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Summary 

Feasibility study into regional recidivism rates among offenders of high 

impact crimes in the Netherlands 

 

In recent decades the Dutch government has made efforts to combat so-called high 

impact crimes (HIC). The classic HIC offences include (violent) property crimes, 

such as domestic burglary, mugging and robbery. Previous Dutch and international 

research has shown that these HIC offences are not evenly distributed among 

regions. In addition, the regions in the Netherlands have developed different 

approaches and methods to combat the HIC problem. 

 

In order to address regional differences, both in the prevalence of HIC offences  

and the methods used to combat HIC offences, the current study examined the 

feasibility of calculating regional recidivism rates among HIC offenders. Differences 

in recidivism rates between regions can result from differences in background 

characteristics between offenders from the different regions. Consequently, as  

well as actual recidivism rates per region, expected recidivism rates per region  

are needed. These expected recidivism rates take into account differences in the 

composition of the population between regions. In the current study the feasibility of 

calculating expected recidivism rates for each of the following five region variables 

was studied: court district (The Netherlands is divided into eleven districts, each 

with its own court), safety region (The Netherlands is divided into twenty-five safety 

regions, in which different governances and services collaborate in the field of 

safety), G4 (four largest cities in the Netherlands), municipality size, and urbanicity. 

The first three region variables were chosen because these correspond to actual 

regions in the Netherlands, which are closely linked to the criminal justice system. 

Hence, results from these region variables will be relevant for criminal justice 

practice. The latter two region variables were chosen because both Dutch and 

international literature indicate that these are related to the prevalence of crime  

in general, and to HIC offences in particular.  

 

The current study focused on the feasibility of calculating regional recidivism  

rates for domestic burglars, muggers and robbers, for whom the HIC offence has 

irrevocably ended in a court order or has been settled by the Public Prosecution 

Service in 2013. The following research questions were addressed:  

1 Is it possible to calculate expected recidivism rates per region for the HIC 

offenders, using the five region variables ‘court district’, ‘safety region’, ‘G4’, 

‘municipality size’ and ‘urbanicity’, by taking differences in the composition of 

the population between regions into account? 

2 If the answer to the first research question is yes: what are the actual and 

expected recidivism rates per region for HIC offenders? 

Method 

The study was carried out according to the WODC recidivism monitor procedures 

and data from the Research and Policy Database for Judicial Information (OBJD)  

was used to measure recidivism. The OBJD is a pseudonymous version of the Justice 

Documentation System (JDS), the Dutch legal registration system for criminal 

cases. The use of the OBJD implies that only crime that comes to the Public Pro-
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secution Service’s attention is included in this research. Therefore, offences and 

offenders that are not detected by the police and are not prosecuted by the Public 

Prosecution Service are not taken into consideration. 

 

The research group examined in the current study includes offenders of domestic 

burglary, mugging and robbery who were prosecuted by the Public Prosecution 

Service between 2008 and 2013, and for whom a HIC offence was proven. More 

specifically, these are perpetrators for whom the HIC offence irrevocably ended in a 

court order or was settled by the Public Prosecution Service (including discretionary 

dismissals, but excluding acquittals, technical dismissals and other technical 

decisions). In this report the research group is referred to as ‘convicted offenders’. 

 

The current study focused on five region variables: court district, safety region, G4, 

municipality size, and urbanicity. Court district refers to the eleven districts in the 

Netherlands with their own court. Safety region refers to the twenty-five safety 

regions in the Netherlands, in which different governances and services collaborate 

in the field of safety. G4 refers to the four largest cities in the Netherlands: Amster-

dam, Rotterdam, The Hague and Utrecht. Municipality size refers to the number of 

residents in a municipality and is divided into four categories: less than 50,000 

residents, 50,000 to 100,000 residents, 100,00 to 250,00 residents, and more  

than 250,000 residents. Urbanicity refers to the surrounding address density of a 

municipality, and is divided into five categories: not urban, partly urban, moderately 

urban, highly urban, and very highly urban. 

 

The outcome measure in the current study is recidivism. In line with the WODC 

recidivism monitor procedures, recidivism is defined as a new criminal case. A 

criminal case refers to a case that has irrevocably ended in a court order or has 

been settled by the Public Prosecution Service, as well as cases that have not yet 

been (irrevocably) ended or settled. Recidivism rates are calculated using survival 

analysis, whereby incapacitation time is taken into account. In other words, the time 

at risk for reoffending is adjusted for the time that offenders were in detention and 

reoffending was not possible. This study examined the two-year general recidivism 

prevalence. This is the percentage of people from the research group that com-

mitted a new offence within two years that led to a new criminal case, regardless of 

the type and severity of the offence. For each HIC offender group we investigated 

whether, using each of the five region variables, a prediction model could be 

developed that would generate the expected recidivism rate per region within a 

reasonable margin of error. 

 

To get an indication of the recidivism level within the regions, actual recidivism rates 

were compared with expected recidivism rates. We examined whether or not these 

differences were statistically significant and relevant. To determine if a difference 

was statistically significant, we examined where the expected recidivism rate of a 

region fell in relation to the confidence interval of the actual recidivism rate. If it  

fell outside the confidence interval, the difference was statistically significant. To 

determine whether a difference was relevant, the effect size was calculated. An 

effect size between 0.1 and 0.3 indicates a small effect, between 0.3 and 0.5 a 

moderate effect, and over 0.5 large effect. An important difference between the 

significance test and effect size is that the significance test is affected by the 

number of convicted HIC offenders per region, while the effect size determines  

the effect independently of the size of the research group. 
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Results and conclusion 

The feasibility part of the study revealed that for two of the region variables, ‘safety 

region’ and ‘G4’, the number of convicted HIC offenders (per region) was too low to 

be able to calculate expected recidivism rates. Doing so would have led to large 

confidence intervals and unstable rates. For the other three region variables (court 

district, municipality size, and urbanicity) we attempted to develop a prediction 

model to calculate the expected recidivism rates per region. For court district we 

were able to develop prediction models for all three HIC offender groups. For 

municipality size and urbanicity we were able to develop prediction models for 

domestic burglars and robbers. 

 

The results regarding actual and expected recidivism rates per region showed first of 

all that although in several court districts the actual and expected recidivism rates 

for domestic burglars, muggers and robbers differed considerably, these differences 

were generally non-significant. In just two instances the differences were both 

statistically significant and relevant. In court district ‘Gelderland’ and in court district 

‘The Hague’ actual recidivism rates were higher than expected based on the back-

ground characteristics included in the current study. However, it is questionable  

how stable and representative these findings are, as only one year (2013) was 

examined. Furthermore, the results showed that for municipality size and urbanicity 

the differences between actual and expected recidivism rates among domestic 

burglars and robbers were small. Therefore, it is not surprising that none of the 

differences were statistically significant or relevant. Thus, in relation to municipality 

size and urbanicity, recidivism rates among convicted HIC-offenders were no 

different than would be expected given the background characteristics included  

in the current study. 

 

Some limitations of the present study should be addressed. A first limitation is  

that per court district, the number of convicted HIC-offenders used in the current 

analysis was relatively small. These low numbers led to large confidence intervals in 

the estimation of actual recidivism rates (often 20 percentage points or more). This 

likely explains why substantial differences between actual and expected recidivism 

rates in certain court districts were nevertheless non-significant. Effect sizes indicate 

that the differences in actual and expected recidivism in certain court districts were 

relevant: Further evidence that the non-significance of these effects was due to low 

numbers and not due to the lack of an effect. Another problem is that these low 

numbers lead to unstable recidivism rates over time. For example, should the 

number of reoffenders in a follow-up recidivism study increase or decrease by just 

one or two (for instance as a result of a data update) this could easily result in much 

higher or lower recidivism rates. A second limitation is that a limited number of 

background characteristics for the convicted HIC-offenders were used to calculate 

expected recidivism rates. Whilst they included characteristics like gender, country 

of birth, age and criminal career, other characteristics, like substance abuse and 

psychological problems, which are also known to influence reoffending behavior, 

were not included. A third limitation is that the current study cannot explain why the 

actual recidivism rate in certain regions is higher or lower than expected. Several 

factors can influence recidivism rates in a region, such as, other offender back-

ground characteristics, crime control policies and registration effects. Further 

research is needed to determine which factors are responsible for the findings.  

As it stands, the recidivism rates per region can only be used as an indication that  

a difference is present. A final limitation is that municipality size and urbanicity are 

not based on the residential municipality, but on the municipality where the crime 
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was committed. Although prior research has revealed that residential municipality 

and perpetration municipality often overlap for HIC-offenders, this is not the case 

for approximately in one in five offenders. 

 

The findings of the present study indicate directions for future research. First, we 

recommend a focus on court district when examining regional recidivism rates 

among convicted HIC-offenders. Of the three studied region variables only court 

district relates to actual areas in the Netherlands. Furthermore, court districts are 

closely linked to the criminal justice system and, therefore, results on this level are 

relevant for practice. In addition, court district was the only region variable for 

which recidivism rates for all three HIC-groups could be calculated. Second, in 

follow-up recidivism studies among convicted HIC-offenders per court district,  

we recommend grouping several year cohorts together. As described above, the 

number of convicted HIC-offenders per court district in one calendar year was 

relatively low, possibly resulting in relevant but non-significant findings and unstable 

recidivism rates over time. Grouping several years together will also mean that any 

conclusions drawn are likely to be representative for a longer period. 

 

In sum, the main conclusion of the current study is that it is possible to calculate 

recidivism rates among convicted HIC-offenders per court district, while taking 

differences in the background characteristics of the convicted HIC-offenders 

between court districts into account. When doing so in the future, it is important  

to group several yearly cohorts together to increase the stability and 

representativeness of the results. 
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