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Article

OXFORD

Crime And Punishment: Public Opinion
And Political Law-And-Order Rhetoric In
Europe 1996-2019

Susanne Karstedt and Rebecca Endtricht’

"Susanne Karstedt, Griffith Criminology Institute, Griffith University, Brisbane, Australia; s.karstedt@
griffith.edu.au; Rebecca Endtricht, Department of Criminal Justice and Criminology, University of
Hamburg, Hamburg, Germany

This article explores in which ways politicians’ law-and-order rhetoric and citizens’ attitudes and
concerns about crime engage with each other in European countries. The focus is on the ‘con-
structionist’ or ‘framing’ model which posits that citizens’ attitudes about crime and punishment
are influenced and ‘framed’ by political rhetoric. We capture the overall ‘tone’ of political rhetoric
around crime and criminal justice using law-and-order statements in political party manifestos. Our
indicators of crime concerns and punitive sentiment among the public are ‘crime salience’ (crime as
the most important problem) and punitive preferences. We link law-and-order statements with sur-
vey data from the Eurobarometer and European Social Survey to explore the relationship between
citizens and political elites for 26 European countries between 1996 and 2019. In line with previous
research, we show that political law-and-order rhetoric indeed provides a framing narrative for cit-
izens but limited to their punitive preferences. In contrast, European citizens’ assessment of crime
as a problem is shaped by the level of serious violent crime (homicide) in their country during this
period. This suggests a risk-based assessment and an ‘objectivist’ model. We discuss these results in
the context of differences between the politization of criminal law in Europe and the United States.

KEY WORDS: constructionist model, crime salience, Europe, law-and-order rhetoric, objectivist
model, party manifestos, punitive sentiment

INTRODUCTION

Crime, law and order regularly are major issues of political and public debate. Citizens care
about crime and punishment. Crime, its control, and justice are expressions of the internal
dynamics of societies (Alexander and Smith 1993) and thus form part of its most important
discourses. Political elites and the public can concur on a common core of values relating to
public safety, morality and justice. Politicians and citizens can rely on a common language and
narrative, and mutual understanding when it comes to crime and justice issues. As such, crime
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and justice issues share these characteristics with other ‘morality policies’ like drugs or gambling
(Meier 1994), which elicit a high level of interest in the public and engagement of politicians. At
face value crime and justice are ‘easy issues’ for public and political debate (Nicholson-Crotty
etal. 2009), and present ideal conditions for democratic responsiveness between political elites
and citizens (Mooney and Lee 2000). Accordingly, public concerns about crime are seen as
a perfect test for the ‘democracy-at-work’ thesis and the reciprocal nature of public-elite link-
ages in contemporary democracies. Do political elites respond to public concerns about crime,
or do they lead public opinion on these matters? Or do policies and public opinion on these
matters just concur and feed into each other? All directions are compatible with properly func-
tioning democracy: Politicians adapt policies and outcomes according to voters’ preferences,
and equally they might lead voters to change their preferences in addressing new and persistent
problems (Inglehart 1990, chapt. 10).

Criminological engagement with the politics of crime and justice developed along different tra-
jectories and themes. As early as in the 1970s, two seminal works explored the relationship between
crime, the public and the polity in the United Kingdom. Stan Cohen’s ‘Folk Devils and Moral Panics’
(1972) and Stuart Hall and his colleagues’ ‘Policing the Crisis’ (1978) both started from particular
crime incidents and illuminated the ‘authoritarian consensus’ (in the words of one reviewer) between
the public, politicians and the media in their response. This tradition has been recently revived with
research on crime policies during the Thatcher years and beyond by Stephen Farrall and his col-
leagues, combining both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Farrall and Jennings 2012; Gray et
al. 2019; Guiney and Farrall 2022; Jennings et al. 2020). In the US, the emergence of mass incarcer-
ation triggered criminological interest in the relationship between crime, public reactions and crim-
inal justice policies. Katherine Beckett (1997; Beckett and Sassoon 2004), David Garland (2001)
and Jonathan Simon (2007) were among the first to analyse this process in terms of the interaction
between politicians and the public. Did public opinion inform and drive political decision making
on crime and justice, with politicians taking advantage of the high salience of the issues of crime and
justice? Or did politicians set the agenda with law-and-order rhetoric and the offer of easy solutions
to these problems, thus aiming at ‘governing through crime] as Jonathan Simon put it? Or did both
parties to the democratic political process react in tandem to serious and increasing crime problems
and set the US on a path toward mass incarceration, as Beckett (1997) suggested?

The development of mass incarceration in the US raised concerns among European criminol-
ogists that a similar development might take hold in Europe. Could European countries resist
the combined dynamic of public opinion and political rhetoric that seemed to be so powerful
in the US? Would Europe face similar increases of crime and justice spending (Wenzelburger
2014) and finally prison populations on a scale comparable to the US? Garland’s (2001) com-
parison of the US and UK had indeed raised this possibility. Criminologists explored a range of
determinants of penal restraint in Europe. These included political institutions like majoritarian
versus proportionate electoral systems (Lacey 2008), regime types like e.g. corporatist democ-
racy, welfare regimes and varieties of political economy and capitalism (overview Wenzelburger
2014), values and the European human rights regime (Snacken 2010; Snacken and Dumortier
2012; Karstedt 2015). However, they rarely explored the interaction between public opinion,
political rhetoric and policy outcomes in the area of crime and justice policies from a com-
parative perspective and with a large sample of European countries (see Wenzelburger 2014;
O’Grady and Abu-Chadi 2019). Presently this perspective is pursued with in-depth studies on
the UK by Farrall and his colleagues (Farrall and Jennings 2012; Jennings et al. 2017; Jennings
etal. 2020) and a comparison including the UK and the Netherlands by Miller (2016), while a
more comprehensive comparison of European states is missing.

This article aims at closing this gap. It explores the nature of the interaction between the public
and political elites for a sample of 26 European countries across two decades from 1996 to 2019.
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We explore these relationships in two studies. In our first study we analyse how political law-and-
order rhetoric relates to public assessments of the salience of crime as a problem across elections
during this period. The second study uses preferences for more punitive responses to crime among
the citizens of 22 out of the 26 countries. Here we contextualize individual-level punitive attitudes
within country-level characteristics at a certain point in time, 2010. In both studies the focus is on
the exploration of a ‘constructionist’ or ‘framing’ model, which posits that political rhetoric and
elite initiatives shape public attitudes on crime and justice (Pickett 2019; Shi et al. 2020). We thus
test for a leading role of political rhetoric in shaping public crime and justice concerns.

‘DEMOCRACY-AT-WORK’ ON CRIME AND JUSTICE:
REPRESENTATION, RESPONSES AND PREFERENCES

The democracy-at-work thesis implies that public opinion matters to public officials, that they
take notice and that they react to it. On the other hand, it implies that what politicians say and
do matters to the public whether they react to statements or actual policy change. Finally, dem-
ocratic polities need to respond to real-world problems and produce outcomes, which are then
voted upon by the electorate. The democratic process thus involves ‘responsiveness), ‘leadership’
and ‘counter movement’ where the public moves into the opposite direction of established pol-
icy (Hakhverdian 2012: 1388). All three processes capture the dynamic processes of democ-
racy, whether as citizens’ reactions to policy positions or statements, or in relation to actual
policy outcomes. There is not only evidence for all causal directions, but also that ‘top-down’
processes work in tandem with ‘bottom-up’ processes (Steenbergen et al. 2007). Whether one
or the other takes precedence seems to be predicated on the issue and problem type, as well as
on conditions for public information and responsiveness that the issue provides. Crime and
justice problems are generally deemed ‘easy issues’ for public engagement and debate.

The dynamics of the democratic process include a feedback loop or counter movement of
the public in response to actual policy and political action. As Page and Shapiro (1992) state, a
‘rational public’ moves in its sentiments and assessments in response to changes in actual pol-
icy. Wlezien (1995) has captured the nature of this feedback in the notion of ‘the public as
thermostat’. The public adjust their preferences in relation to government spending in specific
policy areas, to the level of activity and policy output, or general political positioning (over-
view Hakhverdian 2012); crime as a policy issue is no exception to this (Jennings and Wlezien
2015). Further, the democratic process is shaped by the tension between majority and minority
preferences and voices. In the policy arena of crime and justice policies, politicians will respond
mainly to broader trends rather than to those positions that might represent a more measured
approach to these policy problems, as exemplified by responses to an overall punitive ‘mood’ in
contrast to more ‘pragmatic’ positions (Pickett 2019: 417). Notwithstanding a preference for
general moods and majority opinion, actual policies conform with majority opinion only less
than half of the time. This applies to all policy issues, including crime and justice issues; politi-
cians do not by default follow the public’s mood (Lax and Phillips 2012).

Pickett et al. (2019; Shi et al. 2020) identify two major models for the democratic process
relating to crime and justice. According to the ‘objectivist’ model, public opinion reflects actual
crime rates and trends, and respective changes of the former mirror changes in the latter. This
relationship between crime rates and public opinion is driven by personal and vicarious expe-
riences (e.g. victimization) or other ‘fact-based changes’ According to the objectivist perspec-
tive, crime rates were the ultimate cause that drove the democratic process towards the punitive
turn in US criminal justice policies (Pickett 2019: 415; Enns 2016): the public reacted to rising
crime with increasing fear and punitiveness, and politicians responded accordingly. In contrast,
the ‘constructionist model’ assumes that public opinion reacts to and is shaped by ‘elite initia-
tives’, i.e. both media and political rhetoric (Shi et al. 2020: 569; Pickett 2019: 413-14). This
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perspective is predicated on the assumption of a deficit in the democratic process, as political
elite and media interests manipulate rather than educate the public (Shi et al. 2020: 570), most
clearly stated by Jonathan Simon (2007).

However, in this juxtaposition a third possibility is omitted that political rhetoric might just
tap into the common narrative that crime and justice issues provide. In the words of Katherine
Beckett (1997:80), the author of the earliest and most influential studies: ‘... officials have
played a crucial role in framing the crime and drug issues ... the success of the conservative
campaign for law and order reflects the fact that this discourse makes sense of and provides
a “solution” for pressing social and personal problems ... compatible with ... cultural beliefs
and values. This provides a different account of the constructionist model that stresses possible
processes of framing rather than manipulating public opinion (Nicholson-Crotty et al. 2009)
and suggests a consensual movement ‘in tandem’ between politicians and the public. Further,
as Page and Shapiro (1992) point out, public opinion moves in response to actual changes in
public policy, i.e. to policy outcomes rather than rhetoric. In any case, the assumption is that
public opinion moves into the direction that political elite rhetoric points to.

Evidence supporting either the objectivist or constructionist model is inconclusive and
seems to be predicated on the measurement of public attitudes toward crime and justice. Pickett
(2019: 415) concludes that crime rates are a ‘consistent predictor’ of punitive preferences and
support for being tough on crime among US citizens (see also Enns 2016). Studies of public
opinion, political rhetoric and criminal justice policy provide evidence for an impact of citi-
zens’ punitive preferences on actual policy outcomes (Jennings et al. 2017; Nicholson-Crotty
et al. 2009; but see Nicholson-Crotty and Meier 2003), but also report a decisive role for polit-
ical elites in framing public opinion in the UK (Jennings et al. 2020). However, a US study by
Ramirez (2013) supports earlier research (Beckett 1997) that political rhetoric has a significant
and stronger impact on shaping citizens’ punitive preferences and ‘sentiments’ than crime rates.
Similarly, evidence for public ratings of crime as the most important problem for the coun-
try (‘crime salience’) has been mixed (overview Shi et al. 2020: 571). Most recently, Shi et al.
(2020) found robust support for an impact of political rhetoric on crime salience across a wide
range of cohorts and social groups in the US, and thus for the constructionist model.

Evidence for public concerns about crime and justice is scarce for European countries.
O’Grady and Abou-Chadi (2019) find no evidence that European political parties respond to
citizens’ shifts in their ideological positions, including those related to crime and justice issues.
Wenzelburger (2014) analysed criminal justice policies for OECD countries which include a
majority of European countries. He finds that the relationship between government ideology
and law-and-order spending is contingent on institutional barriers that differ widely between
European countries. Haney’s (2016) study of the politics of punishment and the public mood
focuses on post-communist countries and the long shadows of penal histories in this region.
Miller (2016: 195-7) contrasts two European countries (the UK and the Netherlands) with the
US. She finds evidence for both the constructionist and the objectivist perspective. On the one
hand the public assess (violent) crime risks correctly, but on the other hand political rhetoric
plays a role in the overall politization of crime. Combined these findings lend support to a fram-
ing or consensual model of interaction between the public and political elites.

METHODS

This study comprises two analyses, each focusing on one dimension of public crime and justice
attitudes across 26 European countries. First, we analyse how political law and order rhetoric
relates to public assessments of the salience of crime as a national problem across election
cycles during the time period 1996-2019. The second study focuses on preferences for more
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punitive responses to crime among the citizens of 22 out of the 26 countries; here we con-
textualize individual-level attitudes with country-level characteristics in 2010. In this way we
combine a country-level analysis across time with an in-depth study of individual attitude for-
mation nested within countries at one point in time. The 26 European countries represent
all regions of Europe.' Western Europe is represented with the largest number of countries
(Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Ireland, The Netherlands, UK), followed by South-East
Europe (Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Hungary, Romania, Slovenia). The South is represented
by Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain, Central/ East Europe by Czech Republic, Poland and
Slovakia, Scandinavia by Denmark, Finland and Sweden, and the Baltic States by Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania (Table Al in the Appendix).

For the first analysis, we use the Eurobarometer (EB; European Commission 2020) for meas-
urement of our dependent variable, for the second analysis we use the European Social Survey
(ESS; European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) 2018). The
Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP) dataset provides information about the prominence
given to crime and law-and-order topics in party manifestos issued for national elections (Burst
et al. 2020; Volkens et al. 2020). Accordingly, the sample of European countries mirrors the
inclusion in the two surveys and their coverage in the Manifesto data set during the time period
from 1996-2019.

Measurement and analyses
Crime salience: A time-series analysis

The first study is based on longitudinal measurements of public opinion and political rheto-
ric in the 26 countries included. Our dependent variable ‘crime salience’ is retrieved from the
Eurobarometer survey, which is conducted twice every year in EU member states. Crime sali-
ence is measured by the question: “What do you think are the two most important issues facing
our country at the moment?’ We then aggregated the respective proportion of respondents who
had named crime for each country and year of the election cycle.?

Our indicator of political rhetoric is based on the Manifesto data set. These data have been
used for analyses of criminal justice policies by Miller (2016) and Wenzelburger (2014) in com-
parative studies of European countries. The ‘Manifesto Research on Political Representation
Project’ (MARPOR; also Comparative Manifesto Project (CMP), Burst et al. 2020) collects
data on policy statements of more than 1,000 political parties in over 50 countries worldwide.
The content of party manifestos is coded according to issue domains (e.g. welfare, education, or
society) and the specific position of the party on that issue within several categories. The party’s
position is measured as the proportion of quasi-sentences for each issue-category in each man-
ifesto. This is done for all significant parties in the included countries at the time of an election
when such manifestos are issued. We use the issue ‘law and order), which is part of the issue
domain ‘Fabric of Society”. This includes statements regarding ‘favourable mentions of strict law
enforcement, and tougher actions against domestic crime’ (Volkens et al. 2020: 19). We aggre-
gated the original data and created a variable that measures the mean level of the proportion of
favourable law-and-order mentions across all parties for each country for the respective election
years. In this way, we capture a collective and more non-partisan response of all political actors
and assess the overall ‘tone’ of law-and-order rhetoric in a country. We thus mirror Ramirez’
(2013) and Enns’ (2016) usage of annual presidential addresses for capturing a nationwide
political ‘tone’ on crime issues in the US. However, we do not calculate a ‘net law-and-order

1 Definitions of European regions for the purpose of crime and criminal justice analyses differ (e.g. Karstedt 201S; Schaap
and Scheepers 2014).

2 To assess for divergent non-response biases and non-response errors across different countries, we use the post-stratifica-
tion weights that are provided by EB.
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tone’ (Ramirez 2013: 343; Enns 2016) of political rhetoric by discounting favourable law-and-
order statements with statements against such policies, as the latter were extremely rare across
countries during the entire period.

We followed O’Grady and Abou-Chadi (2019; see also Adams et al. 2004; 2006) and
matched citizens’ assessment of crime salience with the most recent election in each of
the countries, which mostly follow four-to-five-year election cycles. Our data comprise 26
countries, each observed over an average of 5.8 elections, with all 26 countries having five
elections and 21 having six elections between 1996 and 2019. We then matched data on
violent crime and economic performance to the country’s elections in the same way. In
order to control for the impact of violent crime on citizens’ ratings of crime salience, we
used homicide data from the UNODC ‘Global Study on Homicide 2019’ (UNODC 2019)
which gathers information on homicides worldwide, covering the years 1995 to 2018. We
use the homicide rate per 100,000.° As the public salience of crime is a relative measure and
might be affected by emerging problems like e.g. economic hardship during the European
financial crisis 2008/2009, we include controls for the country’s economic performance
(see Shi et al. 2020: §75). Data on GDP growth rates were retrieved from World Bank data
for the European Union and matched to the election years. The World Bank calculates
growth rates as the annual percentage growth rate of GDP at market prices based on con-
stant local currency.* This created a time-series cross-sectional data set which also allowed
for including change between election years as independent variables into the analyses.
We included the difference between the homicide rates of the most recent and previous
election year. For GDP growth rates we calculated the mean growth rate between the most
recent and previous election year, including the year of the previous election (see Table A2
in the Appendix). For the time series analyses we use fixed-effects models rather than ran-
dom-effect models, based on a significant Hausman-Test including all variables (p < 0.001;
available with authors).

Punitiveness: A multi-level analysis

The second study is based on individual-level data on European citizens’ preferences for punish-
ment as measured in 2010 (ESS Round $), which are then contextualized within country-level
data on political rhetoric and crime. The analysis uses data from 22 out of the 26 countries.’
Punitive preferences were measured by the question ‘Take the case of a 25-year-old man who
is found guilty of house burglary for the second time. Which one of the following sentences do
you think he should receive?” Respondents could opt for a prison sentence or non-custodial
alternatives. We created a variable which contrasted the choice of a prison sentence with all less
harsh sentences. On the individual level we included feelings of safety, trust in police and victi-
misation as independent variables from the same round of the ESS. The former was measured
by the question ‘How safe do you feel walking alone in the area where you live after dark?’, with
answer categories ranging from ‘very safe’ to ‘very unsafe. A measure of trust in the national
police was included as part of the question ‘For each of the following institutions, please tell
me if you tend to trust it or tend not to trust it?" (1 ‘tend to trust’ and 2 ‘tend not to trust’).
Information on individual victimization experience was measured by the question ‘Have you
or a member of your household been the victim of burglary or assault in the last 5 years?’, with

3 We initially included crime data from the European Sourcebook between 1996 and 2016, namely theft, burglary, and total
crime rates. As there was inexplicable fluctuation for time series on assault in England and Wales, and Northern Ireland (see also
Enns et al. 2022 in this issue), and for burglary in the Baltic states, we only used the rates for theft and total crime. As none of these
had any impact, homicide rates were used as the most robust indicator for crime.

4 Retrieved from https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.KD.ZG?locations=EU (accessed January 2022).

S Austria, Italy, Latvia and Romania are not included in ESS Round S.
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answer categories ‘yes’ and no.* We used all original survey data as dichotomous variables. In
addition to trust in police, and victimisation, which were dichotomized in the original survey
data, we contrasted those feeling safe (‘very safe’ and ‘fairly safe’) with those who did not (‘a bit
unsafe’ and ‘very unsafe’). As controls we included age, gender and education, which is meas-
ured by the years of full-time education (Table A3 in Appendix).

On the country-level we included both political rhetoric and homicide rates as independent
variables. Law-and-order data are included for the most recent election before 2010 (the sur-
vey year), which took place between 2005 and 2009 in the 22 countries. We further included
law-and-order rhetoric change between this election and the previous one in order to test for
potential impact of a longer time frame.” Homicide data are included for 2010, as well as the dif-
ference of homicides between 2010 and 2006. The intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC) for
our model is 4.4 per cent; however, log-likelihood tests indicate significant differences between
the basic individual single-level and the null-model for all models. We therefore proceeded with
a two-level logistic multilevel regression. Random intercept models are used instead of fixed or
random slope models; testing of differences with the likelihood-ratio test indicated no signif-
icant improvement of the model when using slope models, implying that the country effects
tend to differ only in their intercepts. With 22 European countries included this is a compara-
bly small number of observations at the context level. However, the usage of multilevel models
with small context level N is a standard procedure in European comparative political research in
order to distinguish effects between countries, even with samples as small as ten observations
on the context level (Maas and Hox 2004).

RESULTS

Crime salience, political rhetoric and violent crime in Europe 1996-2019

We start this section by illustrating patterns and trends for public crime concerns, political rhetoric
and violent crime for five countries, each representative of different regions, political institutions,
and general historical trajectories. Figures 1-3 show trends between 2000 and 2019 for crime sali-
ence, level of law-and-order rhetoric, and violent crime (homicide rate). Public concerns about
crime in the country are generally highest around 2000 and become more divergent until 2010.
However, a downward trend in all countries is clearly noticeable and levels of public crime con-
cerns converge in the following decade. The UK stands out with the highest level of public crime
concerns at the beginning of the period, and a distinct increase at the end. In contrast, the overall
tone of law-and-order rhetoric in the five countries varies more widely, though we find a common
downward trend across the time period (Figure 2). Law-and-order rhetoric peaks in Italy between
2005 and 2010, in Denmark we find a curvilinear development with high levels at the start and
towards the end of the period; both trends are not in line with public concerns about crime in the
respective countries. The Czech Republic is the country where concurrence between the public
and political rhetoric seems to be most distinct. In sum, across the selected countries we observe a
decline in the importance of crime both among the public and the political leadership, as indicated
by their political rhetoric. This general trend seems to follow the development of serious violent
crime throughout most of the period (Figure 3). Countries converge on a downward slope of
homicide rates until 2015, after which countries like the UK, Germany and Denmark experience
an increase in lethal violent crime.® Public opinion and political rhetoric in European countries
thus develop against a backdrop of continuously declining serious violent crime.

6 To assess for divergent non-response biases and non-response errors across different countries, we use the post-stratifica-
tion weights that are provided by ESS.

7 Previous elections took place between 2001 and 2007; Greece was the country with an election in 2007 and 2009.

8 See Rogers and Pridemore (2018) for convergence of homicide rates within and across European regions.
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Source: Global Study on Homicide (UNODC 2019)
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Table 1 Predictors of crime salience in 26 European countries 1996-2019

(1) (2) (3)
Law&Order (t) 2.317 1.280 1.307
(1.04) (0.98) (0.95)
ALaw&Order (t-1) —0.909 ~0.570 -0.772
(0.76) (0.71) (0.69)
Homicide rate (t) 9.881™ 8.531™
(1.72) (1.90)
AHomicide rate (t-1) 0.989 1.653
(1.93) (1.91)
GDP growth rate -0.409
(0.42)
Mean of GDP growth rate (t—(t-1)) 1161
(0.46)
Constant 7.870* ~3.829 -2.925
(4.55) (4.62) (4.51)
N (obs.) 114 110 110
N (Countries) 26 26 26
R? (within) 0.058 0.328 0.379
R?* (between) 0.022 0.004 0.008
R? (overall) 0.036 0.044 0.070
Standard errors in parentheses;
* p<0.10,
* p<0.0s,
* p<0.01,
= 20,001,

The results of our fixed-effect models are shown in Table 1. Generally, we find that law-and-
order political rhetoric at the most recent election (Law&Order (t)) increases the extent of
subsequent public perceptions of crime salience; however, this effect becomes non-significant
as soon as violent crime is included. Crime salience is significantly driven by the level of hom-
icides in the most recent election year (Homicide rate (t)), while changes of the homicide rate
are non-significant, even if having a positive effect. Controlling for the impact of other impor-
tant problems that might result from the economic situation, we find that in contrast to the
growth rate in the election year (GDP Growth Rate (t)) the mean growth rate over the past
years between elections has a significant impact on public perceptions of crime as an important
problem. When growth rates have been higher over the past years, indicating a favourable eco-
nomic situation, crime concerns rank higher on the public’s agenda, however when low growth
rates indicate mounting economic problems, crime concerns wane as they are crowded out by
other concerns. Thus, across the time period the level of crime concerns in the 26 countries
is affected by the economic situation of the country (Wlezien 2005). Our fixed-effect model
explains within-country variance (R* = 0.379), however overall explained variance is small
(R? = 0.070).

The result mirrors Miller’s explorations of two European countries (2016:195), who stated
that ‘the public are better at assessing the risk of violence than generally assumed’. As was
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equally found for early research in the US, political rhetoric of law-and-order does neither
provide assurance nor promise that the country’s crime problem is addressed (Beckett 1997;
Scheingold 1984). Our results however substantially differ from most recent research in the
US, which found robust evidence for the ‘constructionist model’ (Shi et al. 2020). We there-
fore tested for the possibility that both the public and political elites react to increasing crime
problems in tandem by analysing law-and-order rhetoric as a dependent variable in an OLS
model. We included homicide rates, previous change of homicide rates, law-and-order rhet-
oric at the previous election and the two measurements of economic performance (GDP
growth rates) as predictor variables, as the amount of political rhetoric devoted to crime
might also be affected by other more urgent problems taking precedence (Table A4 in appen-
dix). Change in violent crime between elections is a significant predictor of the level of law-
and -order rhetoric, as is law-and-order rhetoric at the previous election. This indicates that
political elite rhetoric is informed by trends in violent crime, but also highly path-dependent
on previous policy statements. In European countries the ‘objectivist model’ seems to apply
for both political elites and the public; public opinion is reflective of the presence of violent
crime, even if less attentive to changes, while political rhetoric seems to be more sensitive to
changes in violent crime rather than to contemporaneous levels. Taken together, these results
would support a framing model and common narrative rather than a constructivist model
with an emphasis on manipulation.

Citizens’ punitive preferences in 22 countries 2010: A multi-level analysis

We now turn to a comparison of European countries at a ‘single point in time’ (Enns 2016: 42)
with a focus on punitive preferences among the public. We start by exploring the cross-sec-
tional relationship between the level of punitive preferences in 2010 and preceding political
rhetoric for 22 countries, using both the level of law-and-order rhetoric of the most recent elec-
tion (between 2005 and 2009) as well as the change between this election and the previous
one (between 2001 and 2007). Figures 4 and S demonstrate a significant relationship between
law-and-order rhetoric and subsequent punitive preferences in 2010; this applies to a strong
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Fig. 4 Punitive preference (% preference for prison sentence) and law-and-order rhetoric (%, mean of
all statements) at most recent election: 22 European countries, 2005-10.

R*=0.309; p < 0.001; N = 22 (countries not included: Austria, Italy, Latvia, Romania).

Source: European Social Survey 2010; Volkens et al (2020): The Manifesto Project Dataset (2005-9)
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Fig. S Punitive preference (% preference for prison sentence) and change in law-and-order rhetoric
(%, mean of all statements) between the two most recent elections: 22 European countries, 2001-10.
R*>=0.114; p < 0.001; N = 22 (countries not included: Austria, Italy, Latvia, Romania).

Source: European Social Survey 2010; Volkens et al (2020): The Manifesto Project Dataset (2001-9)

relationship (R? =.309) between public preference for a prison sentence and law-and-order
rhetoric at the most recent election, and a very modest one for change between the recent and
the previous election (R?=.114). Figure 4 shows that countries at the higher end of public puni-
tiveness and law-and-order rhetoric range from East to West Europe, while those at the lower
end are more often located in West Europe and Scandinavia. As Figure 5 demonstrates, the
overall ‘tone’ of law-and-order rhetoric was reduced in a small number of countries between
elections before 2010, while it stayed the same or slightly increased in the majority. Very little
previous change in political law-and-order rhetoric is observed for countries where punitive
preferences dominate public opinion, among them Ireland, Hungary and the United Kingdom.
In France, Belgium and the Netherlands, political parties reduced their overall tone of law-and-
order, however at considerably different levels of public punitiveness.

With the multi-level model (Table 2) we situate individual preferences for a prison sentence
within the country’s overall tone of political rhetoric and level of serious violent crime. On the
individual level, feeling safe from crime significantly reduces punitiveness (OR = 0.792, p <
0.001). This result differs from microlevel cross-sectional research, which finds no relation-
ship between perceptions of risk and support for tough anti-crime policies (Beckett 1997: 25).
Experiences of victimisation have a minor but not significant impact (approaching significance
at p = 0.08). Nonetheless, taken together both results indicate that European citizens’ puni-
tive preferences reflect their experiences with and anxieties about crime (see Enns 2016 for the
United States). We did not find a relationship between trust in police and punitiveness, similar
to findings for the United States(Unnever and Cullen 2010; Ramirez 2013). Among our con-
trols, women significantly tend towards less punitiveness, as do European citizens with higher
levels of education.

Moving to the country level, we find that overall law-and-order rhetoric in the most recent
election (Law&Order (t)) significantly increases the likelihood that European citizens have
a preference for a prison sentence rather than a non-custodial sentence (OR = 1.064; p <
0.05). A change in the political tone of law-and-order (A Law&Order (t-1)) between the
most recent and the previous election has no impact on citizens’ punitive attitudes. Levels of
violent crime in the country shape citizens’ attitudes; this applies both to the homicide rate
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Table 2 Punitive preference ( prison sentence) in 22 European countries 2010

Preference prison

Odds ratio
Individual level
Trust in police (1 = trust) 1.034
(0.033)
Feeling safe (1 = safe) 0.792™
(0.030)
Victimization (1 = victim) 1.048*
(0.029)
Age (years) 1.000
(0.002)
Gender (1 = female) 0.804™
(0.027)
Education (years) 0.973™
(0.007)
Context level
Law&Order (t) 1.064°
(0.027)
A Law&Order (t-1) 1.019
(0.029)
Homicide rate (2010) 0.897¢
(0.055)
A Homicide rate (2006-10) 0.666
(0.133)
Constant 2.116™
(0.334)
Intraclass correlation 0.044
Residual intraclass correlation 0.028
Wald test % (10df): 196.61; p < 0.001
N (obs.) 39,671
N (groups) 22
Robust standard errors in parentheses;
© p<0.10,
<005,
" p<00l,
p<0.001.

in the year of the survey, 2010 (approaching significance at p = 0.07), as well as to change
between 2006 and 2010 (p < 0.05). However, we find that with increasing homicidal violence
the likelihood of punitive preferences decreases respectively with decreasing homicidal vio-
lence the likelihood of punitive preferences increases (A homicide rate: OR = 0.666). This
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result might reflect the fact that in most European regions and countries homicide rates had
indeed decreased (see Figure 3), while public support for punitive crime policies remained
stable (see also Enns et al. 2022 in this issue; van Kesteren 2009). While we cannot test this
with our data, our findings connect with recent research showing that awareness of decreas-
ing crime increased support for punitive criminal justice policies (Shi 2022). Citizens might
perceive the decline of serious violence as a signal that previous punitive measures had been
successful and indeed ‘worked’ bringing crime under control; consequently, they should
therefore be continued and potentially enhanced. As such the result points to an inversion
of the ‘thermostatic model’ of public reaction as suggested by Wlezien (1995) and Jennings
et al. (2017), according to which the public react to (successful) policies with decreasing
demand and less emphasis on the respective problem status. Our results suggest that demand
for punitive sentencing in European publics might not follow this model. Given an intraclass
correlation of 0.044, the model has a residual intraclass correlation of 0.028. The Wald test
(p < 0.001) indicates that the inclusion of country-level variables significantly improves the
predictive value of the model.

Our findings support a role for political law-and-order rhetoric in shaping citizens’ punitive
preferences throughout Europe. With such statements, politicians directly address a range of
concerns about crime and simultaneously offer solutions like tougher sentences, ‘truth in sen-
tencing’ or ‘three-strike-laws’ At the other end, citizens might easily identify with the fram-
ing and solutions on offer. Law-and-order statements seem to capture and address a range of
public sentiments, which coagulate in preferences for harsh punishment (see also Enns et al.
2022 in this issue), and thus have the potential to shape individual punitive preferences. Our
finding is in line with early (Beckett 1997) as well as recent research in the United States on
the impact of law-and-order political rhetoric on ‘punitive sentiment’ among the population
(Ramirez 2013). Since we only have data on punitiveness for 2010, we are unable to discern
whether this effect is particular to this period or can be generalized across longer periods of
time (Farall and Jennings 2012; Ramirez 2013; Enns 2016: 68; Jennings et al. 2017).

CONCLUSION

Crime, justice and democracy-at-work in Europe

Are European citizens’ concerns about crime and their attitudes and preferences for crim-
inal punishment an important component of their countries’ criminal justice policies? We
would expect that such vital concerns about crime and justice illuminate how ‘democracy
works’ in European countries. We explored the interaction between political elite rhetoric
and citizens’ concerns about crime and justice informed by two perspectives: the ‘objectivist
model” and the ‘constructionist model, which we also describe as a ‘framing’ model’ (Shi et al.
2020: 569). We analysed two different dimensions of European citizens’ crime concerns: the
importance that citizens assign to crime problems in their country (crime salience) and their
punishment preferences, here imprisonment versus non-custodial sentences. We used an
overall, non-partisan measurement of law-and-order rhetoric for each country that represents
a general law-and-order ‘tone’ and ‘temperature’ of crime problems in political discourse.
Our findings suggest that the relationship between citizens’ crime and justice concerns and
political rhetoric depends on the type of concern, i.e. whether it is about crime as a problem
or punishment of offenders. Publics in European countries turn out to base their assessment
of the problem status of crime on the actual level of most serious violent crime in the country.
Generally, trends in public opinion on crime as an important problem follow trends in hom-
icidal violence across a range of European countries and regions. However, when rating the
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problem status of crime, citizens are not influenced by political law-and-order rhetoric. Our
large sample of European countries reflects Miller’s (2016: 195) findings for two European
countries that ‘the public is better at assessing the risk of violence than generally assumed’ As
we also find an impact of homicide rates on the overall tone of law-and-order rhetoric dur-
ing this time period, we assume that the public and political elites’ reactions to violent crime
problems concur and move ‘in tandem’ without directly influencing each other. This suggests a
common narrative and framing of crime problems in European countries that is directly driven
by violent crime rates.

A different pattern is found for punitive preferences among citizens in 22 European countries.
The results of the cross-sectional multi-level model show a significant impact of law-and-order
rhetoric at the most recent election on citizens preferences for carceral sentences. Similar to the
United States (Beckett 1997; Oliver 2002; Ramirez 2013), European citizens’ punitive attitudes
are influenced by political rhetoric which indicates that criminal justice political rhetoric has a
stronger ‘agenda-setting’ effect on public opinion (Farrall and Jennings 2012). It seems to be
the particular narrative and framing of law-and-order statements that capture the concerns and
worries about crime in a more encompassing way as they make sense of and offer solutions to
elemental concerns (Beckett 1997: 80). Law-and-order political rhetoric might capture an ‘offer
of reassurance to citizens’ (Jennings et al. 2017: 473) that not only directly addresses punitive
sentiments across different political and legal cultures in Europe, but also a wider range of con-
cerns. As Haney (2016) has pointed out, in post-communist countries such rhetoric might be
linked to other strong and compelling narratives like anti-immigration policies and nationalistic
rhetoric. Further, law-and-order rhetoric might present ready-made solutions to citizens, in par-
ticular more punitive policies (Miller 2016; Jennings et al. 2017). Though we did not analyse
these statements in detail, they might include propositions on tangible policy action on criminal
justice that seamlessly translate into citizens’ punitive sentiments. Law-and-order rhetoric in
European countries seems to evoke specific cultural values and beliefs that easily connect with
images and preferences of criminal punishment among the public (e.g. Karstedt 2015).

However, a cautious interpretation of these findings is advisable as they are based on a
cross-sectional analysis at ‘one point in time’ We can show that law-and-order rhetoric provides
a common frame for citizens’ punitive preferences, however, we cannot give a conclusive answer
to the question ‘who leads whom’ (Enns 2016) on punitive responses to crime. Taken together
with our results on crime salience and in the light of these, we suggest that a common frame and
narrative bring politicians and the public in European countries together and synchronize their
reactions to problems of crime and punishment with none of them directly leading the other.
Miller’s (2016) differentiated conclusions about the relationship between crime, its different
perceptive dimensions, and the politization of crime seem to apply equally to our large sample
of European countries. Why are European countries presumably less ‘governed through crime’
than the United States (Simon 2007)? We argue that an answer to this question can be found in
the difference between criminal law and justice systems and their relation to the political pro-
cess, rather than in the particular mechanisms of the democratic process.

Our sample of European countries includes very different democratic regimes, while their
legal systems are nearly exclusively embedded in the civil law tradition (exceptions are the UK
and Ireland). Criminal law regimes in civil law countries are more immune to the political pro-
cess, in particular when compared to the US. According to Whitman (2017: 159) ‘contempo-
rary American criminal law is unique, in the advanced economic world, in the extent to which
it is shaped by the political process’ Besides tough-on-crime legislation, Whitman identifies
the practice of directly electing judges and prosecutors, ‘unheard of in the rest of the world.
The ‘insulation’ (Zimring and Johnson 2006) of criminal law and justice institutions from
the political process in Europe has the potential to put brakes on political projects of getting
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tough-on-crime, even if according to our findings such projects might concur with public opin-
ion. In the United States, the ‘punitive tone’ of presidential addresses sets the scene for a com-
mon sphere where politicians, judges, prosecutors and the public interact from the local up
to the national level. Given this wide-ranging potential of influencing the public, the political
process is powerful in shaping both public assessments of the importance of crime problems
and ‘punitive sentiment’ without much restraint. Consequently, while the constructivist model
represents the process of criminal justice policy in the United States, it is not unequivocally
supported for a sample of European countries. We find support both for the objectivist and
constructivist model. Resistance to punitiveness in European countries might be entrenched in
their legal systems rather than in political processes.

We briefly address several limitations to our study. We used an exceptionally large sample of
more than 20 European countries across all regions, which represent substantive difterences in
terms of crime levels, criminal justice institutions and political and government institutions.
The diversity of our sample might impact the robustness of measurements of dimensions of
citizens’ crime and justice concerns across Europe. We controlled our measure of crime sali-
ence as (crime ‘the most important problem’) for economic problems taking precedence over
crime in particular after the financial crisis of 2008/2009. We only used economic growth
rates as controls, however other problems like immigration might have had a stronger impact
(O’Grady and Abou-Chadi 2019). We used stand-alone indicators for both dimensions of cit-
izens” crime and justice concerns rather than aggregate measurements or ‘mood’ indicators
(Nicholson-Crotty et al. 2009; Ramirez 2013; Jennings et al. 2017). Combined and aggregated
‘mood indicators’ might work less well for highly diverse and large samples as ours across a
long period of time. We used policy statements rather than policy output like e.g. spending
on law and order (Wenzelsburger 2014), or outcomes like e.g. incarceration rates (Nicholson-
Crotty et al. 2009; Jennings et al. 2017). Criminal justice outcomes as e.g. measured in terms
of incarceration rates might be suitable for one or comparable jurisdictions (Jennings et al.
2017: 473), however given the diversity of polities, institutions and legal processes that shape
criminal justice outcomes across Europe, this might be hardly feasible for a large and diverse
sample like ours.

Finally, we use two different modelling approaches, which affects an assessment of evidence
for one or the other model. We analyse crime salience based on a time series model, following
research on the democratic process in European countries (O’Grady and Abou-Chadi 2019).
Based on this model we find robust evidence for the ‘objectivist’ model. For punitive prefer-
ences of the public, we use a cross-sectional multi-level model for one point in time due to the
lack of period data. Results show that political rhetoric is more a precursor than a consequence
of public punitive preferences (Beckett and Sassoon 2004: 8). However, taken together, both
results give reason to assume that political rhetoric, public perceptions of crime problems and
punitiveness move in similar directions and in tandem. While a longer time series is needed
for decisive evidence, we conclude that a ‘framing’ model, as originally proposed by Beckett
(1997), seems best suited to capturing political processes and the formation of public opinion
in European countries.
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APPENDIX
Table Al. Countries
Country European region
Austria* West
Belgium West
Bulgaria South-East
Croatia South-East
Cyprus South-East
Czech Republic East
Denmark Scandinavia
Estonia Baltic
Finland Scandinavia
France West
Germany West
Greece South
Hungary South-East
Ireland West
Italy* South
Latvia® Baltic
Lithuania Baltic
Netherlands West
Poland East
Portugal South
Romania* South-East
Slovakia East
Slovenia South-East
Spain South
Sweden Scandinavia
United Kingdom West

*

These countries are not included in the European Social Survey 2010.
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Table A2. Descriptive statistics: Crime Salience 1996-2019 (time series model)

Mean SD Min Max N (Obs.)
Crime salience (% most important problem in country) 18.02 1243 276 612 115
Law&Order (t; % of manifestos) 428 232 015 115 181
Law&Order change (A t-1) ~005 211 -68 6.64 125
Homicide rate (t; per 100,000) 198 217 05 112 147
Homicide rate change (A t-1) ~030 067 =36 12 121
GDP growth rate (t; %) 258 30 -658 130 151
GDP growth rate (mean between elections) 213 269 -672 98 12§
Table A3. Descriptive statistics: Punitive preferences (multi-level model)

Mean SD Min Max
Individual level
Punitiveness (1 = prison sentence) 0.59 0.49 0 1
Trust in police (1 = trust) 0.72 0.45 0 1
Feeling safe (1 = safe) 0.75 0.44 0 1
Victimisation (1 = victim) 0.16 0.37 0 1
Gender (1 = female) 0.55 _ 0 1
Age (years) 48.82 18.74 14 101
Education (years) 12.2 4.07 0 25
Country level
Punitiveness (% prison sentence per country, 2010) 58.84 9.61 42.17 72.87
Law&Order (t; most recent election) 4.51 2.65 0.15 9.36
Law&Order change (A t—1; to previous election) 0.05 223 ~6.51 4.89
Homicide rate (2010) 1.65 14 0.7 7
Homicide rate change (A 2006-10) 024 0.46 17 0.5
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Table A4. Predictors of Law-and-order statements in 26 European countries 19962019 (pooled time

series, OLS)

Law&Order
Law&Order (t-1) 0.620™
(0.08)
Homicide rate 0.166
(0.11)
A Homicide rate (t-1) 0.642"
(0.30)
GDP growth rate -0.0571
(0.07)
Mean of GDP growth rate (t— (t-1)) 0.113
(0.08)
Constant 1.373™
(0.40)
N 121
adj. R 0.35
Standard errors in parentheses;
© p<0lo,
P <0.05,
" p<00l,
p<0.001.
REFERENCES

Adams, J,, Clark, M., Ezrow, L. and Glasgow, G. (2004), ‘Understanding Change and Stability in Party
Ideologies: Do Parties Respond to Public Opinion or to Past Election Results?’, British Journal of Political
Science, 34: 589-610. d0i:10.1017/s0007123404000201.

Adams, ], Clark, M., Ezrow, L. and Glasgow, G. (2006), ‘Are Niche Parties Fundamentally
Different from Mainstream Parties? The Causes and the Electoral Consequences of Western
European Parties’ Policy Shifts, 1976-1998’, American Journal of Political Science, 50: 513-29.
doi:10.1111/}.1540-5907.2006.00199.x.

Alexander, J. C. and Smith, P. (1993 ), “The Discourse of American Civil Society: A New Proposal for Cultural
Studies), Theory and Society, 22: 151-207. doi:10.1007/bf00993497.

Beckett, K. (1997), Making Crime Pay. Law and Order in Contemporary American Politics. New York, Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Beckett, K. and Sasson, T. (2004), The Politics of Injustice. Crime and Punishment in America. Thousand Oaks,
London: SAGE Publications.

Burst, T., Krause, W,, Lehmann, P, Lewandowski, J., Matthie}, T., Merz, N., Regel, S. and Zehnter, L. (2020),
Manifesto Corpus. Version: 2020-b. Berlin: WZB Berlin Social Science Center. (accessed 11 January
2021).

Cohen, S. (1972), Folk Devils and Moral Panics: The Creation of the Mods and Rockers, 1st ed. London:
MacGibbon and Kee.

Enns, P. K. (2016), Incarceration Nation. How the United States Became the Most Punitive Democracy in the
World. Cambridge University Press.

Enns, P. K., Harris, ], Kenny, J., Roescu, A. and Jennings, W. (2022), ‘Public Responsiveness to Declining
Crime Rates in the United States and England & Wales), British Journal of Criminology, Special Issue Crime,
Politics and Insecurity, forthcoming.

European Commission, Brussels (2020), Eurobarometer 54.1-91.5 (2000-2019), GESIS Data Archive,
Cologne. (accessed 24 June 2020).

€202 AINP 0L UO oSN USYBYISUSSSIMIEIZOS N} INMISUI-ZIUGIST - SISTO A £6020.29/91 | 1/S/Z9/801ME/0l0/Wo0dnodlwspese)/:sdjy wolj papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.1017/s0007123404000201
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2006.00199.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00993497

1134« The British Journal of Criminology, 2022, Vol. 62, No. §

European Social Survey (European Research Infrastructure, ESS ERIC) (2018), ESSS - integrated file, edi-
tion 3.4 [Data set]. Sikt - Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in Education and Research. https://doi.
org/10.21338/ESSSE03_4 (accessed 13 May 2021).

Farrall, S. and Jennings, W. (2012), ‘Policy Feedback and the Criminal Justice Agenda: An Analysis of the
Economy, Crime Rates, Politics and Public Opinion in Post-War Britain, Contemporary British History,
26:467-88.

Garland, D. (2001), The Culture of Control. Crime and Social Order in Contemporary Society. Oxford, New
York: Oxford University Press.

Gray, E., Grasso, M., Farrall, S., Jennings, W. and Hay, C. (2019), ‘Political Socialization, Worry About Crime
and Antisocial Behaviour: An analysis of Age, Period and Cohort Effects’, British Journal of Criminology,
59: 435-60.

Guiney, T. and Farrall, S. (2022), ‘Governing Against the Tide: Populism, Power and the Party Conference),
Theoretical Criminology, 1-18, doi:10.1177/13624806221081504.

Hakhverdian, A. (2012), “The Causal Flow Between Public Opinion and Policy: Government Responsiveness,
Leadership, or Counter Movement?), West European Politics, 35: 1386-406.

Hall, S., Jefferson, T., Clarke, J. and Roberts, B. (1978), Policing the Crisis. Mugging the State, and Law and
Order. London: Macmillan.

Haney, L. (2016), ‘Prisons of the Past: Penal Nationalism and the Politics of Punishment in Central Europe,
Punishment and Society, 18: 346-68.

Inglehart, R. (1990), Culture Shift in Advanced Industrial Society. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Jennings, W, Farrall, S., Gray, E. and Hay, C. (2017), ‘Penal Populism and the Public Thermostat: Crime,
Public Punitiveness, and Public Policy’, Governance, 30: 463-81.

Jennings, W,, Farrall, S., Gray, E. and Hay, C. (2020), ‘Moral Panics and Punctuated Equilibrium in
Public Policy: An Analysis of the Criminal Justice Policy Agenda in Britain, Policy Studies Journal,
48:207-34.

Jennings, W. and Wlezien, C. (2015), ‘Preferences, Problems and Representation, Political Science Research
and Methods, 3: 659-81.

Karstedt, S. (2015), ‘Cultural Peers and Penal Policies: A Configurational Approach Toward Mapping Penal
Landscapes) Punishment & Society, 17: 374-96.

Lacey, N. (2008), The Prisoners’ Dilemma. Political Economy and Punishment in Contemporary Democracies.
Cambridge University Press.

Lax,J.R. and Phillips, J. H. (2012), “The Democratic Deficit in the States’, American Journal of Political Science,
56: 148-66.

Maas, C.J. and Hox, J. J. (2004), ‘Robustness Issues in Multilevel Regression Analysis’, Statistica Neerlandica,
58:127-37.

Meier, K. J. (1994), The Politics of Sin. Drugs, Alcohol and Public Policy. Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.

Miller, L. L. (2016), The Myth of Mob Rule. Violent Crime and Democratic Politics. New York: Oxford University
Press.

Mooney, C. Z. and Lee, M. -H. (2000), “The Influence of Values on Consensus and Contentious Morality
Policy: U.S. Death Penalty Reform, 1956-82’, The Journal of Politics, 62: 223-39.

Nicholson-Crotty, S. and Meier, K. J. (2003), ‘Crime and Punishment: The Politics of Federal Criminal
Justice Sanctions., Political Research Quarterly, 56: 119-26.

Nicholson-Crotty, S., Peterson, D. A. M. and Ramirez, M. D. (2009), ‘Dynamic Representation(s):
Federal Criminal Justice Policy and an Alternative Dimension of Public Mood), Political Behavior, 31:
629-55S.

O’Grady, T. and Abou-Chadi, T. (2019), ‘Not so Responsive after All: European Parties Do Not Respond to
Public Opinion Shifts Across Multiple Issue Dimensions), Research & Politics, 6: 1-7.

Oliver, W. M. (2002), ‘The Pied Piper of Crime in America: An Analysis of the Presidents’ and Public’s
Agenda on Crime) Criminal Justice Policy Review, 13: 139-55.

Page, B. I and Shapiro, R. Y. (1992), The Rational Public. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Pickett, ]. T. (2019), ‘Public Opinion and Criminal Justice Policy: Theory and Research, Annual Review of
Criminology, 2: 405-28.

Ramirez, M. (2013 ), ‘Punitive Sentiment’, Criminology, S1: 329-64.

Rogers, M. L. and Pridemore, W. A. (2018), ‘Do National Homicide Rates Follow Supranational Trends?,
Journal of Research on Crime and Delinquency, 55: 691-727.

€202 AINP 0L UO oSN USYBYISUSSSIMIEIZOS N} INMISUI-ZIUGIST - SISTO A £6020.29/91 | 1/S/Z9/801ME/0l0/Wo0dnodlwspese)/:sdjy wolj papeojumoq


https://doi.org/10.21338/ESS5E03_4
https://doi.org/10.21338/ESS5E03_4
https://doi.org/10.1177/13624806221081504

LAW-AND-ORDER RHETORIC IN EUROPE « 1135

Schaap, D. and Scheepers, P. (2014), ‘Comparing Citizens” Trust in the Police Across European Countries:
An Assessment of Cross-Country Measurement Equivalence), International Criminal Justice Review, 24:
82-98.

Scheingold, S. (1984), The Politics of Law and Order: Street Crime and Public Policy. London: Longman.

Shi, L. (2022), ‘Crime Trend Perceptions, Negative Emotions, and Public Punitiveness: A Survey Experiment
of Information Treatment’, Journal of Experimental Criminology, 18: 277-9S.

Shi, L., Lu, Y. and Pickett, J. T. (2020), “The Public Salience of Crime, 1960-2014: Age-Period—Cohort and
Time-Series Analyses’, Criminology, 58: 568-93.

Simon, J. (2007), Governing Through Crime. How the War on Crime Transformed American Democracy and
Created a Culture of Fear. New York, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Snacken, S. (2010), ‘Resisting Punitiveness in Europe?, Theoretical Criminology, 14: 273-92.

Snacken, S. and Dumortier, E. (eds.) (2012), Resisting Punitiveness in Europe? Welfare, Human Rights and
Democracy. London: Routledge.

Steenbergen, M. R., Edwards, E., and de Vries, C. E. (2007), ‘Who’s Cueing Whom? Mass—Elite Linkages
and the Future of European Integration), European Union Politics, 8: 13-35.

Unnever, J. D. and Cullen, E. T. (2010), “The Social Sources of American Punitiveness: A Test of Three
Competing Models’, Criminology, 48: 99-129.

UNODC (2019), Victims of Intentional Homicide, 1990-2018, available online at https://dataunodc.
un.org/content/data/homicide/homicide-rate (accessed 29 September 2020).

Van Kesteren, J. (2009), ‘Public Attitudes and Sentencing Policies Across the World’, European Journal of
Criminal Policy and Research, 15: 25-46.

Volkens, A., Burst, T., Krause, W., Lehmann, P., Matthief3, T., Merz, N., Regel, S., Weflels, B., and Zehnter, L.
(2020), The Manifesto Project Dataset - Codebook. Manifesto Project (MRG/ CMP/ MARPOR). Version
2020b. Berlin: Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin fiir Sozialforschung (WZB).

Wenzelburger, G. (2014), ‘Parties, Institutions and the Politics of Law and Order: How Political Institutions
and Partisan Ideologies Shape Law-and-Order Spending in Twenty Western Industrialized Countries),
British Journal of Political Science, 45: 663-87.

Whitman, J.Q. (2017). Hitler's American Model. The United States and the Making of Nazi Race Law. Princeton,
Oxford: Princeton University Press

Wlezien, C. (1995), “The Public as Thermostat: Dynamics of Preferences for Spending’, American Journal of
Political Science, 39: 981-1000.

Wlezien, C. (2005), ‘On the Salience of Political Issues: The Problem With ‘Most Important Problem),
Electoral Studies, 24: 555-79.

Zimring, F. E. and Johnson, D. T. (2006), ‘Public Opinion and the Governance of Punishment in Democratic
Political Systems), The Annals of the Academy of Political and Social Science, 605: 266-80.

€202 AINP 0L UO oSN USYBYISUSSSIMIEIZOS N} INMISUI-ZIUGIST - SISTO A £6020.29/91 | 1/S/Z9/801ME/0l0/Wo0dnodlwspese)/:sdjy wolj papeojumoq


https://dataunodc.un.org/content/data/homicide/homicide-rate
https://dataunodc.un.org/content/data/homicide/homicide-rate

