greatly since participants in the national sample 
expressed lay opinions, which might be the result of the lack of experience in the field, 
while lawyers had a more professional approach to the issue. It  can be assumed that 
lawyers formulated their views based on their experience and they also endeavored to 
maintain their reputation. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

When compared to the average person, influential people are treated differently in 
the eyes of the law.

When compared to the average person, influential people are treated differently in 
the eyes of the law.

When compared to the average person, influential people are treated differently in 
the eyes of the law.

disagree 15% 51%

agree 85% 49%

The administration of justice in Hungary is independent of politics.The administration of justice in Hungary is independent of politics.The administration of justice in Hungary is independent of politics.

disagree 79% 46%

agree 21% 54%

The person who is assigned to a given case as the judge influences the outcome of 
legal procedures.

The person who is assigned to a given case as the judge influences the outcome of 
legal procedures.

The person who is assigned to a given case as the judge influences the outcome of 
legal procedures.

disagree 22% 21%

agree 78% 79%

Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts.Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts.Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts.

disagree 72% 32%

agree 28% 68%

Nowadays, it is always worth seeking justice in courts in Hungary.Nowadays, it is always worth seeking justice in courts in Hungary.Nowadays, it is always worth seeking justice in courts in Hungary.

disagree 64% 25%

agree 36% 75%

It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers.It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers.It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers.

disagree 30% 76%



agree 70% 24%

I usually agree with verdicts.I usually agree with verdicts.I usually agree with verdicts.

disagree 50% 9%

agree 50% 91%

Law and justice are separate concepts in the case of verdicts.Law and justice are separate concepts in the case of verdicts.Law and justice are separate concepts in the case of verdicts.

disagree 20% 45%

agree 80% 55%

Table 5. Acceptance of the administration of justice

The statement concerning legal equity lead to great differences between the 
samples; however, half of the lawyers also have critical opinions about this question. 

79% of lay people and 46% of lawyers do not believe that the administration of 
justice is independent of politics.  

Respondents in both samples agree that the person who is assigned to a given case 
as the judge influences the outcome of legal procedures (78%, 79% of lawyers).

The majority of lay people do not agree that the principle of equal treatment under 
law prevails in court, while the majority of lawyers strongly agree with the statement. 

To the statement concerning whether an adequate place to look for judgment 
would be the court, in other words, “It is worth seeing justice in courts in Hungary”, the 
two groups responded in an inverse relation. Lay people have doubts about this 
statement, while the majority of lawyers agreed with the statement.

It should be stressed that responses of the lawyer sample show that they picture 
their profession positively, while lay persons judged the functioning of this group to be 
dysfunctional. 

Lay  persons see lawsuits as favorable only to lawyers, and 70% of the 
representative sample agrees with this statement, but only less than a quarter of lawyers 
agreed. 

The question of whether verdicts are acceptable or not divides the representative 
sample. Half of them think that verdicts are satisfactory, while half of them think that 
they are not. Lawyers are overwhelmingly satisfied with verdicts. 

Lay  persons also expressed severe criticism concerning the issue of whether law 
and justice are separate from each other, and even 55% percent of lawyers agreed with 
the statement that these two things are often separate at the time of judgment. 

The fact  that the opinions of lawyers and views of lay  persons are totally different 
regarding the administration of justice should be underlined as well. The criticism which 
was expressed by  respondents in the representative sample does not fit into lawyers’ 
professional self-reflection. 

It can be established that Hungarian society perceives the administration of justice 



negatively, people question its independence from politics, and they  think that influential 
persons are treated differently. They also believe that most of the lawsuits are 
unnecessary. Of course, lawyers disagree with such opinions; however, it should be noted 
that 25-30 percent of the sample also expressed critical views on this issue. The fact, 
however, that lawyers, who usually  think in different ways than general society, also 
formulated skeptical views regarding Hungarian administration of justice is interesting, 
and this might be the subject of further analysis.  

4.2.3 System justification and system criticism 

The questionnaire included eight statements about democracy, the current political 
establishment, and public life. Responses were measured on a four-point scale. For the 
sake of a simpler analysis, it was converted into a two-point scale. 
    It can be observed that attitudes of respondents in both samples do not differ, which 
means that  participants think similarly about the issue; however, lawyers expressed better 
opinions about democracy, the current system and politics. 
    Participants in both samples perceive the workings of Hungarian society  negatively, 
since 79% of respondents in the representative sample, and 71% of participants in the 
lawyer sample believe that  democracy will not work as it  should in Hungary in the 
following decades.    
    91% of lawyers think that more attention should be paid to public life, while only 65% 
of participants in the national sample share this view. This demonstrates that general 
society is less interested in public life than lawyers. 
    Participants in both samples are nostalgic about the Kádár establishment (the socialist 
era from 1956 to 1988), although general society  has more favorable memories (76%) 
regarding these years than lawyers do (60%). 
    Data indicate that discontent is strong in society  since respondents in both samples 
think that political parties do not have the interest of the country in mind (82%, and 
71%).
    It is not surprising that only one-third of participants in both samples think that average 
citizens can influence public life.
    The percentages of those who think it is worth participating in elections are seemingly 
contradictory (72%, and 96%). At this point it should be noted that the statement might 
also refer to the fact that voting is a citizen’s obligation. This approach might explain the 
high number of respondents in both samples who think voting is worthwhile. 
    The fight  against corruption is thought to be highly important and the idea that the 
country needs a strong leader is also popular among participants in both samples.
    In summary, Hungarian democracy is seen quite negatively; however, one can also 
conclude that this strong negative opinion is not related to apathy  and passivity. The 
number of those who gave positive responses to the questions about a more active 
participation in social events (interest in public life, willingness to vote and fight against 
corruption) is higher in the case of both samples. This shows that respondents see active 
participation in such events as important.  



    The questionnaire also included statements concerning society  and the country. 
Attitude patterns to these issues are similar to what was seen above; namely  that lawyers 
seem to be more optimistic than average. They value society more and see the present 
establishment as better than the rest of society does. 
    70% of participants in the national sample disagree that the majority  of Hungarian 
society is fair, while lawyers are divided on this statement. Half of them think that the 
majority is fair, but the other half disagrees. 
    In what can be considered in harmony  with the statement about nostalgic feelings, the 
majority  of both samples agree that the structure of Hungarian society and economy 
should be reformed (92% and 84%). 
    86% of respondents in the national and 78% of participants in the lawyer sample think 
that social conditions get worse year by year. This view supports the aforementioned need 
for reforms.
    The majority of respondents in both samples think that citizens do not have the same 
chance to become successful.
    Despite the above, 80% of respondents in both samples consider Hungary to be the 
nicest place in the world. This emotional link however is not related to the satisfaction 
with the functioning of the society and the economy. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

Democracy will not work as it should in Hungary in the following decades.Democracy will not work as it should in Hungary in the following decades.Democracy will not work as it should in Hungary in the following decades.

disagree 21% 29%

agree 79% 71%

Ignoring public life and only caring about our family and friends is not right.Ignoring public life and only caring about our family and friends is not right.Ignoring public life and only caring about our family and friends is not right.

disagree 35% 9%

agree 65% 91%

People lived better before the change in the political system.People lived better before the change in the political system.People lived better before the change in the political system.

disagree 24% 40%

agree 76% 60%

Ordinary people can influence public life.Ordinary people can influence public life.Ordinary people can influence public life.

disagree 67% 67%

agree 33% 33%

Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind.Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind.Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind.



disagree 18% 29%

agree 82% 71%

It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be influenced in 
this way.

It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be influenced in 
this way.

It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be influenced in 
this way.

disagree 12% 7%

agree 88% 93%

The fight against corruption is necessary in Hungary, since, in the end, its 
outcome will be beneficial.

The fight against corruption is necessary in Hungary, since, in the end, its 
outcome will be beneficial.

The fight against corruption is necessary in Hungary, since, in the end, its 
outcome will be beneficial.

disagree 12% 4%

agree 88% 93%

A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the country.A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the country.A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the country.

disagree 16% 19%

agree 84% 81%

Table 6. System Criticism I.

4.2.3.2 Just World Belief

Just world belief was measured by eight statements on a four-point scale which, as 
is the case above, was converted into a two-point scale. The list included four general, 
and four personal statements.

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

I think Hungarian society is honest.I think Hungarian society is honest.I think Hungarian society is honest.

disagree 70% 49%

agree 30% 51%

The structure of Hungarian economics and society should be radically reformed.The structure of Hungarian economics and society should be radically reformed.The structure of Hungarian economics and society should be radically reformed.

disagree 8% 16%

agree 92% 84%

For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world.For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world.For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world.



disagree 22% 18%

agree 78% 82%

Most of the domestic political decisions serve the interest of the common good.Most of the domestic political decisions serve the interest of the common good.Most of the domestic political decisions serve the interest of the common good.

disagree 81% 74%

agree 19% 26%

In Hungary, everybody has an equal chance to be wealthy and happy.In Hungary, everybody has an equal chance to be wealthy and happy.In Hungary, everybody has an equal chance to be wealthy and happy.

disagree 76% 69%

agree 24% 31%

Social conditions get worse year by year.Social conditions get worse year by year.Social conditions get worse year by year.

disagree 14% 22%

agree 86% 78%

Table 7. System Criticism II.

    Responses vary  greatly in the case of the samples, although there is less difference 
between opinions concerning general statements. It can be seen that Hungarian society 
does not consider the world to be a just  place and it  is heavily  divided on this issue. Most 
of the lawyers, on the other hand, believe that the world is just. 60% of participants in the 
national sample disagree with the statement that the world is just, while less than half of 
the lawyers have the same view. 43% of respondents in the national sample and 60% of 
lawyers agree the people get what they deserve. The majority of participants in both 
samples agree that injustice is rather exceptional, but lawyers are more optimistic 
regarding this statement (54%, and 74%). 68% percent of lawyers and 61% of 
participants in the national sample believe that justice will prevail. 

Representative Sample 
(N=1000)

Lawyer Sample (N=100)

GENERALGENERALGENERAL

In my view, the world is a just place.In my view, the world is a just place.In my view, the world is a just place.

disagree 60% 51%

agree 40% 49%

People usually get what they deserve in life.People usually get what they deserve in life.People usually get what they deserve in life.

disagree 57% 40%



agree 43% 60%

I firmly believe that injustice with respect to all aspects of life (professional, 
family, political) is more of an exception than the rule.

I firmly believe that injustice with respect to all aspects of life (professional, 
family, political) is more of an exception than the rule.

I firmly believe that injustice with respect to all aspects of life (professional, 
family, political) is more of an exception than the rule.

disagree 47% 26%

agree 53% 74%

I am sure that justice always prevails over injustice.I am sure that justice always prevails over injustice.I am sure that justice always prevails over injustice.

disagree 61% 32%

agree 39% 68%

PERSONALPERSONALPERSONAL

 Important decisions concerning my life are usually fair. Important decisions concerning my life are usually fair. Important decisions concerning my life are usually fair.

disagree 43% 6%

agree 39% 94%

I usually get what I deserve.I usually get what I deserve.I usually get what I deserve.

disagree 49% 10%

agree 51% 90%

Unjust events in my life are more of an exception than the rule.Unjust events in my life are more of an exception than the rule.Unjust events in my life are more of an exception than the rule.

disagree 42% 13%

agree 58% 87%

Most of the things which happen in my life are right.Most of the things which happen in my life are right.Most of the things which happen in my life are right.

disagree 45% 12%

agree 55% 88%

Table 8 - Just World Belief

Statements regarding participants’ personal lives produced more optimistic 
responses, although there is a significant difference between the samples here too. Almost 
90% of lawyers gave positive responses to all four statements. Their responses indicate 
that most lawyers are satisfied with life, and think that they get what they  deserve, in 
other words: life is just. The majority of participants in the representative sample share 
this opinion, although about 40% of them expressed pessimistic views concerning the 
statement. Most of these pessimistic responses were given to the statement “I usually get 
what I deserve”, but 49% of participants disagreed with it.   
In conclusion, it  can be said that, due to their higher social status and better living 



conditions, lawyers see the world as more just than the majority of the representative 
sample. Hungarian society is clearly pessimistic, and people see the world as unjust, but 
they  are more optimistic about their life. Participants in both samples consider their life 
more just than the world. They  believe that unjust events are the consequences of the 
world’s unjust nature and do not consider them to be their own fault. 

4.3 Multidimensional relations of dependant variables

This section focuses on the multidimensional relationship among dependant variables. It 
should be noted that only significant relationships will be presented here, and 
insignificant relationships are only addressed if an expected relationship is not 
validated44. 

Prior to data analysis, numerous assumptions and hypotheses were formulated. 
For example, it was my presumption that first-year law students would have similar 
views to lay persons, and fifth-year law students to lawyers, regarding jurisdiction. It was 
also assumed that respondents’ social situation and status heavily influence views on 
system criticism. Finally, it  was also a presupposition that whether or not an individual 
had already  been a subject of victimization would influence her view on passing severe 
verdicts or even the restoration of capital punishment. The summary chapter of research 
findings reveals whether these assumptions were proved or disproved. 

4.3.1 Legislation, and the application of law

According to 39% of women, an increase in social benefits would reduce crime; 
however, men’s views differ significantly  on this matter, and only  31% of them feel the 
same way. The more emphatic attitude which women express towards the poor might 
explain this result. 

Distribution according to subjective financial status reveals intriguing results. 
49% of those who reported struggling with serious financial problems agree that social 
benefits would reduce crime. However, only 29% of participants who do not experience 

44  Footnotes which are related to Figures indicate both the values of significance (p) and association (k).          
Values which the program provided are given to three decimal places. 

    With the help of the SPSS software, the Pearson chi square test was used to measure significance. 
The test’s null-hypothesis is that the two variables are independent of each other. The anti-hypothesis is 
that the two variables are not independent of each other. The significance value 0.05 was used during 
the whole analysis.  It means that if the significance value the program provides is over 0.05, then the 
null-hypothesis applies, and the variables do not have significant relations. However, if the significance 
value is below 0.05, then the null-hypothesis is ignored, and there is a significant relation between the 
variables. SPSS provides the value of significance in a table for the analysis. 

          The provided value of association reflects the chances of guessing the value of a given variable if the 
value of the other variable is known. Since the data analysis involved the study of nominal and ordinal 
variables, Cramer's v association was used. The SPSS software also provides data about this value in its 
table. If k<0.2 then the connection is weak, if 0.2<k<0.4 then the relation is mediocre, if 0.4<k<0.7 then 
the relation is strong, and if k>0.7 then the relation is very strong (Listed values refer to the absolute 
value “k”) (BABBIE, 1998).



deprivation think similarly. This issue might trigger a self-defense mechanism which 
could explain the distribution of attitude patterns. It is interesting to see, however, that the 
last group  agrees with this statement, and it  is in this group where the majority of 
respondents (63%) reported having the best financial status. It is possible that they are 
more involved in taking social responsibility or being charitable. 

The majority of society  considered the correlation between more severe verdicts 
and the reduction of crime as valid. Insignificant differences were found between given 
social groups concerning the issue. When opinions of respondents with differing 
education levels are compared, it is seen that the most educated participants agree the 
least with the statement; however, 78% of them still agree. It is possible that  the 
difference in opinion stems from the fact that  the number of participants in this group 
who think that prevention is multi-faceted and cannot simply  be reduced to the 
application of more severe verdicts is higher (probably because they are more qualified). 

Figure 29 - Increasing social benefits would significantly reduce the rate of crime/
gender45

45p = 0,007 ; k = 0,086



Figure 30 - Increasing social benefits would significantly reduce the rate of crime/
subjective financial status46

46 p = 0,000 ; k = -0,102



Figure 31 - Increasing social benefits would significantly reduce the rate of crime/level 
of education47 

47 p = 0,013 ; k = 0,012



Figure 32 - A prison sentence alone does not reduce crime/types of settlement48

48p = 0,002 ; k = 0,065



Figure 33 - More severe verdicts would be more deterrent/Are you anxious about 
victimization?49

As was seen in the case of the normal distribution of variables, the issue of 
whether to pass a more severe prison sentence is stressed. According to the majority of 
respondents, a prison sentence itself does not lead to decreasing crime rates. In the case 
of the representative sample, significant differences among groups can only  be shown 
according to place of residence. In Budapest, the percentage of those who think that a 
prison sentence is not deterrent is above the average (35%), while around 20% of 
respondents from other settlements think similarly. 

I also investigated whether the fact that respondents had already  been victims of 
crime or were anxious about falling victim to crime influenced their opinions. Data 
revealed that past events do not affect the way  in which participants think about the issue. 
However, the question concerning their expectations for the future shows significant 
difference. Those who have experienced more threats tend to see more severe verdicts as 
more preventive. 

49p = 0,037 ; k = 0,092



Figure 34 - The elimination of unemployment would reduce crime/settlement type50

As was mentioned, different statements were developed regarding certain events 
which would reduce crime. The basic distribution of these is in accordance with the 
results of the already-examined views. Attention will now be turned to the opinions 
which members of various social groups expressed about the above issues. Firstly, 
respondents were asked whether they thought that the elimination of unemployment 
would reduce crime. Responses differ significantly with respect to their place of 
residence. 

The people who agree the least with this statement live in Budapest, although 72% 
of them think that full employment would greatly improve the situation. This number is 
even higher among those who live in smaller settlements, and might be explained by the 
distribution of unemployment rates across settlement types. People might see a cause and 
effect relationship  between the spread of unemployment in the place of residence and 
crime. This relation may seem stronger in the case of those cities, and villages which are 
more afflicted by unemployment.  

50p = 0,000 ; k= 0,114



Figure 35 - Stricter school discipline would reduce crime/age51

In the case of stricter school discipline, some variables show significant 
differences between certain groups. As data indicate, the older a person is, the more she 
agrees that stricter school discipline would reduce crime (90% for the oldest group); 
whereas 66% of the youngest generation agrees. It seems that disciplinary policy of 
schools becomes an important issue as people age. 

51p = 0,000 ; k = 0,145



Figure 36 - Stricter school discipline would reduce crime/settlement type52

    Data revealed reflect expectations in the case of settlement types as well. More people 
support a conservative point of view in smaller settlements, and despite the fact that 
fewer participants from bigger settlements agree with the statement, the majority of them 
favor stricter school discipline too. Members of more closed communities tend to form 
and maintain more conservative views. 

52p = 0,000 ; K = 0,177



Figure 37 - More severe verdicts would reduce crime/settlement type53

As it  has already been pointed out, people considered more severe verdicts to be 
the proper instrument for reducing crime. Society  seems to be quite homogeneous 
regarding the issue.
    Significant difference concerning the deterrent effect of more severe verdicts can only 
be seen in reference to settlement types. However, people who live in the capital and in 
cities with county rights agree less with both statements; however, the vast majority  of 
them support these ideas too. 

53p = 0,000 ; k = 0,106



Figure 38 - More deterrent penal laws would reduce crime/settlement type54

54p = 0,000 ; k = 0,146



Figure 39 - Abortion should be banned/age55 

As in the case of the chapter on normal distribution, the two statements about 
legislation and the application of law should be addressed here as well. The majority of 
society is opposed to banning abortion; however, the degree of rejection varies in the case 
of different social groups. As was expected, views of different age groups on the issue are 
not in harmony. It has already  been mentioned that the question of abortion also measures 
conservative or liberal characteristics of thinking patterns. I believe that the underlying 
influence on the variation among the results of the groups is the age of the groups and the 
level of education. The youngest and the most qualified tend to favor a more liberal 
approach to abortion.

55p = 0,000 ; k = 0,148



Figure 40 - Abortion should be banned/level of education56

Only 6% of the youngest generation (18-19) is in favor of banning abortion. 
People, it seems, are more and more in favor with the statement as they age, since 43% of 
the oldest participants (70-79) support the idea. 

Opinions in groups differ with respect to their level of education too.

56 p = 0,000 ; k = -0,128



Figure 41 - Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized/
gender57

15% of those who graduated from secondary school, 22% of those who finished 
primary school, went to vocational school, or did not finish secondary school, and 47% of 
those who did not finish primary school agree with this statement.
    Another statement explored opinions concerning the legalization of soft drugs. As was 
shown, the vast majority of people opposed relaxing current legal regulations. Here, data 
can be viewed in a similar manner as in the case of abortion (conservative and liberal 
ways of thinking). 

57p = 0,009 ; k = -0,083



Figure 42 - Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized/age58

As data in the table indicate, men are more permissive, as 31% of male 
respondents think that legalization would be beneficial, while only  24% of women share 
this opinion. 

There is a significant correlation between responses and age. As was presumed, 
younger people are more permissive, while older people are more intolerant. 

58p = 0,016 ; k = -0,103



Figure 43 - The death penalty should be reinstated/age59

4.3.2 Death penalty

    As was seen, the majority of society – in contrast to lawyers – supports the 
reinstatement of capital punishment. At this point, it is interesting to explore which group 
contains the most supporters and the most objectors of the issue. Again, assumed liberal 
and conservative thinking patterns are relevant to this question. Results of different 
groups substantiate the plausibility  of this presumption. Relative differences also appear 
among these groups; however, except for participants who live in Budapest or for those 
who hold a degree, supporters of the reinstatement of the death penalty dominate. 
    With regard to age, the difference is significant, and data clearly reveal the relationship 
of age to the views respondents expressed concerning this question. Based on the 
findings, it can be established that the older an individual is the more she supports the 
reinstatement of the death penalty. 81% of participants aged 70-79 agree with its 
reinstatement; whereas 57% percent of respondents aged 30-39, and only 57% of 
participants aged 18-19 agree. 

59p = 0,000 ; k = 0,161



Figure 44 - The death penalty should be reinstated/settlement type60

75% of both city and village residents support the reinstatement of capital punishment. Of 
those who live in cities with county  rights, 57% agree with this statement, although 
residents of Budapest see the issue differently. Among the population of the capital city, 
the number of people who disagree with the statement is higher (52%) than the number of 
those who would like to bring back the death penalty. 

60 p = 0,000 ; k = 0,219



Figure 45 - The death penalty should be reinstated/level of education61

Among those whose highest level of education is primary school, the ratio of supporters 
is well over 70% (77%, and 75%). The ratio of supporters who graduated from a post-
high school professional school is still around 60%. With respect  to the level of 
education, significant opposition to the reinstatement of the death penalty was only 
expressed among participants with a university degree. Two-thirds of them disagree, 
while one-third agrees. 

61 p = 0,000 ; k = -0,189



Figure 46 - The death penalty should be restored/political party preference62

Interestingly  enough, whether or not a respondent had already been a victim of 
crime did not have a significant bearing on her views regarding the reinstatement of 

62 p = 0,005; k = -0,014

Statements regarding human nature
Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rather
agree

Strongly 
agree

1. It is equally important that a person be able to obey  
and to issue orders if need be. 1 2 3 4

2. Everyone should know their place in society: who 
is above them and who is below. 1 2 3 4

3. Instead of making all the decisions myself, I prefer 
being told what to do. 1 2 3 4

4. People fall into two categories: the weak and the 
strong. 1 2 3 4

5. Human nature being what it is, there will always be 
war. 1 2 3 4

6. In time it will be recognized that astrology explains 
many things in life. 1 2 3 4

 



capital punishment. Opinions, however, showed a correlation between its reinstatement 
and a participant’s anxiety about victimization. 

Significant differences can be seen between supporters of certain political parties as well. 
Supporters of the death penalty  are in the majority in all groups, although it is quite 
telling that 82% of JOBBIK voters agree with this statement. When compared to the 
results of the other groups, such a high rate of agreement is exceptional.

Figure 47 - The death penalty should be restored/Are you anxious about falling victim to 
crime?63

As data in the figure indicate, the highest number of supporting views was 
expressed by  people who are very anxious about victimization. The number of those who 
agree, then, decreases, but in the last category it increases again. 

Those respondents64 in the representative sample who argue for the reinstatement 
of the death penalty are mainly  those who criticize the current establishment. This is 
referenced in the system criticism index65  which shows a correlation between the 
opinions of supporters66 of the death penalty and system criticism (See Appendix 6).

Those who favor the reinstatement of the death penalty  can be seen as introverted 
thinking people who only see the negative impacts67 of globalization68. 

Furthermore, supporters of the death penalty were less69  accepting towards the 
current administration of justice70, and expressed anti-globalization views; for example, 
they think71 that immigration increases the risk of crime72. 

4.3.3 Causes of crime

    In the case of normal distribution, it was seen that the two samples do not  differ 

63p = 0,028; k = 0,096

64See K.12.3.

65q.11

66p = 0,000; k = 0,216

67p = 0,001; k = -0,304

68See K.23.

69p = 0,001; k = -0,216

70See K.13.

71p = 0,001; k = -0,256

72See. K.23.5.



significantly; moreover, the list of twelve possible causes of crime did not produce 
significant differences either, and therefore it could prove interesting to explore whether 
certain social groups have different views on the issue. 
    More of those who are at a child-rearing age think that a problematic childhood and 
family problems are significant factors in whether one becomes a criminal. It should be 
noted, however, that the majority of society shares this view. 

Figure 48 - Possible causes for criminalization – Problematic childhood, early family 
problems/age73

In the case of poor parenting skills, a significant correlation was only  made 
between responses and the financial situation of participants. The wealthiest consider 
poor parenting skills to be extremely  important, as 95% of them think that this is the most 
significant factor leading to criminalization. Only 75% of the poorest see this issue 
similarly; however, such difference is relative since all groups believe that parenting 
skills are important. 

It is also interesting to see that respondents consider the role of parenting skills in 
criminalization differently  according to settlement types. Participants who live in the 
capital city  see parenting skills as less important than residents of other types of 

73p = 0,000; k = -0,118



settlements. In addition to the external causes, there are also negative effects that a group 
experiences, and these show significant correlation with age. 

Figure 49 - Possible causes of criminalization – Poor parenting skills/subjective 
financial status74

74p = 0,000 ; k = -0,129



Figure 50 - Possible causes of criminalization – Poor parenting skills/settlement types75

75p = 0,032 ; k = 0,072



Figure 51 - Possible causes of criminalization – Negative effects on a group/age76

76p = 0,015 ; k = 0,085



Figure 52 - Possible causes of criminalization – Frequent representation of violence in 
the media/gender77

Interestingly  enough, distribution of age resembles a U-curve, which means that 
both the youngest and the oldest participants think that the negative influence on a group 
is the most significant factor leading to criminalization. It  might indicate that those who 
experience the phenomena first hand (between the ages of 18 and 19) and those who view 
young people from a distance; namely the elderly, think that the influence on social 
groups is important. It is supposed that young people distance themselves from this 
cause; whereas the elderly can speak about the young as one homogenous group. 

Responses concerning violence in the media also show interesting correlations. As 
data revealed, women (85%) consider this factor more important than men (77%). 

77 p = 0,003 ; k = 0,093



Figure 53 - Possible causes for criminalization - Frequent representation of violence in 
the media/age78

    Similarly  to the already  observed tendency, young people (75-81%) hold the media 
less responsible for criminalization than do older persons (90%). Again, responses might 
indicate that young people distance themselves from the problem, while older individuals 
explain someone’s turning to crime as a result of changes they  have seen in the world 
(including the media). 
    It is also interesting that no significant differences were shown among various voting 
groups concerning this issue; especially  in light of the fact that political parties do 
expound quite differing views in the media. It  is probable that FIDESZ and JOBBIK 
voters accept their chosen party’s point of view, while the opinions of MSZP voters are 
determined by  their age, and thus these voters are more critical. (Usually older people 
vote for MSZP in Hungary.) 
    In summary, it  was seen that the most significant difference found concerning opinions 
on the causes of criminalization are related to age. A notable percentage of young people 
view certain causes as irrelevant to the issue, and it  is especially true of those factors 
which might have an effect on them personally (family, environment, media influence). 

4.3.4. Plaintiff – Victim

78p = 0,001 ; k = 0,142



Party preference was the only socio-demographic variable which showed a 
significant correlation between responses and the question of whether the respondent had 
been a victim of crime. 

Figure 54 - Have you ever been a victim of crime?/Political party preference79 

The fact that there was not a significant correlation between this question and 
settlement types might be surprising. In other words, the same number of respondents 
reported that they had experienced victimization in the case of all settlement types. 

With regard to political party preference it was seen that supporters of smaller 
parties were victims of crime to a higher extent. (It is assumed that the smaller number of 
data points lead to this result.) 

More significant differences can be shown in the case of the question whether a 
respondent is anxious about falling victim to crime. It might indicate – similarly to what 
was seen in the case of the normal distribution (differences between the lawyer and the 
representative samples) – that certain life situations influence the level of anxiety 
concerning victimization. However, research findings (have you ever been a victim of 
crime) do not substantiate the fear of victimization that respondents reported. 

79p = 0,001 ; k = 0,050



Figure 55 - Are you anxious about victimization?/gender80    

Gender also affects the extent to which a respondent is anxious about crime. 63% 
of women, and 51% of men reported that they were anxious about the issue. 

The fact  that the pattern of responses is quite heterogeneous in the case of 
settlement types refers to a more significant correlation. 20% of residents of villages are 
highly  anxious about victimization, in contrast to only 12% of Budapest residents. 18% 
of residents of villages said that they were not anxious about victimization at all, in 
contrast to 7% of Budapest residents. This shows that feelings concerning public security 
are not homogenous. Attitudes towards public security  are substantiated by the news of 
various types of media, and thus the respondent’s place of residence is not irrelevant81. 

80p = 0,000 ; k = 0,175

81The size of the sample does not provide enough information for analyzing this correlation since, in the 
case of such multi-dimensional correlations, an incomprehensible result would be reached because of the 
low number of items.



Figure 56 - Are you anxious about victimization?/settlement types82

The effect of two additional variables adequately illustrates the influence that 
certain life situations have on the extent to which people are anxious about victimization. 
In the case of the level of education it is seen that  68% of those respondents who did not 
finish primary  school think that they  will possibly become victims of crime. With respect 
to the other “qualification categories” such a high ratio cannot be found; however, data 
clearly  show that the higher a respondent’s qualification is, the less she considers 
victimization a possible threat. 

82p = 0,000 ; k = 0,005



Figure 57 - Are you anxious about victimization?/level of education83

83p = 0,029 ; k = -0,086



Figure 58 - Are you anxious about victimization?/subjective financial status84

A similar correlation can also be shown in the case of subjective financial status. 
The worse a respondent considers her status, the more she thinks that victimization is 
likely to happen to her. 68% of those who have serious financial problems are anxious 
about victimization, while only  53% of respondents with a sound financial status feel this 
way. 
4.3.5. Acceptance of the administration of justice

    As was mentioned earlier, there was a significant difference between the lawyer and 
the representative sample concerning this issue. Naturally, lawyers expressed positive 
attitudes towards the administration of justice, whereas society saw it quite negatively. 
The rather homogeneous views of society  are also supported by the relatively  low 
number of significant correlations. 
    In the case of legal equality, a difference was expressed in accordance with the level of 
education a person has. More of the less qualified participants (85%) think that legal 
equality  does not exist in Hungary. This ratio decreases among higher qualified 
respondents, though it is still 73% percent in the case of graduates. These results give 
proof of serious criticism of the administration of justice in Hungary. 

84p = 0,008 ; k = 0,097



Figure 59 - When compared to the average person, influential people are treated 
differently in the eyes of the law/level of education85 

Participants’ financial situation also causes differences among groups regarding 
this issue. 93% of those who experience serious financial problems – presumably they do 
not consider themselves influential – think that legal equality  does not exist  in Hungary. 
A lower number of wealthier respondents share this view, although the ratio is high 
(79%) in this group as well. 

85p = 0,001 ; k = -0,125



Figure 60 - Compared to average people, influential persons are treated differently by 
the law/subjective financial situation86

The majority of society questions the independence of courts, but interestingly 
enough most of those respondents who are satisfied with their financial status consider 
the courts independent of politics.
    It can be established that  subjective financial status was also the variable in the case of 
other statements which provided the most significant differences between groups. 
    The same can be seen in the case of the statement concerning legal equality. Wealthier 
people expressed more positive views than did poorer participants.  

86p = 0,002; k = 0,122



Figure 61 - The administration of justice in Hungary is independent of politics/subjective 
financial status87 

87p = 0,003; k = -0,071



Figure 62 - Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts/subjective financial status88

Responses differ significantly in accordance with settlement types when 
considering this question. The difference emerges between views which are expressed by 
participants who live in the capital city, and those which are reported by participants who 
live in the countryside. 

88p = 0,013; k = -0,113



Figure 63 - Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts/settlement types89

As data indicate, the more optimistic views which residents of Budapest express 
give rise to the difference since 40% of them think that everyone is treated equally in 
Hungarian courts; however, only some 25% of respondents from other settlements share 
this opinion. 

In the case of the negative statement regarding legal procedures, two variables – 
settlement types, and subjective financial status – produced significant differences 
between groups. The views of residents of Budapest differ highly from what residents of 
other settlements think. 59% of those who live in the capital city  reported that it  was not 
worth initiating a lawsuit, in contrast to roughly 70% of those from other types of 
settlements.  

Subjective financial status, however, produces a more linear correlation, as 
wealthier respondents see lawsuits as being more worthwhile. It  is quite possible that in 
their case there are certain types of property which are worth securing legally, and if 
threatened, is it in their interest to initiate a legal procedure in order to protect this 
property. 

89p = 0,001; k = -0,087



Figure 64 - It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers/settlement 
types90

90p = 0,005; k = 0,092



Figure 65 - It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers/financial 
subjective status91

Subjective financial status also plays a role in how verdicts are viewed. While 
37% of the poorest participants believe that verdicts are satisfactory, this ratio stands at 
84% among the wealthiest. It  is interesting to see that there is a clear line which separates 
views of the wealthy and the poor concerning this issue. 

91p = 0,000; k = 0,122



Figure 66 - I usually agree with verdicts/subjective financial status92 

    As was already mentioned, most of the respondents see law and justice as separate 
concepts in the case of verdicts. Again, subjective financial status, and settlement types 
influence opinions. Richer respondents and those who live in Budapest have more 
positive views on the issue, while poorer respondents and those who live in smaller 
settlement types express more critical views on the issue. 

92p = 0,000; k = -0,144



Figure 67 - Law and justice are often separated in terms of verdicts/subjective financial 
status93 

93p = 0,000; k = 0,124



Figure 68 - Law and justice are often separated in terms of verdicts/settlement types94

94p = 0,006; k = 0,094



4.3.6 Just world belief

Just world belief and system justification/criticism resulted in the most significant 
difference between the representative and the lawyer sample. Firstly, it will be 
investigated as to whether assumptions (better living standard, higher qualification) 
concerning just world belief are at the root of this difference between groups. 

Correlations made concerning the statement “In my view, the world is a just 
place,” support the hypothesis. Data show that the majority  of respondents (57%) with 
the highest level of education believe that the world is a just place. Certainly, it must be 
noted that 49% of lawyers expressed similar views. Most of the respondents with lower 
qualifications disagreed with the statement, which is in line with the way in which society 
thinks about the issue. The lower an individual’s qualification is, the less she believes that 
the world is just. 

Figure 69 - In my view, the world is a just place/level of education95

The hypothesis formulated around how participants respond and what their 
standard of living is seems to be confirmed as well, since wealthier persons are more 
optimistic regarding the just nature of the world. 

95p = 0,000; k = 0,129



Figure 70 - In my view, the world is a just place/subjective financial status96

63% of those who reported that, “I can afford anything,” think that the world is a 
just place, while only  25% of respondents with serious financial problems share this 
view. These attitudes clearly give rise to a positive self-image. Wealthier individuals are 
better able to actualize their positive characteristics and abilities which in turn validates 
their well-being. As a result of the determining force of external factors, to some extent at 
least, poorer people might find an excuse for not being able to actualize their potential.
    From the point of view of education, one can arrive at a similar conclusion regarding 
the following statement. The more educated a person is, the more she agrees that people 
get what they deserve. 

96p = 0,000 ; k = -0,141



Figure 71 - People usually get what they deserve/level of education97

The only  exception here is the group of people who did not finish primary school. Quite 
probably  they interpreted this statement in quite pejorative ways, (which is the most 
preferred interpretation in their case), and so they might think that they did not deserve 
their unfortunate fate. 
    Effects of better life conditions can be seen in the case of the next statement too, 
because wealthier people believe that decisions concerning their lives are fair. 

97p = 0,016 ; k = 0,086



Figure 72 - Important decisions concerning my life are fair/subjective financial status98

They are also more optimistic about their lives, since the majority of them think that they 
get what they deserve.

98p = 0,000 ; k = -0,135



Figure 73 - I usually get what I deserve in life/subjective financial status99

The statement, “Most of the things which happen in my life are right,” revealed an 
intriguing correlation and also supports the aforementioned hypothesis. Like in the 
previously  mentioned cases, it can be seen that better life conditions and higher 
qualification make individuals satisfied. More respondents (70%) with higher 
qualifications think that what happens in life is right. However, it is worth pointing out 
that the majority of participants (53%) with the lowest level of education also agree with 
this statement. 
    We find more significant differences with regard to subjective financial status. It seems 
that the financial scope influences people in more ways than does the level of their 
qualifications when they think about their lives. Everyday money problems affect 
expectations people have about life more than any other investigated social variable does. 
Only 36% of participants with serious financial problems believe that the statement is 
true, in contrast  to 79% of the wealthiest respondents. The difference speaks for itself, 
and indicates a clear correlation between financial status and attitudes towards life.    

99p = 0,000 ; k = -0,175



Figure 74 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/level of 
education100

100p = 0,032 ; k = 0,102



Figure 75 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/subjective 
financial status101

Although differences with respect to settlement types are significant, these are far 
from the differences seen in the case of financial status, and therefore the above 
correlation is verified. In this case, only the majority of village residents (54%) seem to 
disagree with the statement. 
 

101p = 0,000 ; k = -0,193



Figure 76 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/settlement 
types102

In summary, it  is easier for a person to perceive the world as a just place if she can define 
herself positively  in light of actual situations. This correlation was confirmed in the case 
of all of those sorting variables which influence existence. 

4.3.7 System justification and system criticism 

The normal distribution of statements regarding the status of Hungarian 
democracy  has already been discussed, and now attention will be turned to the 
differences and similarities of views various social groups expressed concerning the 
issue. 
    People usually view the period between the change in political systems in the early 
1990s and the present  in a negative light. This indicates that the majority of citizens 
believe that people lived better before the change of the political establishment. In the 
way that significant differences can be found between the lawyer and the representative 
group, even among social groups such differences can also be seen.

102p = 0,001 ; k = -0,100



Figure 77 - People had a better life before the end of communism/gender103 

Significantly more women (80%) agree with the statement than men (71%). To 
some extent, a certain level of security  characterized the former political establishment, 
and women probably perceive it more. 
    The fact  that data revealed significant differences with regard to age is not surprising at 
all. Older respondents are more nostalgic about the socialist  era, and it is interesting to 
see that the majority of young people (53%) think that life was more difficult  in that 
period. 

103p = 0,001 ; k = 0,101



Figure 78 - People had a better life before the end of communism/age104

    Significant differences can be shown according to settlement types as well. While 81% 
of village residents think that people had a better life before the end of the socialist 
regime, only  two-thirds of respondents who live in Budapest agree with this statement. At 
this point, it should be noted that possibilities which democracy  brought forth did not 
appear homogeneously in terms of settlement types. In general, in contrast to bigger 
cities, smaller settlements experienced the negative effects of the political change more. 

104p = 0,000 ; k = 0,160



Figure 79 - People had a better life before the end of communism/settlement types105

With respect to level of education, significant differences are also found since higher 
qualification goes hand in hand with better opinions concerning the change. In this case, 
it is likely that unequal distribution of possibilities influences views, and the emerging 
new order further facilitated such ways of thinking. 

105p = 0,003 ; k = 0,117



Figure 80 - People had a better life before the end of communism/level of education106

    
Of course, financial status influences views on the political change. Those in 

better financial conditions think less positively about socialism than those who 
experience serious money problems. 

106 p = 0,000 ; k = -0,156



Figure 81 - People had a better life before the end of communism/subjective financial 
status107

    It can be concluded that opinions regarding the end of the socialist era depend on 
almost all of the investigated social variables; however, it should be underlined that – 
except for the youngest participants – those who think positively about the issue are in 
the minority in all social groups. 
    The negative ways in which people think about the future workings of Hungarian 
democracy  support the above statement. As was seen earlier, responses of lawyers and 
participants in the representative sample did not differ concerning the future of Hungarian 
democracy; therefore it  is not surprising that there are not many significantly  differing 
groups in this case either. 

One of the differences can be seen with regard to age since, as was the case above, 
younger people are more optimistic, and older people are more pessimistic regarding the 
future of Hungarian democracy. However, optimistic views are not in the majority among 
young people either, and only  41% of them predict a bright future for Hungarian 
democracy. 

107 p = 0,001 ; k = 0,125



Figure 82 - Democracy will not work as it should in future decades/age108 

The other significant  difference arrived at here is in accordance with settlement 
types. Research findings indicate similar results to what was seen in the case of the 
previous statements; namely  that respondents from the smallest settlements are more 
pessimistic (84%) than those who live in bigger cities. Those who live in Budapest 
reported the lowest number of pessimistic opinions (71%). 

As was mentioned before, this pessimism manifests itself the most in a rejection 
of political parties. Around 80% of participants in both samples believe that political 
parties do not have the interests of the country  in mind. The same can be seen in the case 
of various social groups; however, the level of pessimism they express is not the same. 

Like in the case of the other statements, level of education is a determining factor 
in this case, and the direction of correlation is in agreement with the already  revealed 
findings. Most people who agree with the statement have the lowest level of education. 

108p = 0,033 ; k = 0,046



Figure 83 - Democracy will not work as it should in future decades/settlement types109

109p = 0,005 ; k = 0,112



Figure 84 - Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind/level of 
education110

     

110p = 0,000 ; k = -0,137



Again, the financial scope leads to significant differences in opinions in this case 
too. As is the case above, wealthier people expressed more optimistic views. 

Figure 85 - Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind/subjective 
financial status111

    In earlier sections it was indicated that people were disappointed with current political 
parties. They are still interested in public life, elections, and they do not think that  the 
fight against corruption is unnecessary.
    It will now be explored as to which social groups trust  the least in these issues. The 
statement regarding elections can be one indicator of opinions. As was shown, the 
majority  of participants believe that it is worth participating in elections; however, there 
are some social groups where willingness to vote is below the average. 

111p = 0,001 ; k = 0,102



Figure 86 - It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be 
influenced in this way/level of education112  

112p = 0,000 ; k = 0,146



Figure 87 - It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be 
influenced in this way /subjective financial status113

While 89% of graduates agree with the statements, this number gradually 
decreases as groups with a lower level of education are investigated; however, it is 
interesting that the course of this tendency changes among participants who did not finish 
primary school. Probably, the already mentioned expectation, namely  that people should 
vote, dominates more in their case. 

The financial status of participants also results in significant differences between 
social groups. It should come as no surprise that well-being is a significant motivator and 
leads to greater self-confidence, and usually wealthier citizens think that they  can 
influence politics with their votes. 

Participants’ strong concurrence with the statement concerning the need for a 
strong political leader illustrates both the criticism of the current political establishment 
and the nostalgia participants have about the socialist era. This issue was particularly 
pertinent at the time of the period of data collection because the survey  was conducted 
right before the elections. In light of the previously  presented data, it is not  surprising that 
the need for such a leader is the strongest among people with the lowest level of 
education, although it should be noted that 73% of graduates also hold this view. 

113p = 0,000 ; k = -0,129



Figure 88 - A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the 
country/level of education114

When reviewing answers to this statement, the opinions of supporters of different 
political parties is especially  interesting, since, in this case, their views differ 
significantly. As data indicate, supporters of FIDESZ agree the most with this statement, 
followed by supporters of JOBBIK. Supporters of MSZP reported agreeing with the 
statement the least. At  this point, it should be highlighted that, independently of political 
party  preferences, the need for a strong political leader is significant in all groups. 
Obviously, groups understand the concept of the strong leader differently. 

114p = 0,030 ; k = -0,108



Figure 89 - A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the 
country/political party preference115

In this period before the elections the statement, “The structure of Hungarian 
economics and society should be radically reformed,” provoked very interesting 
responses. The majority of people agree with the statement, although there are differences 
between groups in this case too. 
    In a similar way  as what was seen above, wealthier people are less dissatisfied with the 
present system; however, most of them do not exclude the possibility  of radical change. 
Almost all poor people view a radical change as the solution for the country’s, and 
consequently their own, problems. 

115 p = 0,000 ; k = -0,140



Figure 90 - The structure of Hungarian economics and society should be radically 
reformed/subjective financial status116

116p = 0,000 ; k = 0,131



Figure 91 - The structure of Hungarian economics and society should be radically 
reformed/settlement types117

The difference of opinions according to settlement types is also significant. 
Almost all of the village residents prefer radical changes, while 83% of people in 
Budapest feel this way.

Obviously, the need for a radical change has a correlation with the skeptical views 
concerning the social and economic status of the country. The basis of this consensual 
relation is the common view that, “things are not on the right track;” however, I assumed 
that people would express quite mixed opinions concerning the solution for such 
problems. 

Despite numerous pessimistic notions, society  and the lawyers see Hungary as the 
nicest place in the world. Responses given to the question, “Hungary is the nicest place in 
the world,” contradict the opinions which were expressed regarding the other statements 
on system criticism. It might be possible that people can love their country, and can 
identify with it, even if the political system is not the most democratic, nor the most 
credible. What follows will be an investigation into which groups favor Hungary the 
least. 

117p = 0,000 ; k = 0,165



Figure 92 - For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world/age118

It might have been expected that mostly young people belong to this category. The 
number of those who agree with this statement gradually decreases, but still, two-thirds 
of the youngest generation (between the ages of 18 and 19) think that Hungary is the 
nicest place in the world. 
     The same percentage of the poorest share this view, and this result is not surprising at 
all since those who have everyday  money problems might find it difficult  to see the 
country as the nicest place in the world. 

118p = 0,000 ; k = 0,155



Figure 93 - For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world/subjective financial 
status119

In summary, it can be established that opinions on the current system, the degree of the 
change required, the qualities of an ideal political system and even the willingness to vote 
are mostly determined by an individual’s financial status, level of education and place of 
residence. People who can be seen as depressed due to their poor living conditions 
express pessimistic views on the future as well. (See Appendix 7)

4.4. Summary of research findings

This section offers a summary of research findings, and the question of whether 
my hypotheses are confirmed or not is discussed. For the sake of simplicity, results are 
summarized in a table too. I would also like to reflect on the findings of the surveys 
which were mentioned in the second chapter, and the results of the research project which 
were completed among law students. 
  
General comparison of the two research samples

The underlying difference between the samples emanates from the differing socio-
economic positions of participants. The majority  of the lawyers belong to the elite class 
in contemporary Hungarian society. Their financial status is far more favorable than the 

119 p = 0,005 ; k = -0,096



average. Since the end of the communist  regime, and, in contrast to other social groups, 
they have always been afforded more possibilities. Responses of the national 
representative sample also reveal that the living standard of an individual is not only 
worse in terms of the objective variables (per capita household income), but participants 
in this sample experience this situation in a subjective way too. The position from which 
they  perceive public life and social events is greatly determined by the general depression 
they  feel as a result of deprivation. The ways in which they think is intertwined with 
skepticism and suspicion. This might also have an effect on the continuous reconstruction 
of social representations, which are created in social sub-groups. 

The ways in which information channels are used are also heterogeneous; in other 
words, the nature of media consumption (both printed and electronic) is different. In the 
case of the representative sample, the frequency  with which participants read the 
newspaper or watch the news does not (or insignificantly) correlate with the 
authoritativeness of the given medium. Lawyers clearly choose which media they read or 
watch based on the media’s authoritativeness. Lawyers use these channels for gathering 
information, while most of the people see them as forms of entertainment. 

The most popular political parties are FIDESZ, JOBBIK, and MSZP. FIDESZ is 
over-represented among lawyers, while JOBBIK and MSZP are under-represented. With 
reference to both samples, it  can be established that the most rejected party is MSZP, 
although lawyers strongly disagree with the JOBBIK platform. 

Compared to the ways in which the average member of society thinks, lawyers 
proved to be more liberal. Responses given to the statements regarding the reinstatement 
of the death penalty, the legalization of soft drugs, or the prohibition of abortion support 
this argument. 

Legislation, application of law, and committing crimes

Hungarian society  does not see a prison sentence itself as a deterrent  force. 
Presumably, people believe that criminals are aware of this form of punishment when 
they  commit a felony, and therefore it is not a valid means of discouraging people from 
partaking in illegal activities. It seems that  society, primarily, does not perceive crime as a 
social problem. It is generally accepted that the increase of social benefits alone would 
not solve the problem. It should be noted here that views concerning social benefits have 
significantly worsened in recent times. 

Hungarian society, including lawyers, sees prevention as the most  effective 
instrument of crime reduction. According to responses, people think that prevention 
should start with stricter school discipline, and they  also believe that stronger bonds 
within social groups would be beneficial in terms of crime prevention. With respect to 
legislation and the application of law, the samples showed a consensual correlation, 
which is not maintained over the issue of the reinstatement of the death penalty. The 
majority  of society agrees that capital punishment should be brought back; however, most 
of the lawyers disagree with this proposition. It is important to point out  that the majority 
of participants in both cases expressed quite uncertain views, which means that 



reasonable arguments might influence the ways in which people think about the issue. 
Various social groups have different attitudes concerning the reinstatement of the 

death penalty. It can be discerned that most of those people who belong to the 
traditionally  conservative groups feel that the reinstatement of capital punishment is 
necessary. Such groups are the elderly, residents of villages, and people with the lowest 
level of education. An overwhelming majority of JOBBIK supporters also favor it, and it 
was also seen that those opposed to its reinstatement were only in the majority among 
residents of Budapest and the graduates. 

In what concerns the possibilities of crime reduction, different social groups 
showed insignificant differences. It  can be concluded, however, that poor living 
conditions and low standards of living lead to stronger reactions in this case. In other 
words, in these groups where anxiety  about victimization is more significant, radical 
solutions for crime reduction are more popular. 

The hypothesis regarding more severe verdicts was only partly confirmed, since 
most of the former victims are not in agreement with the statement, nor do they  agree 
with reinstating the death penalty. It  is true, however, that anxiety about future 
victimization influences their views. 

Compared to the survey which was conducted in 1977, major change in terms of 
views on capital punishment can be seen. In 1977 only 2% of participants thought that it 
should be abolished; however, today one-third of society would disapprove of its 
reinstatement. It should be noted that the legal situation underwent a profound change, 
since the death penalty existed in 1977, but today only its reinstatement can be discussed.

Causes of crime

Members of society  keep a distance from this issue, or to put it differently, they 
view crime as a result of factors that are inherent to the person. They think that if 
someone commits a crime, it is her own fault. In contrast to this view, lawyers see 
external factors as relevant too; for example, they view poor parenting skills, and family 
problems as important causes of criminalization. 

In relation to social groups it can be said that the most significant difference 
concerning the expressed causes of crime can be shown according to the distribution of 
age. A greater proportion of young people think that the environment, media influence, 
and family problems play an important role in criminalization. 

As the earlier research among law students suggests, “A greater proportion of 
fifth-year students saw social causes as important. This might be explained by the fact 
that they already had experience with legal cases. They are also more familiar with the 
rationale behind the causes, and are familiar with social theories that concern the 
issue.”120  This is also what the current research findings revealed, since lawyers feel that 
social causes are more significant. 

120KELEMEN (2009 :117) 



Crime and victim

While responses given to the statement concerning former victimization do not 
show proportional differences among groups, the types of crime that people are anxious 
about differ across the samples. Although higher social status and better living conditions 
influence anxiety  about crime, they  cannot eliminate it. Based on the findings of both 
samples it can be established that people are anxious about violent crime in a greater 
proportion than the possibility that exists of them falling victim to such crimes. 

As was mentioned previously, anxiety  about crime is related to life situations. The 
environment significantly  determines the extent to which an individual is anxious about 
victimization. A greater proportion of village residents, poorly qualified people, and 
persons with serious financial problems are afraid of falling victim to crime. On the other 
hand, it should also be noted that it is true of wealthier individuals too. This might be the 
case because they believe that  there is a reason that  a crime should be committed against 
them. 

Numerous empiric data collections have focused on victimization. In the present 
study, fewer participants reported that they had been victims of crime. However, findings, 
namely that wealthier people feel more secure and are less anxious about future 
victimization, prove to be in line with results of earlier surveys. 

The administration of justice

Society sees the ways in which Hungarian courts work quite negatively. People 
believe that courts are not independent of politics, and legal equality is not ensured; 
furthermore, they  think that most of the proceedings are unnecessary. Of course, lawyers 
completely disagree with such views, although it should not be forgotten that many of 
them express criticism of the issue with respect to the statements. 
    Research findings clearly indicate that society’s negative attitude towards the 
administration of justice in Hungarian is financial in nature. In a similar way as to what 
was discussed regarding just world belief and system criticism, the poorest respondents 
criticized courts in almost all cases. The demoralizing environment influences judgments 
of events negatively. It seems that it  is particularly true of the administration of justice, 
which, as its name suggests, should deliver justice to people. Individuals who are 
dissatisfied with the world and their lives because of poor living conditions do not realize 
this possibility.
    The study in 2007 among law students also investigated opinions on the administration 
of justice. Interestingly enough, the hypothesis that views of the first-year students are 
similar to opinions of the fifth-year students is not confirmed. Views of the latter group 
are relatively more positive than opinions of the first-year law students, but are more 
similar to laypersons’ thoughts than to lawyers’ beliefs. It shows that dedication to this 
profession develops in practice, and not during the university years. 

System criticism, worldview



Based on their higher social status and better standards of living, lawyers see their 
lives and the world as more just. On the other hand, Hungarian society  is clearly 
pessimistic. Generally  speaking, people think that the world is unjust and they are more 
optimistic concerning their own lives. It is true of both samples that respondents see their 
lives as more just than the world; in other words, they  think that unjust events are not 
theirs, but the world’s fault. 

In conclusion, views on the current system, the extent of changes needed, the 
nature of the ideal political establishment, and even the willingness to vote are 
determined by  financial well-being, level of education, and place of residence. People in 
more difficult living conditions expressed more pessimistic views regarding events which 
happen around them, both in the past and in the future. 

Data reveal that the preliminary assumption is verified, since the living condition 
is the most determining factor influencing views about the system.



5. INDEX OF APPENDICES

Appendix 1 - Review of findings in the survey How do students of law think about 
law? and the report Youth 2008 

Youth 2008 report
How do students of law think 

about law?

Interest in 
public life

60% of them are either not, 
or absolutely not, interested in 
politics. 30% of participants 
are moderately interested in 
politics, and 9% of them are 
strongly interested in politics.

First-year law students: 91% 
showed particular interest in 
politics, and 67% reported that 
they were informed about issues 
concerning social problems. 

Fifth-year law students: 86% are 
interested in public life. 69% 
reported that they were informed 
about public issues. 

Internet habits In 2008 84% of young 
people used computers. 74% 
of them regularly send and 
receive emails, 47% of them 
use instant messaging 
programs, and 4% of them 
regularly read blogs and 
comment on forums. 85% of 
them are registered users of 
social networking sites. 

First-year law students: 85% of 
them use the Internet to gather 
information on a daily or weekly 
basis. 

Fifth-year law students: 91% of 
them use the Internet on a daily or 
weekly basis.

Preferred 
printed media

Only 4% of young people 
read political dailies. Tabloids 
and county newspapers are 
the most popular. 

First-year law students: 65% of 
them read national papers daily or 
weekly, 61% read local papers less 
than weekly. 
Fifth-year law students: 60% of 
them gather information from 
national papers. 



Preferred 
television 
channels

The two national 
commercial channels are the 
most popular ones with two-
thirds of young people citing 
them as the channels most 
often watched. 

First-year law students: 94% of 
them watch national television 
channels daily or weekly, and 19% 
of them watch local television 
channels as well.

Fifth-year law students: 88% 
gather information by watching 
national television channels.

Subjective 
views on 
financial status

44% of participants say that 
their income is enough if they  
pay attention to their 
expenditures, while only 6% 
of them report that they live 
without problems. 

First-year law students: 53% of 
participants state that their 
financial status is average or above 
the average when compared to the 
majority of the population. 

Fifth-year law students: 55% of 
them state that their financial status 
is average or below the average 
when compared to the majority of 
the population. 



Administration, 
system 
criticism, 
authoritativenes
s of public 
institutions, 
administration 
of justice

14% percent of them think 
that, under certain 
circumstances, autocracy is 
better than democracy. One-
third of young people claim 
that whether the current 
establishment is democratic 
or autocratic is of no 
relevance. Another 14% of 
the respondents are unable to 
say which is more favorable. 
55% of supporters of the 
current political system feel 
that democracy is better than 
any other political system. 

Four institutions are viewed 
negatively and six are viewed 
positively. The reputation of 
the government deteriorated 
the most, but opinions about 
churches and the parliament 
did not improve either. 
Attitudes toward banks and 
insurance companies also 
deteriorated. In 2004 the 
courts and the police were 
viewed positively, but 
nowadays the reputation of 
these institutions is low as 
well. On the contrary, young 
people think positively about 
mayors, the constitutional 
court, and the president.

First-year law students: 74% of 
them think that the administration 
of justice depends on politics, and 
77% of them believe that the 
person who is assigned to a given 
case as the judge influences the 
outcome of legal procedures. 
According to 33% of respondents 
the law equally protects ordinary 
citizens, while 73% of them 
believe that people are not treated 
equally. 68% of participants think 
that the justice due and the justice 
handed down by judges is 
different. 32% agree that it is 
worth seeking justice in the courts. 
63% of them think that the border 
between just and unjust actions is 
often vague. 60% of respondents 
believe that lawsuits are not only 
favorable for lawyers. 

Fifth-year law-students: 
According to 69% of participants, 
the administration of justice is not 
independent from politics. 83% 
think that the proper application of 
regulations is subjective. 16% of 
them believe that average citizens 
are treated equally in the eyes of 
the law. 64% of respondents think 
that people are not treated equally 
in court. According to 77% of 
participants, the justice due and the 
administration of justice handed 
down by judges is different. 23% 
agree that it is worth seeking 
justice in the courts. 59% of them 
think that the border between just 
and unjust actions is often vague. 
54% of respondents believe that 
lawsuits are not only favorable for 
lawyers. 



Political 
attitude, party 
preference

8% of young people favor 
left-wing or center left-wing 
politics. 21% of them support 
right-wing or center right-
wing politics. 17% of young 
people consider themselves to 
be liberal and 10% of them 
support conservative politics. 
47% belong to the center of 
the political spectrum. 34% of 
them reported that they would 
certainly participate in the 
upcoming elections (2010), 
but 16% reported that under 
no circumstances would they 
vote. Among those who prefer 
a political party, 66% would 
vote for FIDESZ and 18% 
would vote for MSZP. Among 
those who would certainly 
participate in elections, 70% 
support FIDESZ, 16% 
support MSZP, and 5% 
support JOBBIK.

Appendix 2 - The questionnaire 

Questionnaire 
Serial Number:

Interviewer’s 
Numeric Code:

 
1. Which county do you live in?

Budapest 1 Csongrád 6 Jász-Nagykun-
Szolnok

11 Somogy 16

Bács-Kiskun 2 Fejér 7 Komárom-
Esztergom

12 Tolna 17



Baranya 3 Győr-Moson-
Sopron

8 Nógrád 13 Vas 18

Békés 4 Hajdú- Bihar 9 Pest 14 Veszpré
m

19

Borsod-Abaúj-
Zemplén

5 Heves 10 Szabolcs-Szatmár-
Bereg

15 Zala 20

2.    What type of settlement do you live in?

Budapest 1

City with county 
rights

2

City 3

Village 4

3.    Sex:

Male 1

Female 2

4.    Age:  

Precise age: age

Aged 18 – 19 1

Aged 20 – 29 2

Aged 30 – 39 3

Aged 40 – 49 4

Aged 50 – 59 5

Aged 60 – 69 6

Aged 70 – 79 7



5.    What is your level of education?

Less than a High School level education 1

High School, Vocational School Diploma, High 
School Unfinished 

2

High School Graduate (college unfinished) 3

Bachelor’s degree or some Associate Degree 4

Master’s Degree 5

Not sure/Do not want to respond 6

If you are a graduate, in what field do you hold a degree? (There are more possible 
answers!) 

Engineering 1

Natural Science 2

Fine Arts 3

Law 4

Economics 5

Medicine 6

Information Technology 7

Agriculture 8

Other 9

7.    To what extent are you interested in current affairs in society? 

I am absolutely 
not interested 

in current 
affairs

 I am not 
really 

interested 
in current 

affairs 

I am quite 
interested 
in current 

affairs

I am definitely 
interested in current 

affairs

1 2 3 4

8.1    Which newspapers do you read regularly? (There are several possible 



answers!)
8.2    Which do you think is the most authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 
8.3    Which do you think is the least authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 

    

I read… The most 
authoritative

The least 
authoritative

Blikk 1 1 1

Figyelő 2 2 2

Heti Válasz 3 3 3

HVG (Heti 
Világgazdaság)

4 4 4

Magyar Hírlap 5 5 5

Magyar Nemzet 6 6 6

Napi Gazdaság 7 7 7

Népszabadság 8 8 8

Népszava 9 9 9

Story 10 10 10

Szabad Föld 11 11 11

Other 12 12 12

I do not read newspapers/
magazines

13 13 13

9.1    On which channels do you regularly watch the news or political programs? 
(There are several possible answers!)

9.2    Which do you think is the most authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 
9.3    Which do you think is the least authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 

I watch… The most 
authoritative

The least 
authoritative

MTV1 / M1 1 1 1

MTV2 / M2 2 2 2



RTL Klub 3 3 3

TV2 4 4 4

Duna TV 5 5 5

ATV 6 6 6

CNN 7 7 7

BBC World 8 8 8

Echo TV 9 9 9

Hír TV 10 10 10

Other 11 11 11

I do not watch television 
for this purpose

12 12 12

10.1    Which news websites do you read regularly? (There are more possible 
answers!)

10.2    Which do you think is the most authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 

10.3    Which do you think is the least authoritative? (Only one answer possible!) 

I read… The most 
authoritative

The least 
authoritative

ATV.hu 1 1 1

Figyelő.hu 2 2 2

Heti válasz.hu 3 3 3

Hír Tv.hu 4 4 4

Híradó.hu 5 5 5

Hírstart.hu 6 6 6



Hírszerző.hu 7 7 7

HVG.hu 8 8 8

Index.hu 9 9 9

Kuruc.info 10 10 10

Mno.hu 11 11 11

Napi gazdaság.hu 12 12 12

Nol.hu 13 13 13

Origo.hu 14 14 14

Portfolio.hu 15 15 15

Stop.hu 16 16 16

Story online.hu 17 17 17

Other 18 18 18

I do not read news 
websites

19 19 19

11.    To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning 
Hungarian society?

Statements regarding Hungarian society

Strong
ly 

disagr
ee

Rather 
disagre

e

Rather 
agree

Strong
ly 

agree

1.
Democracy will not work as it should in Hungary 
in the following decades.    1 2 3 4

2.
Ignoring public life and only caring about our 
family and friends is not right. . 1 2 3 4

3.
People lived better before the change of the 
political establishment. 1 2 3 4

4. Ordinary people can influence public life. 1 2 3 4



5.
Political parties do not have the interests of the 
country in mind. 1 2 3 4

6.
It is worth participating in elections, since 
political decisions can be influenced in this way. 1 2 3 4

7.
The fight against corruption is necessary in 
Hungary, since, in the end, its outcome will be 
beneficial.  

1 2 3 4

8.
A strong political leader should be in control to 
solve the problems of the country. 1 2 3 4

12.    To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning 
legislation and the application of law? 

Statements concerning legislation and 
the application of law

Strongl
y 

disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

1.
A prison sentence alone does not reduce 
crime. 1 2 3 4

2. Abortion should be banned. 1 2 3 4

3. The death penalty should be reinstated. 1 2 3 4

4.
An increase in social benefits would 
significantly reduce crime. 1 2 3 4

5.
More severe verdicts would be more 
deterrent. 1 2 3 4

6.
Consumption of soft drugs, for example 
marijuana, should be legalized. 1 2 3 4

13.    To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning the 
administration of justice? 

Statements regarding the administration of 
justice

Strongly 
disagree 

egyet

Rather 
disagre

e

Rath
er 

agre
e

Strongl
y agree



1.
When compared to the average person, 
influential people are treated differently in the 
eyes of the law.

1 2 3 4

2.
The administration of justice in Hungary is 
independent of politics. 1 2 3 4

3.
The person who is assigned to a given case as 
the judge influences the outcome of legal 
procedures.

1 2 3 4

4.
Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian 
courts. 1 2 3 4

5.
Nowadays, it is always worth seeking justice 
in the courts in Hungary. 1 2 3 4

6.
It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it 
only favors lawyers. 1 2 3 4

7. I usually agree with verdicts. 1 2 3 4

8.
Law and justice are separate concepts in the 
case of verdicts. 1 2 3 4

14.1    To what extent do you think that the following are causes of crime? 

14.2    Underline the three most important causes.

Causes of crime

Absolut
ely 

importa
nt

Not 
really 

importan
t

Quite 
import

ant

Very 
import

ant 

Top 
thre

e 
caus

es

1. Problematic childhood, early family 
problems 1 2 3 4

1

2. Mental disorders (psychological, 
personality disorders) 1 2 3 4

2

3. poverty, poor living conditions 1 2 3 4 3

4. sudden provocation, revenge 1 2 3 4 4

5. child-rearing problems 1 2 3 4 5



6. aggression, violent nature 1 2 3 4 6

7. greed, desire for rapid wealth 1 2 3 4 7

8. addiction 1 2 3 4 8

9. lack of social stability, inequalities 1 2 3 4 9

10. recklessness, irresponsibility 1 2 3 4 10

11. negative influences of a group 1 2 3 4 11

12. frequent representation of violence in 
the media 1 2 3 4

12

15.1    Are you anxious about victimization? 

I am not 
anxious 

at all

I am not 
really 

anxious 

 I am 
quite 

anxious 

I am 
definitely 
anxious 

1 2 3 4

15.2     If yes, then what kind of crime are you anxious about? 

assault 1

slander 2

harassment 3

hit-and-run 4

sexual abuse 5

theft 6

robbery 7

fraud 8

computer crime (e.g.: credit card, 
data theft, internet)

9

Other (or no response) 10

16.    What do you think would reduce the rate of crime?



...would lead to crime reduction
Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

1. The elimination of unemployment 1 2 3 4

2. Stricter school discipline 1 2 3 4

3. Stronger bonds within social groups 1 2 3 4

4. An increase in social benefits 1 2 3 4

5. More severe verdicts 1 2 3 4

6. Deterrent penal laws 1 2 3 4

17.    To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning just 
world belief? 

Statements regarding just world belief
Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

1. In my view, the world is a just place. 1 2 3 4

2.
People usually get what they deserve in 
life. 1 2 3 4

3.
In general, important decisions concerning 
my life are fair. 1 2 3 4

4. I usually get what I deserve. 1 2 3 4

5.
I firmly believe that injustice with respect 
to all aspects of life is more an exception 
than the rule. 

1 2 3 4

6.
I am sure that justice always prevails over 
injustice. 1 2 3 4

7.
Unjust events in my life are more of an 
exception than the rule. 1 2 3 4

8.
Most of the things which happen in my life 
are right. 1 2 3 4

18.    Please, rank the following statements concerning Hungarian society according 
to the extent to which you agree with them.



Statements regarding Hungarian society
Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

1. I think Hungarian society is honest. 1 2 3 4

2.
The structure of Hungarian economics 
and society should be radically reformed. 1 2 3 4

3.
For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the 
world. 1 2 3 4

4.
Most of the domestic political decisions 
serve the interest of the common good. 1 2 3 4

5.
In Hungary, everybody has an equal 
chance to be wealthy and happy. 1 2 3 4

6. Social conditions get worse year by year. 1 2 3 4

19. Please, assess the following principles of redistribution according to the extent to 
which you agree with them.

Principles of redistribution Strongly 
agree

Rather 
disagree

Rathe
r 

agree

Strongly 
agree

1.
I would like to live in a society in which 
income is in accordance with 
performance. 1 2 3 4

2.
I support flat-rate taxation which means 
the same tax rate for everyone. 1 2 3 4

3.

Independent of individual input, equal 
redistribution of goods should be set as a 
goal in a just society. 1 2 3 4

4.

I support progressive taxation, which 
means that people pay more tax in the 
case of higher incomes. 1 2 3 4

20. How do you perceive the world? –To what extent do you agree with the following 
statements? 



Ways in which you perceive the world:
Strongly 
disagree

 Rather 
disagree

 Rather 
agree

Strongly 
agree

1. No matter what one does, a person 
cannot change the world.

1 2 3 4

2. Life is truly meaningless. 1 2 3 4

3. “The end justifies the means.”  1 2 3 4

4. It is always possible for a person to 
make friends if she tries to do so.

1 2 3 4

5. I often feel lonely in the world. 1 2 3 4

21. To what extent do you think these environmental and social problems are 
serious? 

Environmental and social problems: 
Definite
ly not 

serious

Not 
really 

serious

Quite 
seriou

s 

Definite
ly 

serious 

1. global warming 1 2 3 4

2. the spread of new contagious diseases 1 2 3 4

3. terrorism 1 2 3 4

4. environmental pollution 1 2 3 4

5. the widening gap between rich and poor 1 2 3 4

6. impeachment of war criminals 1 2 3 4

22. To what extent are the following communities and relationships important to 
you? 

Communities

It is 
absolutely 

not 
important

It is not 
really 

important

It is quite 
important 

It is 
definitely 
importan

t 

1. Family 1 2 3 4



2. Residential 
community

1 2 3 4

3. Working 
Community

1 2 3 4

4. Hungary 1 2 3 4

5. The European 
Union

1 2 3 4

23. To what extent do you agree with the following statements concerning the impact 
of globalization on our lives? 

Impacts of globalization Strongly 
disagree

Rather 
disagree

Rathe
r 

agree

Strongly 
agree

1.
Our lifestyle should be protected from 
foreign influence. 1 2 3 4

2.
A diverse community makes life more 
colorful. 1 2 3 4

3.
The rights of those foreigners who want to 
live here should be restricted. 1 2 3 4

4. International integration is advantageous. 1 2 3 4

5.
Immigration greatly increases the risk of 
crime. 1 2 3 4

6.
Everyone benefits from unrestricted travel 
and immigration. 1 2 3 4

24. Please rank the following statements according to the extent to which they 
characterize you. 

Statements which are 
characteristic of you

Definitely 
not 

characterist
ic

Not really 
characteris

tic

Quite 
characteris

tic

Definitely 
characteris

tic

1.
On the whole, I am satisfied 
with myself. 1 2 3 4



2.
I feel that I cannot be proud of 
many things. 1 2 3 4

3. Sometimes, I feel very useless. 1 2 3 4

4.
I have never intentionally 
offended anyone. 1 2 3 4

5.
I wish I could value myself 
more. 1 2 3 4

6.
It happens that I am envious of 
others. 1 2 3 4

25. To what extent do the following thinking patterns characterize you? 

Thinking patterns

Definitely 
not 

characterist
ic

Not really 
characteris

tic

Quite 
characteris

tic

Definitely 
characteris

tic

1. I avoid situations which require 
too much thinking. 1 2 3 4

2. I enjoy those tasks which 
involve finding new solutions 
for problems. 

1 2 3 4

3. I prefer abstract thinking. 1 2 3 4

4. For me, it is sufficient to know 
that something works. I am not 
interested in why and how it 
works. 

1 2 3 4

5. I often contemplate problems 
which do not have an effect on 
me personally. 

1 2 3 4

26. How you see yourself? Please rank the following statements according to the 
extent to which they characterize you! 

 



            
What kind of person do you 
consider yourself to be?

Definitely 
not 

characterist
ic

Not really 
characteris

tic

Quite 
characteris

tic

Definitely 
characteris

tic

1.
I do not like uncertain 
situations. 1 2 3 4

2.
When I think about a problem, I 
take as many solutions as 
possible into consideration. 

1 2 3 4

3.
I have never been late to work 
or for a meeting. 1 2 3 4

4.
I prefer to live a life according 
to clear and organized rules. 1 2 3 4

5.
I often make important 
decisions at the last minute. 1 2 3 4

6.
I have never hurt the feelings of 
other people. 1 2 3 4

27. To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

28. To what extent do the following personality traits characterize you?

In my view, I am…

Definitely 
not 

characteristi
c

Not really 
characteristi

c

Quite 
characteristi

c

Definitely 
characteristi

c

1. extroverted, enthusiastic 1 2 3 4

2. critical, argumentative 1 2 3 4

3. reliable, self-disciplined 1 2 3 4

4. nervous, touchy 1 2 3 4

5. open to new experiences, 
mature 1 2 3 4

6. reserved, quiet 1 2 3 4



7. sympathetic, warm-hearted 1 2 3 4

8. disorganized, negligent 1 2 3 4

9. calm, emotionally stable 1 2 3 4

10. traditional, less creative 1 2 3 4

29. Marital status:

Single 1

Married 2

Non-marital 
relationship

3

Divorced 4

Widow 5

    
30. What is your social status? Do you work? If yes, what do you do? 

Respond
ent Spouse

Senior leadership, executive or top manager with six or more 
employees 1 1

Senior leadership, executive or top manager with five or fewer 
employees 2 2

Independent university-educated professional 3 3

Employed university-educated professional 4 4

Middle management, other management position with six or 
more employees 5 5

Middle management, other management position with five or 
fewer employees 6 6



Owner (joint owner) of an economic entity, entrepreneur with 
six or more employees 7 7

Owner (joint owner) of an economic entity, entrepreneur with 
five or fewer employees 8 8

Clerk 9 9

Working in the service sector, job that involves travel, neither 
physical nor intellectual worker 10 10

Farmer, fisherman 11 11

Skilled worker, skilled worker supervisor 12 12

Unskilled physical worker, housekeeper, household assistant 13 13

Stay at home 14 14

Student 15 15

Pensioner, life annuity 16 16

Unemployed 17 17

31. What is your net monthly household income per capita, including salary, 
benefits, financial aid and other sources of income too?

Less than 50,000 HUF 1

 50,001 –   75,000 HUF 2

 75,001 – 100,000 HUF 3

100,001 – 125,000 HUF 4

125,001 – 150,000 HUF 5

150,001 – 175,000 HUF 6

175,001 – 200,000 HUF 7

Over 200,000 HUF 8

Not sure/No answer 9

32. Which of the following statement characterizes your financial status the best? 
(Only one possible answer!)



I can afford anything. 1

I do not experience deprivation, but I spend money within the 
limits of reason. 2

I have to go without certain things because I run out of money  
by the end of the month. 3

I have serious financial problems. 4

33. How many hours, on average, do you spend online for work or for other 
purposes?

Internet usage for work not for work

weekdays
(daily average) …………….hours/day ……………. hours/day

weekend
(daily average)

……………. hours/
day ……………. hours/day

34.1 Have you ever been a victim of crime? 

yes 1

no 2

34.2 If yes, what kind of crime have you been the victim of?

assault 1

slander 2

harassment 3

hit-and-run 4

sexual abuse 5

theft 6

robbery 7

fraud 8



computer crime (e.g.: credit 
card, data theft, internet) 9

Other ( or no response) 10

35.1 If the elections were held next Sunday, which party would you vote for? 
35.2 Which party would you surely not vote for? 
35.3 Which party did you vote for in the last election?

Now, 
you 
would 
vote 
for…

Now, you 
would 

surely not 
vote for…

Last time, 
you voted 

for…

FIDESZ (Hungarian Civic Union) 1 1 1

Jobbik 2 2 2

KDNP (Christian Democratic 
People's Party)

3 3 3

LMP (Politics Can Be Different) 4 4 4

MDF (Hungarian Democratic 
Forum)

5 5 5

MSZP (Hungarian Socialist Party) 6 6 6

SZDSZ (Alliance of Free 
Democrats)

7 7 7

Other party 8 8 8

Does not say 9 9 9

Does not know 10 10 10

         Thank you for helping our work with your answers!



Interviewer

Date

Appendix 3 - Analysis methodology

The following section introduces some of the computer programs which are used 
today for data analysis. Their possible fields of application are also presented. 

1.    Text analysis software based on word frequency (LIWC – Linguistic Inquiry Word 
Count, J.W Pennebaker, and colleagues)

The LIWC application contains a main text processing module and an external 
dictionary  text file which is itself the set of words. In this list, numbers are associated 
with words in order to indicate which subscale the given word belongs to. The program is 
able to manage 61 subscales, out of which 12 scales contain the words for expressing 
negative and positive emotions and ten scales contain words referring to cognitive 
function. There are 12 possible scales to store categories of meaning which can be 
adjusted for the analysis in question. The software analyses each word in the text and 
compares them to the previously  developed scales and also matches the words to the 
scales. The process results in a table of percentages (related to which scales the identified 
words are associated with). Values of frequency can be exported to statistical programs; 
for example, Excel and SPSS, which makes the implementation of longitudinal analyses, 
and also the comparison of the scores of multiple participants possible. Apart from other 
purposes, the software was used to investigate the health psychological effects of self-
exploration (PENNEBAKER, 1990; cited by EHMANN, 2002).

2.    ATLAS/ti software (Th. Muhr and colleagues)

The program was developed at the Berlin Institute of Technology in the early 
1990s. At first glance, the program is similar to Microsoft  Office Word with the 
difference being that the analyzed text is displayed on the left  side of the screen, and the 
given codes, as the basis of the analysis, are shown on the right. The program offers two 
methods for conducting the coding procedure. The first one is an “auto-coding” function 
which enables the labeling of the given word or category  in all of the documents. 
Secondly, with the help of the “code-by-list” function, occurrences belonging to each 
category can be highlighted manually. This makes for a slower process, but also makes 
conducting qualitative analyses possible. It is not just the words that occur that might fall 



into a category, but hidden or indirect occurrences can also be coded this way. Codes are 
formalized although related citations might overlap. Afterwards, the program gathers 
codes in one click, and makes results savable in another file, where data regarding 
occurrences can also be viewed. This allows for highly  effective compression by  coding 
those texts which contain many words. Based on the relationships among the codes, the 
program is also able to conduct searches or highlight parts of a text. These parts can be 
included in a table, which can be exported to a file that might lead to further analysis 
using the SPSS software. (EHMANN, 2002)

3.    NARRCAT Graph-based analysis software

NARRCAT was developed by the Institute for Psychology of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences and the Institute of Psychology  at the University  of Pécs. The 
program converts compositional features of narrative texts into categories for content 
analysis; for example, the narrator’s perspective, evaluation, emotions or agency 
distribution. NARRCAT was developed in the framework of NooJ multilingual linguistic 
development environment which was designed by the French linguist, MAX 
SILBERZTEIN and is widely  used for analyzing numerous languages. Researchers 
continually develop the dictionary modules by identifying corresponding linguistic 
patterns of content categories with the help  of local grammar. The software’s graphical 
interface is able to display grammar as graphs which can be post-edited at a later date. 
Local grammar can also be represented as a list of words which contain those words that 
fit into the given psychological content category. Syntactic relations can also be mapped 
with graphs. It is highly  complex and sophisticated software which is also suitable for 
analyzing grammatical, structural and semantic features of complete texts. (For more 
information see: http://narrativpszichologia.pecs.hu)

http://narrativpszichologia.pecs.hu/
http://narrativpszichologia.pecs.hu/


Appendix 4 - Research concerning victimization

Victimization

United 
Nations 
Survey 
(2000)

During the five-year period preceding the survey, 67% of the 
respondents reported falling victim to crime, and 46% of them initiated 
legal proceedings. The ratio of victimization for each crime differs from 
crime to crime, and stands at 14% in the case of car theft (among car 
owners), 36% in the case of stealing from a car, 30% in the case of damage 
having been done to a car, 10% in the case of burglary (an additional 8% 
for attempted burglary), and 1.8% in the case of robbery. 75% of those 
victims whose cars were damaged pressed charges, while the ratio of 
prosecution was 41% among those whose property was stolen from the car, 
and 95% of the victims whose cars were stolen took legal steps. In the case 
of burglary, the ratio of prosecution was 80%; however, interestingly 
enough, three-quarters of robberies were not reported at all (KERTÉSZ, 
2000: 75-79). 



OBT 
(1997)

41.7% of respondents had experienced victimization in their life; 16.4% 
of them reported falling victim to crime once; 16.6% two to four times; 
and 8.8% of them more than five times. 33.1% percent of participants 
experienced victimization once, and 17.2% of them twice, in the past five 
years. The majority of respondents were victims of property crime. A 
greater percentage of men fell victim to crime and they were also more 
likely to fall victim to crime multiple times. The level of participants’ 
education also determines their potential risk of victimization, since only 
39% of graduates had not been victimized, while this rate stands at 77.3% 
in the case of those who finished primary school. According to researchers 
this phenomenon can be explained as the result of a better financial status, 
a differing sense of the law, and a better memory. It is interesting that 
victimization threatens members of four-person families the least, while 
those who live alone, those who do not have children and members of big 
families are threatened by it more (KÓ, 1998: 28, 29, 34).

The 
OKRI 
research 
(2003)

The survey revealed that 4,064 of the 10,000 participants 
experienced victimization one or more times in their lives, and 3,326 
respondents have fallen victim to crime in the past five and a half years 
(8,991 times), and 1,205 persons fell victim to crime in the previous year. 
According to research findings -- which are different from the official 
statistical data – the proportion of victimization does not significantly 
differ between men and women. Probably because of their more active 
lifestyle, victimization occurs more frequently among young people 
(between the ages of 18 and 39) than among individuals over the age of 60. 
People are more qualified in the group of victims; for example, 20% of 
them are graduates, while this ratio is 14% among all of the respondents. 
The financial status of victims is more favorable, which probably 
correlates strongly with the fact that the majority of crime in question was 
related to property. The number of persons who had already been suspects 
or were more often convicted is twice as much among victims of crime 
(IRK, 2004: 15, 16; BARABÁS, 2004: 164-166). 



The 
OBMB-
research 
(2008)

More than two-thirds (69.3%) of those minors who were convicted 
by a court experienced victimization. The ratio of victims among convicted 
criminals is significantly higher than it is among the total population of 
minors. It is also important to note that the ratio of victims of investigated 
violent crime exceeded fifty percent (56.3%) of the respondents. Not only 
is the ratio of victims of violent crime higher among those convicted of 
crime when compared to all respondents in the same age group, but the 
occurrence of severe violence is more frequent among them too. Experts in 
the field believe that such a high rate of victimization might take its source 
in an environment which is interwoven with crime and violence, and where 
a given violent act and victimization emerge hand in hand. This means that 
the “role” a person plays in such situations is randomly assigned. The 
number of those cases where victimization occurs differs greatly with 
respect to different types of crime. Physical assault, robbery, and theft are 
characteristic of single-victimization, while exclusion and ethnic violence 
are characteristic of multiple-victimization. However, the ratio of multiple-
victimization is not low either in the case of single-victimization-related 
illegal acts (robbery, assault, and theft) (VÉGVÁRI, 2009: 60-72).

Reflection on crime

United 
Nations 
Survey 
(2000)

Presumably, respondents were very much interested in crime, as 66% of 
them talked about it with friends or in their families during the two weeks 
preceding the survey. Participants with a higher education and higher 
income consider their environment safer, and this is obviously true because 
their objective standard of living is more favorable. 49% of respondents 
believe that the police force, for the most part, performs its duties, and a 
significant number of participants (29%) think that it performs these duties 
poorly (KERTÉSZ, 2000: 90-93).

Anxiety about crime



OBT
(1997)

In response to an open ended question asking respondents to 
comment on the country’s biggest problem, most of the participants cited 
economic problems, poverty, and unemployment (14-20%). Compared to 
the aforementioned issues, respondents mentioned crime less (4.8%). 
Typically males who live in Budapest and have a solid financial 
background considered crime to be the most pressing issue. 55.2% of 
respondents thought that public security is bad or very bad, while 37% of 
them saw it as average. The data derived from the opinions of the 
population concerning crime shows that people considered the crime rate 
to be higher than the factual data shows it to be. According to 70% of 
participants, public security has deteriorated or significantly worsened in 
the past five years, and the bigger the place of residence where an 
individual lives, the more she considers public security worse than it was 
before. Compared to the average opinions, responses of graduates reveal 
more negative views. Five or more than five felonies were committed in 
the surroundings of many of those who reported that public security 
worsened or significantly worsened. 16.5% of respondents are anxious 
about crime even in daylight and near their home. They are usually 
religious, elderly ladies who live alone in a bigger settlement. After dark, 
40% of participants fear crime taking place near their home, and this group 
includes women benefiting from a better financial status too. Those who 
are anxious about crime in daylight estimated that the number of 
committed felonies was high. Half of the participants reported that there 
were certain places in their place of residence where they do not like 
staying after dark because they are afraid of crime. On the other hand, only 
14.3% of respondents believed that real victimization was likely or very 
likely to happen. It seems to be contradictory that 73% of them agreed with 
the statement that crime threatens everyone and nobody is safe from it 
(KÓ, 1998: 21-46).



Appendix 5 - Regulation concerning the death penalty in Hungary

In Hungary, capital punishment had been poena ordinaria since the foundation of 
the state. However, the age of enlightened absolutism brought forth the idea of humanism 
as it is understood today, and since the Reformation, the death penalty as a sanction has in 
practice become an exceptional form of punishment. According to contemporary records, 
only two persons were executed in 1837, while in the case of other nations this number 
ranged between ten and fifty  yearly. For example, on average, “22 people were executed 
this way in Austria every year.” (SZEMERE, 1984: 194)

In 1834, a criminal law proposal was put  forward in favor of the abolition of the 
death penalty. The first Hungarian Criminal Code (the so-called Csemegi codex) set aside 
the death sentence as a punishment for the most severe forms of lese-majesty, namely  for 
murdering the king or for attempts made to take the sovereign’s life. Capital punishment 
was prescribed for homicide as well. Execution was forbidden of those individuals who, 
in flagrante delicto, were under the age of 20. In practice, the death penalty was 
administered in exceptional cases as only  5% of murder convicts were executed 
(ANGYAL, 1929: 63). 

During the First World War and the period afterwards, the range of delicts which 
were punishable by capital punishment was widened, for example in accordance with the 
Act XVIII of 1934, and the death penalty was to be administered in the case of certain 
non-lethal forms of disloyalty. Overall, it can also be established that from the 1920s on, 
the actual administration of capital punishment became more frequent (IRK, 1928: 250).

The first stage of legal development after 1945 saw the extension of cases in which 
the death penalty was a possible punishment. It was not only administered in legal cases 
which protect life, but also in the case of political, economic, and property crime (NAGY, 



2008: 305). For example, the death penalty was included in the Act 81/1945 and 
1.400/1945 on war crimes and crimes against the people. According to the Act 
8.800/1946 M. E., the punishment for certain felonies against the interests of public 
supplies was death if the perpetrator was a repeat offender, or if the illegal act  was 
committed on a commercial scale or involved grand theft, and by doing so, the crime 
gravely violated economic interests. Furthermore, the Act 60/1946 M.E. stated that  the 
death penalty  was to be administered in those cases of receivership  which were 
committed in connection with an item that was acquired in robbery, or which belongs to 
the Community Transport Authority.

In the early  1950s, the number of public-order crimes which were punishable by 
capital punishment increased. For instance, according to the Act IV of 1950 on the penal 
protection of planned economy, felonies which threatened the realization of the economic 
plan were considered a serious offence. The Act 24/1950 “allowed for the administration 
of the death penalty  if the same person repeatedly committed crime against public 
property.” 

Act II of 1950 concerning the general section of the penal code also included 
capital punishment, however; in accordance with the law, (if another law did not specify 
other rules to be followed) life imprisonment was the only  possible sentence to be 
administered in the case of individuals between the ages of 18 and 20, even if the crime 
otherwise would have been punishable by execution. 

Act V of 1961 included a very similar regulation, and according to the ministerial 
explanation, the application of the death penalty121 was justified for the following reason: 
“Based on enduring principles, the socialist penal code opposes the death penalty; 
however, while the harmful impact of the capitalist environment directly and indirectly 
exists, a socialism-building state cannot deprive itself of this most severe tool of criminal 
law.”  

Later, the 28/1971 decree law narrowed the range of felonies which were 
punishable by death, dropping the death penalty in the case of property  crime and danger 
posed to the public. However, illegal seizure of aircraft resulting in fatalities became a 
legal case punishable by the death penalty. 

Upon enactment, Act IV of 1978 included 26 felonies which, as an alternative 
sanction, were punishable by  death. Nine types of crime against the state, four types of 
crime against humanity, ten types of military crime, and three types of public crime could 
be punishable by the death penalty. According to the third section of the general 
explanation, “the development of socialist  law pointed to the gradual suppression of the 
death penalty, and its eventual abolishment, however, the current situation was not 
suitable for doing so”. In accordance with contemporary penal code, capital punishment 
could only be administered in the case of persons who, in flagrante delicto, were over the 
age of 20. The death penalty  was usually used for voluntary manslaughter, although in a 
relatively low number of cases (two cases in 1985, one in 1986, five in 1987, three in 
1988, and one in 1989). In Hungary the last execution was carried out in July of 1988 in 

121Act V of 1961 (Section 35/1/1)



Hungary (NAGY, 2008: 335). 
According to the Act XVI of 1989, the administration of the death penalty in the 

case of crimes against the state, in other words political crimes, was banned. 
In Hungary, the decree 23/1990 (X.31.) issued by  the constitutional court abolished 

the death penalty. It was published under the reference number 89/B/1990 in the Official 
Gazette (107/1990). 

Appendix 6 - Rendering scales more precise

In the following section, the development of indicators which was implemented 
by averaging and categorization is shown. 

Labels beginning with “k” clearly refer to the original question in the 
questionnaire. 

The letter “q” denotes those subscales which were created through the averaging 
out of the question group. 

In the tables, “rq” denotes those variables which were re-coded into four 
categories based on the quartiles of variables associated with “rq”. More subscales might 
be constructed out of one question group, and these are differentiated from the main 
question number by underlined numbers.  

Highlighted question numbers indicate that the given question was represented by 
reverse scaling when the current scale was constructed. 

All variables were labeled in such a way that a higher value has stronger reference 
than does a lower value to what the name of variable indicates.  

q11    "System criticism"  
    average( k11_1, k11_2, k11_3, k11_4, k11_5, k11_6, k11_7, k11_8 ) 
q12    "Criticism of legislation" 
    average( k12_1, k12_2, k12_3, k12_4, k12_5, k12_6 ) 
q12_1    "Criticism of legislation - prohibition and punishment are needed" 
    average( k12_1, k12_4, k12_6 ) 
q12_2    "Criticism of legislation – support and legalization are needed" 
    average( k12_2, k12_3, k12_5 ) 
q13    "Acceptance of the administration of justice" 
    average( k13_1, k13_2, k13_3, k13_4, k13_5, k13_6, k13_7, k13_8 ) 
q14_1    "Cause of criminalization - psychological" 
    average( k14.1_2, k14.1_4, k14.1_6, k14.1_8 ) 
q14_2    "Cause of criminalization - Social" 



    average( k14.1_1, k14.1_3, k14.1_5, k14.1_9 ) 
q14_3    "Cause of criminalization – external control" 
    average( k14.1_7, k14.1_10, k14.1_11, k14.1_12 )
q16    "Possibility of crime prevention" 
    average( k16_1, k16_2, k16_3, k16_4, k16_5, k16_6 ) 
q16_1    "Crime prevention – by improving conditions" 
    average( k16_1, k16_3, k16_4 ) 
q16_2    "Crime prevention – by deterrence and severity" 
    average( k16_2, k16_5, k16_6 ) 
q17    "Just World Belief" 
    average( k17_1, k17_2, k17_3, k17_4, k17_5, k17_6, k17_7, k17_8 ) 
q17_1    "Just World Belief - general" 
    average( k17_1, k17_2, k17_5, k17_6 ) 
q17_2    "Just World Belief - personal" 
    average( k17_3, k17_4, k17_7, k17_8 ) 
q18    "System justification"
    average( k18_1, k18_2, k18_3, k18_4, k18_5, k18_6 ) 
q19    "Equality (versus fairness)" 
    average( k19_1, k19_2, k19_3, k19_4 ) 
q19_1    "Fairness"  
    average(k19_1, k19_2) 
q19_2    "Equality"  
    average( k19_3, k19_4 ) 
q19_3    "Equality regarding redistribution" 
    average( k19_1, k19_3 ) 
q19_4    "Equality regarding taxation" 
    average( k19_2, k19_4 ) 
q20    "Alienation"  
    average( k20_1, k20_2, k20_3, k20_4, k20_5 ) 
q20_1    "Alienation - vulnerability" 
    average( k20_1 )  
q20_2    "Alienation – loss of norm" 
    average( k20_2, k20_3 ) 
q20_3    "Alienation - isolation" 
    average( k20_4, k20_5 ) 
q21    "Gravity of problems concerning globalization" 
    average( k21_1, k21_2, k21_3, k21_4, k21_5, k21_6 ) 
q21_1    "Problems concerning globalization - environmental" 
    average( k21_1, k21_2, k21_4 ) 
q21_2    "Problems concerning globalization - social" 
    average( k21_3, k21_5, k21_6 ) 
q23    "Impacts of globalization" 
    average( k23_1, k23_2, k23_3, k23_4, k23_5, k23_6 ) 



q23_1    "Impacts of globalization – anti-parochial" 
    average( k23_1, k23_3, k23_5 ) 
q23_2    "Impacts of globalization – more colorful, more beneficial, and better" 
    average( k23_2, k23_4, k23_6 ) 
q24    "Self-respect"  
    average( k24_1, k24_2, k24_3, k24_5 ) 
q25    "Abstractness of thinking" 
    average( k25_1, k25_2, k25_3, k25_4, k25_5 ) 
q26    "Closeness of thinking" 
    average( k26_1, k26_2, k26_4, k26_5 ) 
q27    "Authoritarianism"  
    average( k27_1, k27_2, k27_3, k27_4, k27_5, k27_6 ) 
q28    "Complex variable of the TIPI self test" 
    average( k28_1, k28_2, k28_3, k28_4, k28_5, k28_6, k28_7, k28_8, k28_9, k28_10 ) 
q28_1    "Extraversion" 
    average( k28_1, k28_6 ) 
q28_2    "Emotional stability" 
    average( k28_4, k28_9 ) 
q28_3    "Conscientiousness" 
    average( k28_3, k28_8 ) 
q28_4    "Pleasantness" 
    average( k28_2, k28_7 ) 
q28_5    "Openness to experiences" 
    average( k28_5, k28_10 ) 
t1    "Lie scale"  
    average( k24_4, k24_6, k26_3, k26_6 )

Appendix 7 - Summary of correlations between certain indicators

Correlations/ 

Representati
ve Scale

N=1000

q/11

System 
criticism

q/13
Acceptance 

of the 
administrati

on of justice

q/17

Just 
world 

belief

q/18

System 
justification

q/20
Alienation

q/24

Self- 
respect

q/25

Abstractnes
s of 

thinking

q/11
System 

criticism

1 -0,331 -0,291 -0,336 0,216 -0,182 -0,218



q/13
Acceptance 

of the 
administratio

n of justice

-0,331 1 0,467 0,469 -0,058 0,077 -0,033

q/17
Just world 

belief

-0,291 0,467 1 0,492 -0,149 0,232 0,056

q/18
System 

justification

-0,336 0,469 0,492 1 -0,169 0,184 -0,007

q/20
Alienation

0,216 -0,058 -0,149 -0,169 1 -0,467 -0,291

q/24
Self-respect

-0,182 0,077 0,232 0,184 -0,467 1 0,233

q/25
Abstractness 

of thinking

-0,218 -0,033 0,056 -0,007 -0,291 0,233 1

Appendix 8 - Ranking of the causes of crime
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14_3 Poverty, poor standard of 
living 8 10 4 8 10 1 9 1 2 2

14_6 Aggression, violent nature 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 3



14_7 Greed, desire for rapid 
wealth 2 2 2 1 2 3 2 3 1 1

14_4 Sudden provocation, revenge 4 7 6 7 5 4 4 6 7 4

14_5 Child-rearing problems 6 6 3 5 11 5 7 4 5 7

14_11 Negative influences of a 
group 3 3 5 3 3 6 6 7 4 5

14_12 Frequent representation of 
violence in the media 9 12 8 10 4 7 12 5 8 9

14_8 Addiction 7 5 10 6 9 8 5 8 6 12

14_2 Psychological, personality 
disorders 5 9 7 4 6 9 8 10 11 8

14_ Difficult childhood 
experience, early family problems 10 4 9 9 12 10 3 9 10 11

14_9 Lack of social stability, 
inequalities 11 8 11 11 8 11 11 11 9 10

14_10 Negligence, irresponsibility 12 11 12 12 7 12 10 12 12 6

In order to arrive at a more simple interpretation of the table, the following marking 

was applied. Should the lawyer sample differ from the representative sample by at least 

three positions, scores concerning the representative and the lawyer sample are double 

framed. This can be seen in the case of both processes (data processing with respect to the 

four point scale and the top three ranks). With regard to political parties, those ranks are 

highlighted which differ from each other by at least three positions. 



Appendix 9 - Have you ever been a victim of crime?

Questions Reponses Rep. % Law 
%

Rep 
N=

Law 
N=

k34.1 Have you ever 
been a victim of 
crime? 

1 yes 18,6% 21,0% 186 21k34.1 Have you ever 
been a victim of 
crime? 

2 no 81,4% 79,0% 814 79

k34.1 Have you ever 
been a victim of 
crime? 

Total 100,0% 100,0
%

1000 100

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

1 Assault 14,0% ,0% 26 0k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

2 Slander 5,4% 4,8% 10 1

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

3 Harassment 9,7% 4,8% 18 1

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

4 Hit-and-Run 2,2% ,0% 4 0

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

5 Sexual abuse 1,1% ,0% 2 0

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

6 Theft 70,4% 90,5% 131 19

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

7 Robbery 12,4% 4,8% 23 1

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

8 Fraud 9,1% ,0% 17 0

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

9 computer crime (e.g.: 
credit card, data theft, 
internet)

1,6% ,0% 3 0

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

10 Other (or no response) 2,2% 4,8% 4 1

k34.2 What kind of 
crime have you been a 
victim of? 

Total 100,0% 100,0
%

186 21

There were more possible answers to the questions in the questionnaire. In light of 

the percentages, this fact should be noted. 

Appendix 10 - Anxiety about victimization

Questions Responses Rep. % Law 
%

Rep. 
N=

Law 
N=

k15.1 Are you anxious 
about victimization?

1 I am not anxious 
about it at all

13,6% 17,0% 136 17



about victimization?

2 I am not really 
anxious about it

28,9% 43,0% 289 43

about victimization?

3 I am quite anxious 
about it

42,2% 38,0% 422 38

about victimization?

4 I am definitely 
anxious about it

15,3% 2,0% 153 2

about victimization?

Total 100,0% 100,0
%

1000 100

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

1 Assault 44,2% 32,5% 254 13k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about? 2 Slander 11,3% 10,0% 65 4

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

3 Harassment 18,4% 7,5% 106 3

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

4 Hit-and-Run 9,0% 2,5% 52 1

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

5 Sexual abuse 11,3% 7,5% 65 3

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

6 Theft 71,7% 82,5% 412 33

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

7 Robbery 63,7% 65,0% 366 26

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

8 Fraud 23,5% 7,5% 135 3

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

9 computer crime (e.g.: 
credit card, data theft, 
internet)

14,4% 17,5% 83 7

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

10 Other (or does not 
want to respond)

1,4% ,0% 8 0

k15.2 What kind of 
crime are you anxious 
about?

Total 100,0% 100,0
%

575 40



Index  of  Tables  and Figures

Figure 1 - Gender distribution 
Figure 2 - Age distribution
Figure 3 - Distribution of education levels – representative scale
Figure 4 - Household income per capita
Figure 5 - Subjective financial status
Figure 6 - Interest in current affairs
Figure 7 - Popularity of news papers
Figure 8 - Authoritativeness of newspapers
Figure 9 - The least authoritative newspapers 
Figure 10 - Authoritativeness index of newspapers 
Figure 11- Popularity of news programs (several answers are possible)
Figure 12 - The most authoritative news programs
Figure 13 - The least authoritative news programs
Figure 14 - Authoritativeness index – news programs
Figure 15 - Popularity of news portals (several answers are possible)
Figure 16 - The most authoritative news portals
Figure 17 - The least authoritative news portals
Figure 18 - Authoritativeness index (news portals)
Figure 19 - Political party preferences
Figure 20 - Rejection of political parties
Figure 21 - Election 2006 – political party preferences
Figure 22 - Change in political party preference
Table 1 - Statements concerning the suppression of crime
Figure 23 - Opinions about the restoration of the death penalty
Table 2 - It would lead to crime reduction if…
Table 3 - Prohibition of abortion and the legalization of soft drugs
Table 4 - Frequent representation of violence in the media
Figure 24 - Possible causes of crime
Figure 25 - Have you ever fallen victim to crime? 
Figure 26 - Are you afraid of becoming a victim of crime?
Figure 27 - What kind of crime were you victim of?
Figure 28 - What type of crime are you anxious about? 
Table 5 - Views regarding jurisdiction
Table 6 - System criticism I
Table 7 - System Criticism II
Table 8 - Just World Belief 
Figure 29 - Increasing social benefits would significantly reduce the rate of crime/gender
Figure 30 - Increasing social benefits would significantly reduce the rate of crime/level of 
education 
Figure 31 - More severe verdicts would be more deterrent/level of education



Figure 32 - A prison sentence alone does not reduce crime/place of residence
Figure 33 - More severe verdicts would be more deterrent/ Are you anxious about 
becoming a victim of crime?
Figure 34 - The elimination of unemployment would reduce crime/place of residence
Figure 35 - Stricter school discipline would reduce crime/age
Figure 36 - Stricter school discipline would reduce crime/settlement type
Figure 37 - More severe verdicts would reduce crime/settlement type
Figure 38 - More deterrent penal laws would reduce crime/settlement type
Figure 39 - Abortion should be banned/age
Figure 40 - Abortion should be banned/level of education
Figure 41 - Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized/
gender
Figure 42 - Consumption of soft drugs, for example marijuana, should be legalized/age
Figure 43 - The death penalty should be reinstated/age
Figure 44 - The death penalty should be reinstated/settlement type
Figure 45 - The death penalty should be restored/level of education
Figure 47 - The death penalty should be restored/Are you anxious about falling victim to 
crime?
Figure 48 - Possible causes for criminalization – Problematic childhood, early  family 
problems/age
Figure 49 - Possible causes of criminalization – Poor parenting skills/subjective financial 
status
Figure 50 - Possible causes of criminalization – Poor parenting skills/settlement types
Figure 51 - Possible causes of criminalization – Negative influences of a group/age
Figure 52 - Possible causes of criminalization – Frequent representation of violence in the 
media/gender
Figure 53 - Possible causes for criminalization - Frequent representation of violence in 
the media/age
Figure 54 - Have you ever been a victim of crime?/Political party preference
Figure 55 - Are you anxious about victimization?/gender
Figure 56 - Are you anxious about victimization?/settlement types
Figure 57 - Are you anxious about victimization?/level of education
Figure 58 - Are you anxious about victimization?/subjective financial status
Figure 59 - When compared to the average person, influential people are treated 
differently in the eyes of the law/level of education
Figure 60 - Compared to the average person, influential persons are treated differently in 
the eyes of the law/subjective financial situation
Figure 61 - The administration of justice in Hungary  is independent of politics/subjective 
financial status
Figure 62 - Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts/subjective financial status
Figure 63 - Everyone is treated equally in Hungarian courts/settlement types
Figure 64 - It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it only favors lawyers/settlement 
types



Figure 65 - It is not worth initiating a lawsuit, because it  only  favors lawyers/financial 
subjective status
Figure 66 - I usually agree with verdicts/subjective financial status
Figure 67 - Law and justice are often separated in terms of verdicts/subjective financial 
status
Figure 68 - Law and justice are often separated in terms of verdicts/settlement types
Figure 69 - In my view, the world is a just place/level of education
Figure 70 - In my view, the world is a just place/subjective financial status
Figure 71 - People usually get what they deserve/level of education
Figure 72 - Important decisions concerning my life are fair/level of education
Figure 73 - I usually get what I deserve in life/subjective financial status
Figure 74 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/level of education
Figure 75 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/subjective 
financial status
Figure 76 - Most of the things which happen in my life are appropriate/settlement types
Figure 77 - People had a better life before the end of communism/gender
Figure 78 - People had a better life before the end of communism/age
Figure 79 - People had a better life before the end of communism/settlement types
Figure 80 - People had a better life before the end of communism/level of education
Figure 81 - People had a better life before the end of communism/subjective financial 
status
Figure 82 - Democracy will not work as it should in future decades/age
Figure 83 - Democracy will not work as it should in future decades/settlement types
Figure 84 - Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind/level of 
education
Figure 85 - Political parties do not have the interests of the country in mind/subjective 
financial status
Figure 86 - It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be 
influenced in this way/level of education
Figure 87 - It is worth participating in elections, since political decisions can be 
influenced in this way /subjective financial status
Figure 88 - A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the 
country/level of education
Figure 89 - A strong political leader should be in control to solve the problems of the 
country/political party preference
Figure 90 - The structure of Hungarian economics and society  should be radically 
reformed/subjective financial status
Figure 91 - The structure of Hungarian economics and society  should be radically 
reformed/settlement types
Figure 92 - For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world/age
Figure 93 - For me, Hungary is the nicest place in the world/subjective financial status



Reference

1. ADAMS, J. S. (1963) Toward An Understanding of Inequity, In: Journal of 
Abnormal Psychology, 67, 422-436. o.

2. ADORNO, T. W. et. AI. (1950). The Authoritarian Personality. New York, NY: 
Harbor and Brothers.

3. ALLPORT, G. W. (1958). The Nature of Prejudice. New York, NY: Doubleday & 
Co., Garden City.

4. ANESI, Chuck (1997). The F Scale. Retrieved from http:/ www.anesi.com/
fscale.htm

5. ANGYAL, P. (1929). A magyar büntetőjog tankönyve. Volume One, Edition Four. 
Budapest.

6. ARMSTRONG, K. G. (1971). The Retributivist Hits Back, Theories of 
Punishment (35–36). Bloomington: Indiana University Press. 

7. BADÓ, A., BÓKA, J. (2003). Ártatlanul halálra ítéltek (Az amerikai 
igazságszolgáltatás tévedései.). Budapest: Nyitott Könyvkiadó.

8. BAKOSI, F. (2002). Idegen szavak és kifejezések szótára. Budapest: Akadémiai 
Kiadó.

9. BALOGH, I. (2004). Az igazságosságelméletek megalapozás problémája. 
Társadalomkutatás, 22 (4), 379-425. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 

10. BARABÁS, T. (2004) Általános viktimológia, látencia. Áldozatok és vélemények I 
(Ed. IRK, F.) 157-198. Budapest: OKRI.

11. BÁRD, K. (1984). Alkalmazott viktimológia Észak Amerikában, In: Magyar Jog, 
1, 20-29. 

12. BECCARIA, C. (1967). Bűntett és büntetés. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó. 

13. BELING, E. (1908). Die Vergeltungsidee und ihre Bedeutung für das Strafrecht, 
9-135. Leipzig. 

14. BENNETT, A. K. (2008). Just world jurors. American Society of Trial 
Consultants, ll, 35-44. 

http://www.anesi.com/fscale.htm
http://www.anesi.com/fscale.htm
http://www.anesi.com/fscale.htm
http://www.anesi.com/fscale.htm


15. BERELSON, B. (1952/1971). Content Analysis in Communication Research. 
New York, NY: Hafner Publishing Company.

16. BERKICS, M. (2006). Az igazságtalan világba vetett hit, avagy a cinizmus a 
társadalmi kohézió és a társadalom-politikai részvétel szociálpszichológiájáról. 
Lecture given at MPT XVII National Scientific Congress, Budapest.

17. BERKICS, M., BÍRÓ, B. (2006). Rendszerigazolás vagy rendszerkritika - A 
rendszerigazolási elmélet magyarországi alkalmazhatóságának vizsgálata a 
méltányosságra és egyenlőségre vonatkozó percepciók tükrében. Lecture given at 
MPT XVII National Scientific Congress, Budapest.

18. BERKICS, M. (2009). Kultúraközi összehasonlító pszichológiai kutatások 
Európán belül - A disztributív igazságosság észlelése és a rendszerigazolás: 
Kultúraközi összehasonlítás két volt  szocialista országban. Magyar Pszichológiai 
Szemle, 64. 1., 229-252. ELTE, Institute of Psychology. 

19. BERNER, A. F. (1857). Lehrbuch des deutschen Strafrechts, 29 -39. Leipzig.

20. BÓCZ, E. (2007). Passzív alany, áldozat, sértett. Rendészeti Szemle, 9, 103-129. 

21. BOER, C. G. Alienation Test. Retrieved from http: /web-spaceship.edu/cgboer/
alientest.html

22. BOWER, G. H. (1976). Comprehending and recalling stories. American 
Psychological Association, Division 3. Washington, D.C.

23. BREAKWEIL, G. M. (1993). Social representation and social identity. Papers on 
Social Representations, 2, 3, 198-217. 

24. BROCKNER, J., WIESENFELD, B. M. (1996). An integrative framework for 
explaining reactions to deciosions: Interactive effects of outcomes and 
procedures. Psychologycal Bulletin, 120, 189-208. o. 

25. BRUNER, J. (1986/2005). Valóságos elmék, lehetséges világok. Budapest: Új 
Mandátum Könyvkiadó.

26. BUCHAN, I. V. R., GRIMALDA, G., WILSON, R., BREWER, M., FATAS, E., 
FODOLY, M. (2009). Globalization and human cooperation. Social Science, Vol. 
106, 11, 4138-4142.

27. CACIOPPO, J. T., PETTY, R. E. (1982). The need for cognition. Journal of 



Personality and Social Psychology, 42, 116-131. 

28. CACIOPPO, J. T., PETTY, R. E. and KAO, Ch. F. (1984). The efficient 
Assessment of need for cognition. Journal of Personality, Vol. 48, No. 3, 306-307. 

29. DALBERT, C. (2000). Beliefs in a just world questionnaire. Commissioned 
reviews of 250 psychological Tests (Maltby, J., Lewis, C. A. and Hill, A. Eds.), 
461-465.

30. DEUTSCH, M. (1982). A "méltányosság elmélet" kritikai áttekintése: Alternatív 
szempont az igazságosság szociálpszichológiájához. Pszichológia, 3, 411-437.

31. DOISE, W. (1993). Debating Social Representations. G. M. Breakwell and D. 
Canter (eds.): Empirical Approaches to Social Representations, Science 
Publications, Oxford, 157-170.

32. DOISE, W., CLÉMENCE, A. and LORENZI-CIOLDI, F. (1993). Representations 
sociales et abalyses de données. Grenoble: Presses Universitaires de Grenoble.

33. DURKHEIM, É. (1894, 1978). A társadalmi tények magyarázatához. Budapest: 
Közgazdasági Kiadó.

34. DWIGHT, G. Dean (1961). Alienation: It's Meaning and Measurement. American 
Sociological Review, Vol. 26, No. 5, 753-758. 

35. EHMANN, B. (2002). A szöveg mélyén - Pszichológiai tartalomelemzés. 
Budapest: Új Mandátum Könyvkiadó.

36. EHMANN, B. (2004). Tartalomelemzési módszerek a szubjektív időélmény 
vizsgálatára laikus beszélők szövegeiben. Magyar Pszichológiai Szemle, 3, 
345-362. 

37. EHMANN, B. (2007). Az énelbeszélés idői szerkezetei. Személyiséglélektantól az 
egészségpszichológiáig, Tanulmányok Kulcsár Zsuzsanna tiszteletére (Ed. 
Demetrovics Zs., Kökönyei Gy., Oláh A.), 309-324. Budapest: Trefort Kiadó.

38. FARR, R. M. (1985). The social and collective nature of representations. Social 
Beliefs Conference, Cambridge.

39. FAYER, L. (1905). A magyar büntetőjog kézikönyve. Third Edition. Budapest: 
Franklin Kiadó.

40. LENKE, F. (1997). Előszó. Acta Humana, Nr. 26, 3-4.



41. FESTINGER, L. (1963, 1973). A kognitív disszonancia elmélete. (Ed. György, H. 
Szociálpszichológia), 73-83, Budapest: Gondolat Könyvkiadó.

42. FINKEY, F. (1902). A magyar büntetőjog tankönyve. Budapest: Politzer és Fia 
Könyvkereskedés.

43. JÓZSEF, F. (1995). A társas érintkezés pszichológiája. Budapest: KAIROSZ.

44. FORGAS, J. P. (1979). Images of Crime: A multidimensional Analysis of 
individual differences in Crime. International Journal of Psychology, Vol. 15, 
287-299. 

45. FÖLDI, A., HAMZA, G. (1996). A római jog története és institúciói. Budapest: 
Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó.

46. FÖLDVÁRI, J. (1970). A büntetés tana. Budapest: Közgazdasági és Jogi 
Könyvkiadó.

47. GOLDBERG, L. R. (1992). The development of markers for the Big-Five factor 
structure. Psychological Assessment, 4, 26-42.

48. GÖRGÉNYI, I. (1993) A bűncselekmények áldozatainak okozott  kár jóvátétele. 
Jogtudományi Közlöny, 6, 231-241. 

49. GÖRGÉNYI, I. (2001). A viktimológa alapkérdései. Budapest: Osiris Kiadó.

50. GÖRGÉNYI, I. (2006). A viktirnológia. Kriminológia-szakkriminológia (Ed. 
Gönczöl Katalin - Kerezsi Klára - Korinek László - Lévay Miklós), 271-296. 
Budapest: Complex Kiadó.

51. GOSLING, S. D., RENTFROW, P. J. and SWANN Jr., W. B. (2003). A very brief 
measure of the Big-Five personality domains. Journal of Research in Personality, 
Vol. 37, 504-528.

52. GROTIUS, Hugo (1999). A háború és béke jogáról, Second Volume. Budapest: 
Pallas Stúdió.

53. GYÖRE, I. (2001). Áldozatvédelem – sértettvédelem. Magyar Jog, 1, 24-31. 

54. GYÖRGYI, I. (1984). Büntetések és intézkedések. Budapest: Közgazdasági és 
Jogi Könyvkiadó.



55. HALL, J. (1972). Just v. Unjust Law, Contemporary punishment, 53. London.

56. HARSÁNYI SZABOLCS, SZABÓ, B. (2005). A "színek" szerepe a 
véleményformálásban - A politikai ítéletalkotás néhány pszichodinamikai 
változója,. Psychology of politics II. Political attitudes. Lecture given at MPT 
XVII. National Scientific Conference, Budapest.

57. HELLER, E. (1945). A magyar büntetőjog általános tanai. Second Edition. 
Budapest: Grill Kiadó.

58. HEWSTONE, M., STROEBE, W. (2007). Szociálpszichológia. Budapest: 
Akadémiai Kiadó.

59. HIPPEL, R. (1907). Strafrechtsreform und Strafzwecke. Berlin.

60. HOMANS, G. C. (1961). Social Behavior: Its Elementary Forms. New York, NY: 
Harcourt Brace and World.

61. HORVÁTH, T. (1981). A büntetési elméletek fejlődésének vázlata. Budapest: 
Akadémiai Kiadó.

62. HUNYADI, GY. (1984). A megismerés szociálpszichológiája és a 
szociálpszichológiai megismerés. (Ed. HUNYADI, GY.) Szociálpszichológia, 9-52. 
Budapest: Gondolat Kiadó.

63. IRK, A. (1928). A magyar anyagi büntetőjog. Pécs: Dunántúl Kiadó.

64. IRK, F. (2004). Bevezető. Áldozatok és vélemények I (Ed.. FERENC, I.), 7-24. 
Budapest: OKRI.

65. JESUINO, J. (1995). Mapping social representations. Paper presented at the 2nd 
Summer School on Social Representations, Helsinki.

66. JODELET, D. (1984). Représentations socials: phenoménes, concepts et théorie. 
Psychologie sociale (Ed. MOSCOVICI, S.),, 101-124. Paris: Presses 
Universitaires de France.

67. JOST, J. T., BANAJI, M. (1999). A sztereotipizálás szerepe a rendszer 
igazolásában, a hamis tudat képződése. A csoportok percepciója (György H., 
HAMILTON, D. L., NGUYEN LUU, L. A.), 489-518. Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó.

68. JOST, J. T., HUNYADY, O. (2002). The psychology of system justification and 
the palliative function of ideology, European Association of Experimental Social 



Psychology. European Review of Social Psychology, No. 13, 113-153. 

69. JOST, J. T. (2003). Önalávetés a társadalomban: a rendszerigazolás kritikája. 
Budapest: Osiris Kiadó.

70. JOST, J. T., LEDGERWOOD, A., HARDIN, C. D. (2007). Shared reality, system 
justification, and relational bases of ideological beliefs. Social and Personality 
Psychology Compass, No. 1, 1-16.

71. JOST, J. T., KAY, A. C. (2005) Exposure to Benevolent Sexism and 
Complementary Gender Stereotypes: Consequences for Specific and Diffuse 
Forms of System Justification. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 
88, No. 3, 498-509. Stanford University.

72.KANT, Immanuel (1991). Az erkölcsök metafizikájának alapvetése – A gyakorlati 
ész kritikája – Az erkölcsök metafizikája. Budapest: Gondolat Kiadó.

73. KAY, A. C., JOST, J. T., YOUNG, S. (2005). Victim Derogation and Victim 
Enhancement as Alternate Routes to System Justifaction. Psychological Science, 
Vol. 16, No. 3, 240-246. 

74. KATZ, D., BRALY, K. W. (1979). Verbális sztereotípiák és faji előítélet. 
MARTON, HALÁSZ-HUNYADI. Az attitűd pszichológiai kutatásának kérdései. 
Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadó.

75. KÁDÁR, M., KÁLMÁN, GY. (1966). A büntetőjog általános tanai. Budapest: 
KJK.

76. KELEMEN, L. (2009). Joghallgatók a jogról – Szociálpszichológiai kutatás. 
Budapest: Sprinter Kiadói Csoport.

77. KERTÉSZ, I. (2000). Áldozattá válási felmérés. Belügyi Szemle, 7,8, 72-99. 
Budapest.

78. KIRÁLY, T. (1988). A büntetőhatalom korlátai. Magyar Jog, 9, 730-743. 

79. KISS, A. (1997). Emberi jogok - sértetti jogok. Acta Humana, 26, 12-31. 

80. KÓ, J. (1998). Vélemények a bűnözésről. Kriminológiai és Kriminalisztikai 
Tanulmányok, 35, 9-46. (Ed. FERENC, I.). Budapest: OKRI.

81. KÓ, J. (2004). A kutatás módszertani eredményei - A bűnözéstől való félelem. 
Áldozatok és vélemények I, 25-55, 57-84. (Ed. FERENC, I.), Budapest: OKRI. 



82. KRIPPENDORFF, K. (1980/1995). A tartalomelemzés módszertanának alapjai. 
Budapest: Balassi Kiadó. 

83. LÁSZLÓ, J., FARKAS, A. (1997). Central-Eastern European Collective 
Experiences. Journal of Community and Applied Social Psychology, 7, 77-87.

84. LÁSZLÓ, J. (1999). Társas tudás, elbeszélés, identitás. Budapest: Scientia 
Humana-Kairosz.

85. LÁSZLÓ, J. (2005). A történetek tudománya: Bevezetés a narratív pszichológiába 
- Pszichológiai Horizont. Budapest: Új Mandátum Könyvkiadó.

86. LÁSZLÓ, J. (2009). Felelősségtulajdonítás és nyelvi konstrukció. JURA, 
2,120-127.

87. LERNER, M. J. (1980) The belief in a Just world: A fundamental delusion. New 
York,NY: Plenum Press.

88. LERNER, M. J., SOMERS, D. G. (1992). Employees’ reactions to an anticipated 
plan closure: the infulence of positive illusions. MONTADA, L., FILIPP, S. H., 
LERNER, M. J.: Life crises and experiences of loss in adulthood, 229-254 New 
Jersey, NJ: Lawrence Eribaum Associates, Inc.

89. LIGETI, K. (2006). Kriminálpolitika és pönológia. Kriminológia-
szakkriminológia (Ed. KATALIN, G. – KLÁRA, K. – LÁSZLÓ, K. – MIKLÓS, L.), 
599-626. Budapest: Complex Kiadó.

90. LIPKUS, I. M., BISSONETTE, V. L. (1996). Belief in a Just World Scales for 
Self and Others. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(10), 1043–1056. 

91. LIPPMANN, W. (1922). In Public Opinion. New York, NY: Harcourt-Brace.

92. MAJOR, B., TOWNSEND, S. S. M. (2009). Psychological implications of 
attitudes and beliefs about status inequality, University  of California, Santa 
Barbara.

93. MCADAMS, D. (2002) A történet jelentése az irodalomban és az életben. 
Narratívák, 5, 157-174. Narratív  pszichológia (Ed. László J., Thomka B.) 
Budapest: Kijárat Kiadó.

94. MARKOVA, J., MOODIE, E., FARR, R.M, DROZDA-SENKOWSKA, E., 
FERENC, E., PLICHTOVÁ, J., GERVAIS, M-C., HOFFMANNOVÁ, J., 



MULLEROVÁ, O. (1997). Social representations of the individual: a post – 
Communist perspective. European Journal of Social Psychology, 28, 797-829. 

95. MOSCOVICI, S. (1976). La Psychoanalyse, son image et son public. Paris: PUF.

96. MOSCOVICI, S. (1984). The Phenomenon of Social Representations. Social 
Representations (Ed. R. Farr - S. Moscovici), 3-70. Cambridge University Press.

97. MOSCOVICI, S. (1988). Notes Towards a Description of Social Representations. 
European Journal of Social Psychology, 18, 211-250. 

98. MOSCOVICI, S., VIGNAUX, G. (2000). Le concept de thémata. Structures et 
transformations des representations sociales (Guimelli, Ch.), Neuchatel: 
Delachaux et Niestlé, 25-72.  

99. MOSCOVICI, S. (2002). Társadalom-lélektan. Budapest: Osiris Kiadó.

100. MOUS, A. Y. (2000). Belief in a Just World, How our perceptions impact our 
judgments. Valdosa State University.

101. NAGY, F. (2008). A magyar büntetőjog általános része. Budapest: HVG-ORAC 
Kiadó.

102. NGUYEN, L. L. A. (2006). Az igazságosság, a nem és az önértékelés - Modellek, 
elméletek vitája a szociálpszichológiában II: A társadalmi igazságosságról. 
Lecture given at MPT XVII National Scientific Conference, Budapest. 

103. OLIVEIRA, P. D., DAMBRUN, M. (2007). Maintaining the status quo and social 
inequalities is stereotype endorsement related to support for system justification?. 
Current Research in Social Psychology, Vol. 13, No. 9, 101-121.

104. PENNEBAKER, J. W. (2005). Rejtett érzelmeink, valódi önmagunk - Az őszinte 
beszéd és írás gyógyító ereje. Budapest: Háttér Kiadó. 

105. PLÉH, CS. (1998). A narratívumok mint a pszichológiai koherenciateremtés 
eszközei. Hagyomány és újítás a pszichológiában, Tanulmányok, 365-384. 
Budapest: Balassi Kiadó. 

106. PURKHARDT, C. (1993). Transforming social representations. London: 
Routledge.

107. RÁCZ, J. (1989). Ifjúsági szubkultúrák és fiatalkori devianciák. Budapest: 
Animula Kiadó.



108. ROSENBERG, M. (1965). Self-Esteem Scale. Maryland, ML: University of 
Maryland.

109. ROSENBERG, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton, NJ: 
Princeton University Press.

110.ROXIN, C. (1966). Sinn und Grenzen staatlicher Strafe. Juristische Schulung, 6, 
378. 

111. SAJÓ, A., SZÉKHELYI, M., MAJOR, M. (1977). Vizsgálat a fizikai dolgozók 
jogtudatáról. Budapest: MTA-ÁJI.

112. ANDRÁS, S. (1981). A jogtudat mikrokörnyezeti meghatározói. Budapest: MTA 
KIADVÁNYAI.

113. SAJÓ, A. (1989). A jogosultság-tudat vizsgálata. ELTE Szociológiai Intézet 
Kutatási Beszámolók. Budapest.

114. SALLAY, H., DALBERT, C., KROTOS, H. (2006). Az implicit igazságosság 
motívum fejlődése: Kultúraközi összehasonlítása - Modellek, elméletek vitája a 
szociálpszichológiában II: A társadalmi igazságosságról. Lecture given at  MPT 
XVII National Scientific Conference, Budapest.

115.  SALLAY, H. (2003). A szülői nevelés hatása serdülők jövő-orientációjának 
alakulására. Magyar Pedagógia, 103, 389–404.

116. SALLAY, H. (2005). Serdülők szubjektív jólléte: A családban és a baráti 
kapcsolatban észlelt igazságosság és az igazságos világba vetett hit szerep. 
Mentálhigiéné és Pszichoszomatika, Vol. 6, No. 4, 295-315. Budapest: Akadémiai 
Kiadó. 

117. SZEMERE, B. (1990). A büntetésről s különösebben a halálbüntetésről. 
Budapest: Halálbüntetést Ellenzők Ligája.

118. SZOKOLSZKY, Á. (2004). Kutatómunka a pszichológiában. Budapest: Osiris 
kiadó.

119. TAJFEL, H. (1981). Human Groups and Social Categories. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

120. TÓTH, J. ZOLTÁN (2003). Halálbüntetés: pro és kontra. Jogelméleti Szemle, 2.



121. VÁRINÉ SZILÁGYI, I. (2010). Jogtudatról – alulnézetben - Tizenévesek 
jogtudata és jogi érzékenysége. Budapest: L’Harmattan Kiadó

122. VÉGVÁRI, R. (2009). Az áldozatiság viszgálata. A fiatalkorú elítéltek áldozati 
minősége - különös tekintettel a családon belüli erőszakra (Ed. KATALIN, L. – 
MIKLÓS, H.), 60-72. Budapest: Országos Bűnmegelőzési Bizottság.

123. WAGNER , W., DUVEEN, G., FARR, R., JOKHELOVITCH, S., LORENZI-
CIOLDI, F., MARKOVÁ, J., ROSE, D. (2002). Theory and Method of Social 
Representations. Asian Journal of Social Psychology, 2, 95-125.

124. WALKER, M. E., Jr. BEAUFORD, E. Y. (1977). Alienation and Poverty: A Case 
Study. Fort Valley, GS: Fort Valley State University.

125.  WALSTER, E., BERSCHEID, E., WALSTER, G. W. (1978). Equity: Theory and 
research. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

126. WEBSTER, D. M., KRUGLANSKI, A. W. (1994). Individual differences in need 
for cognitive closure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 
1049-1062.

127. WIENER, A. I., LIGETI, K. (2003). Jogszabálytan. Büntetőjog, Általános rész 
(Ed. IMRE, A, W.), 13-51. Budapest: KJK 

128. WIRTH, J. U. (1841). System der Spekulativen Ethik. Heilbronn. 

Homepages of the computer programs:

LIWC:
    http://homepage.psy.utexas.edu/homepage/Faculty/Pennebaker/Home2000

ATLAS.ti:

        http://www.atlasti.com/

NooJ:
        http://www.nooj4nlp.net/
        http://corpus.nytud.hu/nooj/
        http://www.mtapi.hu/WEB/Jedlik_6/

http://www.atlasti.com/
http://www.atlasti.com/
http://www.nooj4nlp.net/
http://www.nooj4nlp.net/
http://corpus.nytud.hu/nooj/
http://corpus.nytud.hu/nooj/
http://www.mtapi.hu/WEB/Jedlik_6/
http://www.mtapi.hu/WEB/Jedlik_6/

