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Summary 

Establishment of national security indices 

 

 

In this study, a method will be defined to describe developments in crime, public 

nuisance and unsafety experiences as reliable as possible. This study originates 

from a request from the SBV (Strategic Security Consultation), a consultative body 

between the Ministry of Security and Justice and the VNG (Association of Dutch 

Municipalities). The SBV has inquired whether it is possible to develop an instrument 

that can chart the development of public safety in the Netherlands. The aim is to 

develop an index in which both crime-victim surveys and police statistics can be 

used to describe public safety trends at both the local and national level. In this 

case, the term ‘local’ can mean at a municipal level, but also at a variety of Dutch 

police levels. The term ‘public safety’ encompasses crime, nuisance experienced by 

citizens and experiences of unsafety amongst the public. 

By developing separate indices for crime, nuisance and experiences of unsafety, we 

strive to describe the development of public safety in the Netherlands as reliable as 

possible. Furthermore, it was requested that the indices be developed in such a way 

that they can be calculated for individual municipalities and/or regional police units. 

The innovation in the method employed particularly relates to the crime index. Here, 

crime is divided into various types of offences and for each type of offence, it is ex-

amined which source is best for describing the development of the offence in ques-

tion. Furthermore, we researched the degree to which it is possible to responsibly 

weigh and merge indices based on different sources to combine them into a single 

crime index. Finally, we researched the possibility of using prediction models to 

reflect trends in offences for which no reliable source is available. 

The main question that we wish to answer in this study is as follows: In what way 

can developments in crime, public nuisance and experiences of unsafety in the 

Netherlands best be charted? 

 

 

Use of sources 

 

In addition to the fact that developments in crime, public nuisance and experiences 

of unsafety must be measured as reliable and valid as possible, the possibility of 

regionalising indices in follow-up studies was also taken into account during the 

choice of sources. After initially conducting a broad search for possible sources,  

the number of different sources was found to be limited. The ideal source would  

be available both nationally and regionally, it would reliably and validly display dev-

elopments within the concept being measured, and it would preferably be updated 

on an annual basis. 

Bearing in mind the above conditions, the best sources proved to be police crime 

records (in the form of crimes registered by the police) and crime-victim surveys  

(in the form of the Dutch Security Monitor). However, there are concerns regarding 

both instruments, and as a result, the findings must be interpreted with some cau-

tion. In addition to offences registered by the police and the Security Monitor, the 

Dutch cause-of-death statistics and research about drunk driving conducted by 

Rijkswaterstaat Water, Traffic and Environment (WVL), a division of the Dutch 

Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment, were also selected as sources. 
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Crime index 

 

In order to measure crime trends, a number of criteria were applied to determine 

what counts as crime. In this case, any behaviour prohibited by law was categorised 

as a crime. Minor offences were not taken into consideration. At this time, you must 

bear in mind that we do not classify as crime certain behaviour that is prohibited by 

law but that in practice, the police do not take action against or is not seen as crimi-

nal activity by the general public. 

What we define as crime has been divided into eleven types of offences: murder/ 

manslaughter, violent offences, sex offences, property offences involving violence, 

non-violent theft, non-violent breaking & entering, vandalism/public-order offences, 

traffic offences, fraud & deception, drug offences and armed offences. In defining 

these eleven categories, we took into account which offences should be intrinsically 

distinguished and with which sources the different types of offences can be meas-

ured.  

 

Source usage for each type of offence 

The murder/manslaughter category is based on the cause-of-death statistics. This 

type of offence is not assigned to the violent offence category given the clear differ-

ence in terms of severity from other violent offences. In the police crime records, no 

distinction is made between attempted murder and murder. 

To measure violent offences, the Security Monitor is used, which also includes of-

fences such as minor assaults. Such incidents do not always result in charges being 

pressed. This type includes the following offences: assault, threats, and implicitly 

also attempted murder/manslaughter.  

The sex offence category is based on crimes recorded by the police and consists of 

the following offences: sexual assault, rape, indecency, indecent acts with minors, 

child pornography, indecent acts involving abuse of authority and other sexual 

offences (Articles 243-245, 247-248 and 250 of the Dutch Penal Code). Because 

only a very limited number of sex offences are reported to the Security Monitor, 

police crime records are the only usable and reliable source on which to base the 

sex offences category.  

Property offences involving violence are measured based on the police crime rec-

ords. This is because this source is more complete for these types of offence than 

the Security Monitor. This type of offence includes: violent robbery, violent breaking 

& entering, extortion and blackmail. 

The non-violent theft category is based on the police crime records. The category 

includes all theft not involving violence, with the exception of non-violent breaking & 

entering. 

The category of non-violent breaking & entering has been distinguished from the 

theft category as we consider this offence significant enough to be examined sepa-

rately. By displaying this trend separately, it will be easier to develop specific policy 

to counteract breaking & entering. For non-violent breaking & entering, the police 

crime records will be used as a source. 

Vandalism and public order offences combine to form a type of offence measured by 

means of the police crime records. This is because these records give a more com-

plete picture of this type of offence than the Security Monitor. This category includes 

the following offences: vandalism and criminal damage, public order offences, of-

fences against public authority and arson. 

The category of traffic offences differs from the previous types of offence with re-

gard to sources, as both the Security Monitor and the police crime records are 

insufficiently reliable to base all traffic offences upon. As traffic offences are usually 

victimless offences, the Security Monitor cannot be used. The police crime records 
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are also not an option for many traffic offences, as the records are highly dependent 

on ongoing police campaigns. For this reason, the decision was made to measure 

trends in this category based on two of the most frequently occurring traffic 

offences: hit & run offences and drunk driving. Two sources are used to measure 

these offences. Drunk driving is measured using WVL research about drunk driving. 

Hit & run offences are based on the police crime records. This type of offence is less 

dependent on ongoing police campaigns than other traffic offences and therefore 

more suitable for measurement using the police crime records. The offences form 

two indices for traffic offences. It proved impossible to combine these two types of 

offences in order to achieve a single combined index. 

For the other three types of offences – fraud & deception, drug offences and armed 

offences – there are no available sources that are sufficiently reliable and valid to 

describe developments. As these types of offences are an important subsection of 

crime, the figures from the police crime records will be specified alongside the crime 

index as an indicator.  

Table S1 gives an overview of the various types of offences and the sources we 

used. 

 

Table S1 Sources for each type of offence 

Type of  offence Source consulted 

Murder/manslaughter C ause-of-death s tatistics 

V iolent offences Security Monitor 

Sex offences P olice crime records 

P roperty offences involving violence P olice crime records 

Non-violent theft P olice crime records 

Non-violent breaking & entering P olice crime records 

V andalism and public order offences  P olice crime records 

T raffic offences P olice crime records and WVL research 

Fraud/deception No reliable source 

Drug offences No reliable source 

A rmed offences No reliable source 

 

In order to achieve a single crime index, the separate indices will be weighted 

according to severity and relative scale of the type of offence. This proved to be 

possible, although only for the following types of offences: violent offences, sex 

offences, property offences involving violence, vandalism/public order offences, non-

violent theft and non-violent breaking & entering. For these types of offences, cor-

rection factors have been calculated so that these categories can be merged.  

The relative scale of the types of offences is determined by analysing – for each 

type – whether the victims registered by the police also report the offence to the 

Security Monitor, how many of the registered victims responded, and the extent to 

which respondents who say they have pressed charges actually were registered with 

regard to the offence in question.  

The severity of the types of offences is established based on the detention day equi-

valent table. This is a table used by the Public Prosecution Service in which different 

types of penalties for each section of the law are converted into the number of im-

posed days of incarceration. 

By multiplying the number of offences per 100 inhabitants of each of the six types 

of offences by the correction factors relating to severity and relative scale, it is pos-

sible to merge the number of offences per year for each type of offence. Doing so, 

results in a combined annual number of offences per 100 inhabitants. This number 

of offences is then indexed.  
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In conclusion, crime developments are split into four indices that reflect four differ-

ent trends. Firstly, a combined trend for the following categories: violent offences, 

sex offences, property offences involving violence, vandalism/public order offences, 

non-violent theft and non-violent breaking & entering. This trend encompasses 80% 

of all crime registered by the police. In addition to this, a trend for murder/man-

slaughter, a trend for drunk driving and a trend for hit & run are also determined. 

Finally, developments with regard to fraud/deception, armed offences and drug of-

fences are presented separately. We have not managed to find sources that enable 

a reliable description of developments of these offences. To give an indication of 

developments regarding these offences, we consult the police crime records. The 

year 2012 has been established as the benchmark year for the various indices. 

Figure S1 provides a schematic overview of the crime index. Figures S2, S3 and S4 

display the trends of the crime indices. 
 

Figure S1 Schematic overview of the crime index 

 
 

Figure S2 Combined crime trend (2012=100) 
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Figure S3 Indices for murder/manslaughter, drunk driving and hit & run 

(2012=100)a 

 
a At the time of writing, the coding of the cause-of-death statistics was changed, so that no underlying figures are available 

yet for murder/manslaughter in 2013. 

 

Figure S4 Indices for drug offences, armed offences and fraud/deception 

(2012=100) 
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Public nuisance index 

 

Our compilation of the public nuisance index is based on the available literature and 

the opportunities and limitations of existing sources. In this study, public nuisance is 

defined as all incidents and phenomena affecting citizens that cannot immediately 

be categorised as offences in accordance with criminal law. By adopting this defini-

tion, public nuisance depends on the experiences of citizens. From the literature, we 

have defined three types of public nuisance: social nuisance, traffic nuisance and 

nuisance caused by physical deterioration.  

Partly due to the fact that citizens probably will not report minor forms of nuisance 

to the police, but will mention them in crime-victim surveys, we decided to use the 

Security Monitor as a source for compiling the public nuisance index. Furthermore, 

the Security Monitor has existed in a variety of forms for many years now and has 

gathered a great deal of information regarding the measurement of public nuisance. 

Not all existing forms of public nuisance will be included in the index. We will restrict 

ourselves to the forms of public nuisance reported to the Security Monitor. 

The category of physical deterioration consists of graffiti, dog excrement, litter in 

the street and vandalised street furniture. The category of traffic nuisance comprises 

aggressive road use, speeding and parking nuisance. Public drunkenness, drug 

use/dealing, loitering youths and harassment on the street make up the category of 

social nuisance. From a methodological point of view, the items of nuisance caused 

by local residents and nuisance caused by bars/restaurants are not included in any 

of the three groups, although they are included in the overall index. 

Based on the above information, the public nuisance index consists of three sub-

indices: one index for social nuisance, one for physical deterioration and one for 

traffic nuisance. All of the items within the three sub-indices, plus the items of 

nuisance from local residents and nuisance from bars/restaurants, combine to give 

the overall public nuisance index. The trends in the public nuisance index are calcu-

lated by taking the annual percentage of respondents to the Security Monitor who 

reported having experienced considerable nuisance from a particular item. The scale 

scores of these items were used to create the index, with 2012 set as the bench-

mark year. This is because the percentages based on the Security Monitor cannot be 

compared with the predecessors of the Security Monitor due to the different lines of 

questioning. As there is no objective basis for weighting the items, they are all given 

equal weighting. Figure S5 provides a schematic overview of the public nuisance 

index. Figure S6 displays the trend of the public nuisance index. Due to the different 

lines of questioning in the Security Monitor's predecessors, this trend can only be 

displayed for 2012 and 2013. 

 

Figure S5 Schematic overview of the public nuisance index 
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Wetenschappelijk Onderzoek- en Documentatiecentrum C ahier 2014-14  |  75 

Figure S6 Public nuisance indices (2012=100) 

 
 

 

Experiences of unsafety 

 

Just as for the public nuisance index, the index for experiences of unsafety is based 

on the available literature and the annual surveys conducted within the scope of the 

Security Monitor. The literature shows that feelings of unsafety, unsafety perception 

and avoidance behaviour are three important indicators of the broader underlying 

issue of a experiences of unsafety. These three concepts are so intrinsically different 

that it would be irresponsible to express them as one single trend. As a result, we 

decided to describe separate trends for feelings of unsafety, unsafety perception and 

avoidance behaviour. 

The index for feelings of unsafety was compiled by indexing the percentage of res-

pondents from the Security Monitor that sometimes felt unsafe in general, the per-

centage of respondents that sometimes felt unsafe in their neighbourhood, the 

percentage of respondents that often felt unsafe at home in the evening and the 

percentage of respondents that often felt unsafe on the streets in the evening. 

Avoidance behaviour is based on the combined percentages of respondents who 

report having avoided opening the door in the evening and who often change their 

walking/driving routes because they feel unsafe taking the original route.  

Unsafety perception is based on the percentage of respondents who think that there 

is a lot of crime in the neighbourhood. For all three indices, 2012 was set as the 

benchmark year and all items were entered into the index with no weighting. Figure 

S7 gives a schematic overview of experiences of unsafety. Figure S8 shows the 

trend with regard to experiences of unsafety. 
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Figure S7 Schematic overview of experiences of unsafety 
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Figure S8 Indices for experiences of unsafety (2012=100) 

 

 

 

Concluding observations 

 

This study has introduced a new method for describing developments in public safe -

ty in the Netherlands in the most reliable manner possible. Public safety is divided 

into three components: crime, public nuisance and experiences of unsafety. In this 

way, both the objective and subjective side of public safety are addressed.  

The innovation in this method is firstly that we have decided to measure crime 

based on different types of offences and that for each type of offence, we deter-

mined the best source. We then developed a method for combining these different 

categories into a single index that takes into account the severity and the frequency 

of the various offences. However, it proved impossible to combine all of the types of 

offences into a single index. It was only possible to do this for six frequently occur-

ring offences. The combined crime index encompasses 80% of crimes registered by 

the police.  

The intention is to update the indices on an annual basis. Every year, all of the nec-

essary statistics will be made available in summer to enable the publication of an 

update of the indices in the autumn. However, this cannot be set entirely in stone as 

it is not yet clear whether the cause-of-death statistics and the statistics for drunk 

driving will be available on time every year. 
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Due to the dependence on available records, it has not been possible to incorporate 

all existing forms of crime into the indices in a reliable and valid manner. We defined 

the distinct categories of offences based on the Standard Crime Classification (SCM) 

of Statistics Netherlands. Offences not included in the crime index mainly include 

crimes in the SCM's ‘other offences ‘ category. Examples of these include military 

crimes and offences such as insulting and poaching. This category is a collection of 

minor, infrequently occurring offences. When measuring these offences, it is difficult 

to make a responsible choice regarding the best source to consult. Furthermore, it 

was not yet possible to include cybercrime in the crime index. This is because no 

source of sufficient quality yet exists to reliably describe this relatively new type of 

crime. 

We use the term ‘best source’, although this does not mean that the source in 

question is flawless.  

Both the Security Monitor and the police crime records are subject to a variety of 

limitations. For example, the police regularly change their registration system, and 

the questionnaires used for the Security Monitor are often altered. This creates 

changes in trends that cannot always be remedied. Furthermore, in some cases, the 

eventual choice of the best source could not be based on scientific literature. In 

addition to the available literature, the decision was also based on individually sub-

stantiated expectations. In other cases, only one usable source was available. This 

makes it more difficult to make judgements regarding the development of crime, 

public nuisance and experiences of unsafety. 

A follow-up study will investigate how the developed indices can be applied at the 

regional level. This will specifically examine possibilities to calculate these indices for 

various municipalities and different police units. A number of discussion points that 

will play a role in this adaptation will be indicated in advance. For example, it should 

be determined what level of regionalisation is desirable and feasible. Options include 

regionalisation in terms of provinces, municipalities or regional police units. The 

selection of the benchmark year is also important to the regionalisation. The avail-

able options and the occurrence of any breaks in the trends should be examined. If 

possible, the benchmark year should be kept at 2012 to ensure uniformity between 

the different indices. 

Moreover, the question is whether all indices should in fact be regionalised. For ex-

ample, there may be doubts about the value of regionalising infrequently occurring 

types of crime. A possible solution that must be investigated is to combine different 

municipalities in the same region for these infrequently occurring offences and to 

only make statements about the combined regions. 

When regionalising public nuisance and perceived lack of safety, the limitations of 

the Security Monitor at the regional level must be taken into account. For example, 

most municipalities do not systematically participate in the Security Monitor every 

year. Furthermore, it is currently not possible to make reliable judgements about 

municipalities with less than 70,000 residents. This factor must also be investigated 

in the follow-up study. 

 

 




