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Foreword 

The present report contains the findings of a study of recidivism, which replicates 
a previous RDC study. In addition to the information given here, the research 
data included details of the date, time, nature and seriousness of the indictable 
offences on the criminal records of the persons in the sample. In-depth analyses 
of these additional data are currently in progress; the findings will be published 
in a-  subsequent report. 

I should like to take this opportunity to thank those who, knowingly or 
unknowingly, helped with the present study. The first who come to mind are the 
RDC staff I.H. Naborn and F.F. Schachtschabel, who did valuable work in 
collecting and coding the recidivism statistics, assisted by S.C. Abbinga-Hessels 
and J. Dronkers. I should also like to thank the staff in all the departments of 
the Criminal Records Service who ferreted out the data from the records for us. 
I was able to make use of the Central Bureau of Statistics databank, a sample 
from which provided valuable basic information. I am grateful to M.M. Kommer 
of the RDC for making the sample. T.C. Remmelzwaal, Head of the Data 
Processing Department of the RDC, made a major contribution by carrying out 
complicated computations on the data. 

C. van der Werff 
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Summary and conclusions 

We know from criminological research that the objective of criminal justice, to 
prevent convicted offenders from committing fresh offences, is achieved hardly if 
at all in practice, yet preventing offenders from committing new offences again 
especial deterrence') is still one of the most important official objectives of 
criminal justice, and one that finds considerable .  favour in the community, as 
public opinion polls continue to show (Fiselier, 1978; Social and Cultural Report, 
1984). 

The Central Bureau of Statistics in the Netherlands (CBS) publishes regular 
surveys of percentages of persons convicted of certain types of offence who were 
previously the subjects of criminal proceedings. The CBS key data on criminal 
justice, however, do not include percentages of convicted persons receiving fresh 
convictions within a particular period (recidivism), which are indispensable to 
anyone wishing to gain an impression of the special deterrent effect of criminal 
justice. 

Consequently there are repeated calls from the community for these figures. 
Furthermore the average rates of recidivism provide an important comparative 
basis for evaluating the effects of alternative sentencing — e.g. community service 
orders. 

It was for these reasons that the RDC carried out a study of rates of recidivism 
among persons convicted in 1966. As the findings of that study are now somewhat 
out of date, it was decided to repeat the study in a slightly expanded form. 

Data on recidivism among a representative sample of persons convicted of 
indictable offences in the Netherlands in 1977 were therefore obtained in 1983. 
The study also included persons against whom criminal cases were dropped in 
1977. 

It was found that 51% of those convicted and 38% of those whose cases were 
dropped reappeared in court for committing an offence within six years (including 
traffic offences). The rate of recidivism among those convicted of indictable of-
fences under the Criminal Code was 58% including traffic offences and 49% ex-
cluding traffic offences. The rates given in this summary include traffic offences 
unless otherwise stated. 

The previous study had shown that 41% of those convicted in 1966, and 31% 
of those whose cases were dropped, committed fresh offences. Thus the rate of 
recidivism among persons convicted of indictable offences is even higher now 
than ten years ago. Since there is no indication that investigation and prosecution 
have intensified, this fuiding suggests' that convicted persons are more likely to 
continue their criminal activities nowadays than used to be the case. It may be 
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concluded that the increase in crime we have seen during the period in question 
— 1966-1984 — is reflected in patterns of recidivism. 

The rates of recidivism for some categories of offenders are way above 
average: 78% among those convicted of robbery, for example, and 77% among 
those convicted of dealing in or using hard drugs. There was also a high rate 
— 68% — among burglars (a large group). Other categories have relatively low 
rates, e.g. those convicted of indecency (37%). The rate among women was 24%, 
as against 53% of men. The rate among those convicted of rape was 66%: 10% 
of them were again convicted of rape. 

72% of those receiving custodial sentences committed fresh offences, as did 
87% of those sent to approved school. The rate was 40% among those sentenced 
to pay fines. Those members of the sample aged 12-17 who had three or more 
previous convictions 0 committed fresh offences. 

Like the findings of the previous study, the present findings cannot answer the 
question of whether criminal sanctions in general, and custodial sentences in 
particular, have a special deterrent effect. They do suggest, however, that no high 
hopes should be entertained as to the effects of the present criminal sanctions. 

The high rates of recidivism automatically raise the question of whether it is 
possible, on the basis of simple characteristics, to predict which of those convic-
ted are likely to commit fresh offences and which are not. An initial analysis 
showed that subsequent recidivism was particularly correlated with age on 
conviction, number of previous convictions and age on previous conviction. These 
factors do not enable us to make any exact prediction of subsequent recidivism, 
however. 

Following this analysis the data available are now being analysed in an attempt 
to obtain more information on the diversity of criminal careers, taking into 
account such things as the seriousness of the recorded offences and speed of 
recidivism. For a description of the initial phase of this new study and the first 
findings see Block and Van der Werff (1988). 
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1 Introduction 

The publication of statistics on recidivism among persons convicted of indictable 
offences in 1966 clearly met a need felt by government and Parliament at the 
time (Van der Werff, 1979). By now, however, those data are no longer 
sufficiently up-to-date to form a basis for government decisions. It was therefore 
decided to repeat the study on a similar group of offenders convicted in 1977. 
The data on recidivism in this group were obtained and examined in 1983 to see 
whether they were officially recorded as having committed any indictable offences 
in the six years following their conviction in 1977, and if so, how many. The 
statistics obtained in this way — both those on the group as a whole and those on 
particular categories — would therefore be comparable with those on the group 
convicted in 1966. 

The data were collected in such a way as to permit proper comparison with the 
findings of other Dutch studies of recidivism, both past and future. The results of 
special analyses of the data will be reported elsewhere. 

As noted in the previous paper, the rates of recidivism given here do not 
provide a definitive answer to the question of whether the criminal sanctions 
have had a special deterrent effect. They do indicate what the upper limit to any 
such effects was, however: if we find that the rate of recidivism is particularly 
high we may conclude that the deterrent effect of the sanction has clearly been 
limited. 

The study included persons whose cases were dropped in 1977 as well as those 
convicted in that year. The present report includes the findings of this part of the 
study and comparable statistics — as far as possible — on recidivism among those 
whose cases were dropped in 1966. Some data on the latter group have not 
previously been published (for those which have, see Van der Werff, 1979). 

To avoid confusion it should be noted that these statistics relate to fresh offen-
ces following conviction or non-prosecution in 1977. It is also possible to look 
back from 1977 at the criminal records to see whether the offenders had already 
been the subjects of criminal proceedings: this type of data on recidivism are 
published annually by the CBS. We shall return to this topic in section 3.9. 
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2 Design of study 

2.1 Sample 

For the sake of comparability with the findings of the study on those convicted or 
whose cases were dropped in 1966, a sample was first taken of 4% of cases 
involving indictable offences concluded irrevocably in 1977. The sample covered 
all cases in which proceedings were initiated, but among those cases settled by 
the Public Prosecutions Department only those dropped for reasons of policy and 
for lack of evidence. The number of drinking-and-driving cases (Road Traffic 
Act, Section 26 (1) and (2)) in the population was so large that it was decided to 
limit the sample to 2%. The difference was evened out in the total by weighting. 
The result was a weighted sample of 2,868 prosecutions, 1,387 non-prosecutions 
for reasons of policy and 557 non-prosecutions for lack of evidence. 

Naturally the sample contained few cases of relatively uncommon offences 
— e.g. aggravated assault, robbery with violence and rape — and sentences — e.g. 
approved school. Additional samples were taken to enable reliable results to be 
obtained for these, bringing the total sample up to 6,402 cases (unweighted). 

The sample was taken from the copy of the CBS databank held at the RDC. I  
Thus all the data recorded annually by the CBS on each offence were available, 
e.g. sex, age, previous criminal record, type of offence, action taken and sentence, 
if any. The composition of the sample is shown in Appendices la-f. 

2.2 Criterion of recidivism 

The data on recidivism following termination of criminal proceedings in 1977 
were taken from the extracts from the General Register of the Criminal Records 
Service. The records on everyone included in the sample were examined to see 
whether fresh criminal proceedings resulting in a conviction had been registered 
within six years of registration of the case in question. 2  A distinction was made 
between general recidivism, i.e. any fresh offences (and how many), and special 

1  This was the computer databank from which the crime statistics for 1977 were taken. 
2 The extract from the criminal records states the date on which each case was registered 

by the Public Prosecutions Department at the court, not the date on which it was 
committed. A registered case could therefore relate to an offence committed before" a 
case registered previously, i.e. one committed before the 'original' case for our pur-
poses. This possibility has been ignored for the sake of convenience. 
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recidivism, i.e. subsequent offences of a similar kind. The categories into which 
offences were classified were: property offences, sexual offences, violent offences 3  
and traffic offences. Specific recidivism, i.e. contravention of the same article of 
the law, formed an additional categoty. 4  

In addition to the type of subsequent offence we examined the speed of recidi-
vism, i.e. the period of time within which a fresh offence was registered following 
conviction or dropping of proceedings. 
The criteria applied in criminological studies of recidivism vary considerably. 
Some reseachers, for example, regard any fresh offences — including those not 
officially recorded — as instances of recidivism, whereas others count only those 
resulting in arrest, and yet others only those resulting in conviction .. Some restrict 
recidivism to cases resulting in return to prison. The length of the follow-up 
period also varies, as does the point in time from which offences are counted. 
These differences should be borne in mind when comparing the rates of recidi-
vism given below with figures from other sources. 

The present study, as stated above, takes as its baseline the date on which the 
criminal case in question was registered by the Public Prosecutions Department 
at the District Court. This has the disadvantage that those receiving prison sen-
tences had less time, in effect, to commit fresh offences than the others (although 
offences cannot be ruled out during the period of imprisonment). This is not 
likely to give rise to much distortion, however, given the infrequency of prison 
sentences of more than one yea? and the length of the follow-up period (six 
years); most recidivism takes place within four years (see below). 

3  For the purposes of the study 'violent offence? are taken to be offences against public 
order and authority, offences against the person or human life and malicious offences 
(vandalism, cruelty to animals etc.). 

4  This applies where the definition of the fresh offence is the same as that of the offence 
concerned in the 1977 conviction, e.g. common theft (Criminal Code, Article 310) in 
both cases or common assault (Article 300 (1) in both cases). 

5  Of the 2,375 convicted Dutch persons in the 4% sample listed in the General Register, 
22 (0.9%) had received non-suspended custodial sentences of more than one year. 
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3 Findings 

3.1 Dropout 

In the case of 380 (6%) of the 6,402 persons in the sample the General Register 
of the Criminal Records Service contained no further data, probably because the 
subjects had died. It was found that 57 individuals were represented more than 
once in the sample due to involvement in more than one criminal cage in 1977: 
these people were counted once only in the findings given below, in respect of 
the case resulting in the severest penalty. 

Non-Dutch nationals were excluded because the data available on their 
previous criminal records and recidivism cannot as a rule be regarded as valid. 
They accounted for about 10% of the total sample. 

Since one of the objects of the study was to classify the rates of recidivism by 
the various types of penalty imposed on the offenders, those granted free pardons 
were not counted. This applied to fifteen individuals, leaving a sample of 4,973 
prosecuted and non-prosecuted Dutch nationals: a weighted total of 5,353. 

3.2 Accuracy 

The rates of recidivism given here are derived from a sample; consequently mariy 
of the percentages do not reflect the precise percentage of the population suspec-
ted of indictable offences whose cases resulted in conviction or were dropped in 
1977. The figures are given on the assumption that this 'inaccuracy' is realized. 
On a few occasions we note the limits for rates of recidivism in the population. 

33 Overall recidivism 

We begin with Table 1, which shows the statistics for recidivism among all those 
convicted and all those whose cases were dropped for reasons of policy respec-
tively. Six years after conviction 51% of the convicted Dutch nationals in the 1977 
sample had committed fresh offences; we may therefore say with 95% certainty 
that 49-53% of all Dutch nationals convicted in 1977 committed fresh offences 
during that period. The proportion, of those in the sample whose cases were 
dropped for reasons of policy who committed fresh offences was 38% (i.e. 35- 
41%). These figures include convictions for motoring offences; if we ignore the 
latter, the figures for both categories together falls to 33%. The rate of recidivism 
among those convicted of indictable offences under the Criminal Code in 1977 
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was 58% including traffic offences and 49% excluding traffic offences. The pre-
sent report includes the latter in all overall figures. 

The number of fresh convictions within six years among those convicted in 1977 
. ranged from zero to sixteen per person. Including fresh cases which were 
dropped for reasons of policy, one individual reached a record figure of 54 fresh 
criminal cases. It is noteworthy that the 3,600-plus convicted/non-prosecuted 
Dutch nationals in the sample accounted for a total of some 8,200 fresh convict-
ions/non-prosecutions for reasons of policy, 84% of which were accounted for by 
one third of this group. 

The average number of fresh offences (i.e. convictions) among the convicted 
recidivists in the sample was 2.6, as against 2.8 among those who were not 
prosecuted for reasons of policy. 

As stated earlier a smaller proportion of the latter committed fresh offences 
than of those who were convicted (38% as against 51%). This difference should 
not be regarded as evidence that non-prosecution is more effective than prosecut-
ion; it could also be interpreted as evidence that suspects with a relatively high 
risk of recidivism are more likely to be prosecuted than those with less of a ten-
dency towards recidivism. Analyses of the 1966 data showed that differences of 
this kind are in fact attributable to factors other than the difference in the out-
come of the original case (Van der Werff, 1979). 

Table 1: Recidivism and outcome of case: numbers of persons reappearing in court within 
six years of conclusion on their cases in 1977 (Dutch nationals excluding those 
granted free pardons, weighted 4% sample) 

Outcome of original 	 Numbers of General recidivism 
Case 	 persons 	(fresh convictions) 

Conviction 	 2375 	51% (2.6) 
Dropped for reasons of policy 	 1250 	38% (2.8) 
Acquittal 80 	42% (2.1) 
Dropped for lack of evidence 	 446 	44% (2.8) 

Figures in parentheses: average number of fresh convictions among recidivists. 

Table 1 shows that 42% of those acquitted and 44% of those not prosecuted for 
lack of evidence in 1977 were convicted of indictable offences during the next six 
years. The above figures for recidivism relate only to fresh convictions; if we 
include cases involving indictable offences during that period which were dropped 
on grounds of policy the figures are higher: 56% general recidivism in the case of 
those convicted and 47% in the case of those not prosecuted. For more informat-
ion see Appendices 3a and 3b. The amount of recidivism also depends on the 
length of the period under consideration. The figures given in the present report 
are all based on a period of six years following the offence in question; many 
other studies are based on a shorter or longer follow-up period. As Table 2 
shows, this changes the figures: the longer the period the greater the amount of 
red divism. 
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Table 2: Speed of recidivism: cumulative percentages of convicted persons reappearing in 
court after 1-6 years (Dutch nationals, excluding those granted free pardons, 
weighted 4% sample) 

Conviction 
Dropped for reasons of policy 

General recidivism 
(N=2375) 

After 1 year 	 21% 
After 2 years 	 31% 

' 
After 3 years 	 39% 
After 4 years 	 44% 
After 5 years 	 48% 
After 6 years 	 51% 

The data on recidivism in the present study were obtained in such a way that 
findings such as those described above can also be provided for any period less 
than six years, enabling comparisons to be made with the findings of past and 
future studies based on different follow-up periods. 6  

3.4 Recidivism among offenders whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 
1977 respectively 

If we compare the 1966 and 1977 figures we find that recidivism increased. 41% 
of offenders convicted in 1966 received one or more fresh convictions during the 
follow-up period, as against 51% of thcise convicted in 1977. The figures for those 
whose cases were dropped for reasons of policy are 31% (1966) and 38% (1977) 
(Table 3.3). There was also a rise in the rate if we include cases involving indicta-
ble offences committed during the follow-up period which were dropped for 
reasons of policy (see Appendices 3a and 3b). 

Table 3: Recidivism among those whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 1977, by 
outcome (Dutch nationals, excluding those granted free pardons, 5%/4% 
weighted samples respectively) 

Outcome of original case 	 Case concluded in: 
1966 	1977 

41% 51% 
31% 38% 

Thus the tendency towards repetition seems to have increased. It is theoretically 
possible, however, that the rise was due to a more stringent approach to investi- 
gation or changes in the law which increased the number of acts regarded as cr1- 

6 Although precisely comparable data on the speed of recidivism of persons convicted in 
1966 are not available, those that are available indicate that they were lower for any 
follow-up period than in the case of those convicted in 1977. 
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minal offences after 1977. In view of the fall in the clear-up rates (see CBS, Sta-
tistical Handbooks for 1970, 1974, 1979 and 1983) we do not believe there is any 
question of a more stringent approach to investigation. There were some changes 
in the law which might be significant, however: the amendments to the Road 
Traffic Act which came into force on 1-11-1974 and to the Opium Act in 1976. 

The former introduced a compulsory blood test and an objective definition of 
drinking-and-driving, thus creating two new indictable offences and facilitating 
both investigation and proof. All or part of the rise in recidivism could theoreti-
cally have been explained by this change in the law. More detailed findings given 
below, however, show that, at most, only part of the rise can be attributed to this 
cause: for example, there was more repetition of similar offences (special recidi-
vism) among those convicted of indictable offences under the Criminal Code in 
1977 than among the 1966 sample (see Table 5). Thus the 1974 amendments to 
the Road Traffic Act do not provide an adequate explanation for the rise in 
recidivism. 

The 1976 amendments to the Opium Act related principally to penalties; there 
was no change in the nature of the offences laid down. A relevant point is that 
possession of no more than 30 grammes of cannabis products was downgraded 
from an indictable to a summary offence. Since the present study is concerned 
only with recidivism in terms of indictable offences, theoretically this amendment 
could only result in lower rates of recidivism. 

We may conclude that the rates of recidivism reflect the increase in crime 
during the period in question (1966-1984). 7  

The findings given below relate solely to convicted persons. Detailed data on 
recidivism among those whose prosecutions were dropped can be found in 
Appendices 11-15. 

33 Recidivism and type of offence 

The previous study showed that the likelihood of a person receiving a fresh con-
viction for an indictable offence varied to some extent depending on the type of 
offence of which he or she was originally convicted. The variation was particularly 
noticeable in the case of fresh convictions for the same category of offence (spe-
cial recidivism) and the same offence (specific recidivism, contravention of the 
same article of the law). The same analyses were performed on the data concern-
ing those convicted in 1977. 

We based our classification of offences on that used by the CBS in their Crime 
Statistics. The main headings are property offences, violent offences and sexual 
offences (all mentioned in the Criminal Code), and traffic offences. The number 

7 
For data on the increase in crime see for example (a) CBS publications, e.g. the 
Monthly Police, Court and Fire Service Statistics, October 1983, (b) 1981 Annual 
Report of Public Prosecutions Department, appended to Ministry of Justice budget for 
1983, and (c) Van Dijk, JJ.M., and Steinmetz, C.H.D., The RDC Victim Surveys, 
1974-1979, The Hague, 1979. 
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of sexual offences in the 4% sample was so small (23) that the figures for recidi-
vism under this heading had to be estimated on the basis of an additional sample 
of 80% of all sexual offences (Table 4). These figures do not include offences 
under Articles 244, 245 and 249 of the Criminal Code (sexual intercourse with a 
woman under 16 years of age or with a person subject to the offender's authori-
ty). It should be noted that the classification is somewhat arbitrary: 'property 
offences', for example, include robbery with violence, which could equally be 
regarded as a violent offence. 

The picture that emerges from Table 4 is very similar to that from the 1966 
sample except that the rates of recidivism have increased. The figures speak for 
themselves: those convicted of traffic offences have a manifestly lower rate of 
general recidivism (43%) than the others. The difference is significant (chi 
square =48.69; df = 1; p< 0.001). 

Table 4: Type of offence and recidivism: numbers of persons reappearing in 'court within 
six years of conviction, by type of offence (samples of Dutch nationals convicted 
of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Type of offence Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 

Property offences 	 751 	58% 	42% 	25% 
common theft 	 205 	50 	38 	24 
theft in association 	 197 	65 	43 	29 
burglary etc. in association 	 124 	68 	54 	34 
receiving stolen goods 	 60 	50 	33 	8 
robbery with violence etc.* 	 100 	78 	63 	20 
Violent offences 	 360 	56 	27 	12 
common assault 	 117 	49 	26 	17 
malicious damage 	 103 	62 	29 	13 
aggravated assault* 	 73 	59 	26 	8 
menaces of violence* 	 81 	73 	42 	14 
murder/manslaughter' 	 107 	47 	22 	11 
Sexual offences 	 23 	50•• 	18" 	12•• 
indecency* 	 88 	37 	24 	18 
rape* 	 119 	66 	17 	10 
sexual assault* 	 97 	52 	20 	11 
sexual intercourse with minors or 
the unconscious* 	 136 	42 	15 	10 

Traffic offences 	 1063 	43 	35 	23 
drinking-and-driving 	 662 	42 	35 	27 
failing to stop after an accident 	 156 	37 	27 	8 
refusing to give a blood sample 	 91 	43 	36 	22 
Drugs offences* 
hard drugs 	 65 	n 	55 	37 
soft drugs 	 67 	69 	, 36 	18 
Firearms offences 	 58 	66 	16 	16 
Criminal Code - total 	 1137 	57 	 . 

• Additional sample 
" Estimate based on 80% of sexual offences from additional sample 
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As with the 1966 data, it is possible to look at the types of offence in more detail. 
Table 4 shows the rates of recidivism for ten of the most common crimes. 
Separate samples were taken of ten other, relatively uncommon crimes, the 
results of which are also given in the table: the rates of specific recidivism are 
particularly informative here. 

The more detailed comparison shows, among other things, that the highest 
percentage of recidivists is found among those convicted of robbery with violence. 
The figure is significantly higher in the case of both general recidivism (78%) and 
special recidivism (63%) than among those convicted of other Criminal Code 
offences. This does not apply, however, to specific recidivism. 
There are also relatively high rates of recidivism among those convicted of drugs 
offences involving hard drugs (general recidivism 77%) and menaces of violence 
(general recidivism 73%). The former display the highest rate of reconviction for 
contravention of the same article of the law (specific recidivism 37%), and the 
specific recidivism rate among those convicted of burglary is also relatively high 
(34%). 

The likelihood of conviction for the same offence was significantly smaller, 
however, among those convicted of receiving stolen goods, aggravated assault and 
failing to stop after an accident than among the others. More data on recidivism 
for different types of offence in 1977 can be found in Appendices 4a, 4b and 4c. 

3.6 Recidivism among those convicted in 1966 and 1977 respectively, by 
type of offence 

It was noted above that the rates of recidivism for those convicted in 1977 are 
higher than for the 1966 sample. If we break these down into the categories of 
offence of which the offenders were convicted we find that this applies to all the 
categories except sexual offences, as Table 5 shows. 

Table 5: Recidivism (i.e. fresh convictions) among Dutch nationals convicted in 1966 and 
1977 respectively, excluding those granted free pardons, by type of offence 
(5%/4% weighted sample) 

Type of offence 

Property offences 
Violent offences 
Sexual offences 
Traffic offences 

Criminal Code - total 

• Estimate 

The highest percentage rise in general recidivism occurred among those convicted 
of property offences, from 42% to 58%, although it was almost as high among 
those convicted of violent offences (from 42% to 56%). The smallest percentage 
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General 	Special 	Specific 
recidivism 	recidivism 	recidivism 

1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977 

42 	58 	31 	42 	16 	25 
42 	56 	21 	27 	10 	12 
44 	50' 	29 	18" 	22 	12' 
38 	43 	26 	35 	17 	23 
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rise in general recidivism was among those convicted of traffic offences, from 
38% to 43%. 

The rise in the number of fresh convictions for the same category of offence 
(special recidivism) was the same among those convicted of property offences and 
traffic offences, despite the amendment to the Road Traffic Act mentioned 
above. The rise was somewhat smaller among those convicted of violent offences. 

Similar data with a more detailed breakdown of types of offence are given in 
Appendix 4d. 

3.7 Recidivism among men and women 

Far fewer women than men are convicted of indictable offences in the Nether-
lands. If we consider only Criminal Code offences we find that in 1977, for exam-
ple, 52 women per 100,000 of the population aged 12-79 were convicted as 
against 444 men (CBS, Crime Statistics, 1977). Our study indicated that the per-
centage of convicted women who commit fresh offences is also much smaller than 
the percentage for men. The rates of general recidivism in the sample were 24% 
for women and 53% for men: in other words the comparable rate of recidivism in 
the population among women convicted in 1977 may be said with 95% certainty 
to be between 18% and 30%, and between 51% and 55% among men. 

The rates of general recidivism were higher among those convicted in 1977 
than among the 1966 sample in the case of both men and .women. 

For details see Appendix 5. 

3.8 Recidivism among the various age groups 

We know from prediction studies that age is a major 'predicting' factor in 
recidivism, particularly the age at which the first offence is committed: the 
younger the offender the greater the likelihood of repetition - of criminal 
behaviour (Mannheim and Wilkins, 1955; Nagel, 1965; Van der Werff, 1979). The 
findings of this study confirm this yet again, as Figure 1 shows. 

The rate of recidivism was higher among the 12 to 17-year-olds (64%) than in 
the other age groups. 

The relationship between age and recidivism is still stronger if we take the age 
at which the first conviction occurred. In the case of those who had previous 
convictions this was prior to 1977: in one case in 1925. For the findings see 
Appendix 6c. 

The age on first conviction on which our findings are based is likely to be 
higher than the age at which the first offence was committed in many cases, since 
not all offences are reported or cleared up and many first offenders are not 
prosecuted. The first point is particularly true in the case of young offenders. The 
age on first conviction is nevertheless a good indication of the age at which the 
first offence was committed. 
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Figure 1: Age and recidivism: percentages of convicted persons reappearing in court 
within six years of conviction (general recidivism), by age group (sample of 
Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted 
free pardons); for details see Appendices fa-c 
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3.9 Recidivism and previous criminal record 

It is well known that the likelihood of fresh conviction is greater the more often 
a person has been the subject of criminal proceedings (see e.g. Mannheim and 
Wilkins, 1965; Nagel, 1965; Builchuisen and Hoekstra, 1974). This relationship was 
also found in the present sample. The findings are shown in Figure 2. 

The picture presented by this graph is very similar to that of the 1966 sample: 
the more previous convictions for indictable offences, the greater the likelihood 
of recidivism. 37% of those first convicted in 1977 reappeared in court within six 
years for one offence or another (general recidivism); the rate of general 
recidivism for those with more than eight previous convictions was 81%. For 
details see Appendix 7. 

For the purpose of the present report the term 'recidivism' refers to fresh 
convictions following the 1977 ones. Sometimes fresh criminal proceedings 
resulting in non-prosecution are also counted as recidivism. The term often refers 
to previous convictions, however, as in the CBS statistics. To avoid confusion we 
refer in such cases to 'previous criminal record' or 'previous convictions'. 

The CBS data indicate that 47% of those convicted of indictable offences in 
1977 had previous convictions for indictable offences. The rate is the same for 
those convicted only of Criminal Code offences, and remained around 47% from 



1976 to 1981. In 1960 it was also 47%, but in 1965 and 1966 it was somewhat 
lower, 43%. In 1975, on the other hand, it rose to 50% (CBS, Crime Statistics, 
1981). Thus there was no increase in recidivism in this sense. 

Figure 2: Previous convictions and recidivism: percentages of convicted persons reappear-
ing in court within six years of conviction, by age group (sample of Dutch 
nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free 
pardons) 
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3.10 Recidivism and type of penalty 

As in the previous study we also determined the rates of recidivism for each type 
of penalty imposed. Table 6 shows the findings, together with the results of the 
additional sample of approved school sentences, of which the 4% sample yielded 
only 19 cases. These sentences were imposed on boys and girls aged 18 or under 
at the time of the offence. 

As was to be expected from the findings of the 1966 sample, the rates of 
recidivism vary considerably from one type of penalty to another. For example, 
the rates of general recidivism for those with non-suspended sentences were 40% 
in the case of fines as against 72% in the case of custodial sentences and 87% in 
the case of approved school. 
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Table 6: Penalties and recidivism: numbers of convicted persons reappearing in court 
within six years of conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable 
offences in 1977, excluding those panted free pardons) 

Type of penalty 	 Convicted General Special Specific ' 
persons recidivism recidivism recidivism 

1. Non-suspended fine 	 1011 	40% 	25% 	14% 
2. Suspended custodial sentence 	 106 	52 , 	42 	29 
3. Suspended custodial sentence and *holly 

or partially non-suspended fine 	 552 	47 	33 	20 
4. Partially suspended custodial sentence 

(+ non-suspended fine) 	 194' 	70 	52 	30 
5. Non-suspended custodial sentence 	 391" 	72 	53 	37 
6. Non-suspended approved school 

sentence" 	 91 	87 	77 	55 
7. Partially suspended approved school 

sentence" 	 134 	83 	67 	43 

• incl. 11 cases of partially suspended approved school 
" incl. 8 cases of non-suspended approved school 

additiOnal sample 

The courts ordered 'compulsory contact with the probation service' in connection 
with 3% of convictions in 1977 5 

 The rate of general recidivism in this category 
was significantly higher than the average, 74% (i.e. between 62% and 85% in the 
population). The rate for those given suspended sentences was 49%, which is not 
significantly different from the average for all convicted persons. These latter 
figures are not given in tabular form. 

These statistics merely indicate how many convicted persons were again convic-
ted of indictable offences within six years. The same reservation applies as in the 
case of the difference between the rates of recidivism for convicted persons and 
those against whom proceedings were dropped on grounds of policy: the relative-
ly low rates for those given fines should not be interpreted as evidence that fines 
are more effective. These figures could equally be regarded as evidence that 
suspects with relatively strong tendencies towards recidivism are more likely to be 
given a custodial sentence than those with less strong tendencies. The same is 
true of the relatively high rates of recidivism for those in whose cases 'compulsory 
contact with the probation service' is ordered and of the relatively low rates for 
those whose cases were dropped (general recidivism 38%), as noted above. 

As far as I am aware there is no evidence that one penalty has more special 
deterrent effect than another, at least in the Netherlands. In this connection see, 
for example, previous publications of mine (Van der Werff, 1979 and 1979a). 

The sample included five persons detained under hospital orders in 1977. Be-
cause of the small number, rates of recidivism for this category are unreliable. 
Nor would comparison with the other categories mean very much in view of the 

I.e. an order to provide help and assistance under Article 14d or 77aa of the Criminal 
Code. 

16 



follow-up period (six years following conviction), since the treatment of such 
detainees takes at least four years in half the cases (Van Ernmerik, 1985), which 
makes their follow-up period much shorter than that of the other categories. To 
obtain some kind of comparable rate, data on those persons whose detention 
under a hospital order ended in 1976 were taken from the sample used for 
another RDC study of recidivism (Van Emmenlc, 1985). Six years after terminat-
ion 47% had been convicted of indictable offences (general recidivism). Only 
Dutch nationals were included. The rate was thus a little lower than the average 
for convicted persons in 1977, which was 51%. 

3.11 Recidivism and length of prison sentence 

It is interesting to look at rates of recidivism in relation to length of prison 
sentence. The number of sentences of six months or more in the sample was too 
small, however, to yield reliable results in a breakdown. The only points that can 
be made relate to sentences of under six months. 

71% percent of those with non-suspended sentences of imprisonment in 1977 
had received fresh convictions within six years; the rate for the 1966 sample was 
60%. The rates for those with sentences of one month or less were below this 
average: the lowest rate (60%) was found among those with sentences of precise-
ly two weeks. The majority of these were in connection with - traffic offences. 

On the other hand, 93% of those with sentences of 3-6 months were reconvic-
ted. The figure in the population is probably between 86% and 99%. The majori-
ty of these sentences were for Criminal Code offences. 

Among those with sentences of six months or. more, the longer the sentence, 
the lower the rate. This could be connected with the fact that there is less time to 
commit fresh offences during the follow-up period, the longer the period of 
imprisonment.9  The number of long-term prisoners in the sample was too small, 
however, for much value to be attached to the findings (for further data see 
Appendix 8). To gain more information on the rates of recidivism among 
long-term prisoners, data on a comparable group of persons with sentences of 21/2 
years or more (non-suspended) were therefore taken from the study. by Van 
Enunerilc, mentioned above (1985). These were all prisoners who had been 
released on parole in 1976. Of this group, which consisted of 62 Dutch nationals, 
66% had been reconyicted of indictable offences within six years. To obtain a 
breakdown by length of sentence, long-term prisoners released on parole in 1975 
and 1977 were added to the group. The follow-up period for all of them ended in 
1982, thus varying from five to seven years, with an average of just over six years. 
The findings, which are given in Appendix 8a, show that the rates of recidivism 

9 
The same is true of the long-term prisoners included in the additional samples; in fact, 
the rates of recidivism in relation to length of sentence yield the same picture in the 
additional samples. It is rather difficult to determine how representative this group is as 
a whole. 
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fall the longer the sentence. This is probably connected with the nature of the 
offences committed by these offenders. 

3.12 Recidivism and occupation 

Unlike the study of the 1966 sample, the present study also looked at the 
differences between rates of recidivism by social class. For this purpose we used 
the occupations as stated in the records of the Public Prosecutions Department, 
which were then classified according to Van Tulder's scale of occupational 
prestige (see Van Tulder, 1962). Table 7 shows the results. 

Table 7: Social class and recidivism: numbers of convicted persons reapperaing in court 
within six years of conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable 
offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Number of persons General recidivism 

Social class 1 	 8 	
) 29% 

Social class 2 	 67 	 ) 
Social class 3 	 99 	 47 
Social class 4 	 577 	 45 
Social class 5 	 652 	 53 
Social class 6 	 166 	 61 
No occupation (incl. school-children and students) 	716 	 sa 
Occupation unknown or unclassifiable 	 90 

Total 2375 	 51% 

This shows that, on the whole, the rates of recidivism in the lower social classes . 
(5 and 6) are a little higher than in the higher classes. The correlation is not 
straightforward, however, as shown by a breakdown by type of offence for which 
the convicted persons were tried in 1977 (see Appendix 9). The findings are not 
substantially different if we also count fresh cases which were subsequently 
dropped as recidivism (no figures given). 

The rates of recidivism for those with and without jobs in 1977, on the other 
hand, do differ considerably, as Table 8 shows. 

Table 8: Employment status and recidivism: numbers of convicted persons reappearing in 
• court within six years of conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of 

indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Employment status in 1977 	 Number of persons General recidivism 

Employed 	 1161 
Unemployed 	 544 
Unknown or not applicable 	 670 

Total 	 2375 
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44% 
67% 



There was less recidivism among those with jobs than without jobs in 1977. It 
should not automatically be concluded from these figures, however, that the fact 
of being employed in itself reduces the risk of recidivism. 

3.13 Recidivism and blood -alcohol level 

The blood-alcohol levels of those convicted of drink-driving (Road Traffic Act, 
Section 26) in 1977 were determined, and thus we are able to present the rates of 
recidivism in relation to blood-alcohol level, as shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: Recidivism and blood-alcohol level: numbers of convicted persons reappearing in 
court within six years of conviction (2% sample of Dutch nationals convicted of 
indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Blood alcohol level 	Number of persons Special recidivism. Specific recidivism 
(traffic offence) 	(Section 26) 

51-99 mg/100 ml 	 43 	 21% 	 16% 
100-149 mg/100 ml 	 74 	 30 	 19 
150-199 mg/100 ml 	 108 	 36 	 32 
200+ mg/100 ml 	 79 	 41 	 30 

Total 	 304 	 34 	 26 

The higher the blood-alcohol level, the higher the percentage of recidivists, 
according to Table 9. This is particularly true if all fresh traffic offences are taken 
into consideration (special recidivism). Statistically, however, the likelihood of a 
fresh conviction at a blood-alcohol level of 200 mg/100 ml or more is no greater 
than at a lower level: the percentage reconvicted of drinking and driving was 
even two points lower (30) than in the category above (32). The correlation is 
thus not a strong one (simple correlation coefficient of 0.12 with special recidi-
vism and 0.11 with specific recidivism). The average blood-alcohol level of those 
reconvicted of traffic offences was 172 mg/100 ml as against 159 mg/100 ml 
among those not reconvicted of such offences. Steenhuis (1972, p. 48) found 
similar differences in his study of drunken drivers. 

3.14 Predicting the likelihood of recidivism 

We have described above what connections there are, if any, between particular 
characteristics of convicted persons and recidivism. We found that the likelihood 
of a person committing another offence did indeed differ in relation to particular 
factors: e.g. men ran a greater risk than wcimen, young people than older people 
and those with previous convictions than those without. It is not possible to state 
with certainty on the basis of one of the factors under consideration, whether a 
person is likely to be the subject of criminal proceedings again for an indictable 
offence, however, although the risk of recidivism is very high among those who 
have committed robberies and young people sent to approved school (78% and 
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87% respectively of these categories of offenders in the sample committed fresh 
offences within six years). 

The question we pose here is how best to predict the likelihood of recidivism 
on the basis of a combination of the factors described above. The method of 
analysis chosen was step-wise multiple regression; a discriminant analysis was also 
carried out. The analyses were based on six variables: (a) sex, (b) age on first 
conviction, (c) age on conviction in 1977, (d) number of previous convictions, (e) 
number of previous non-suspended custodial sentences and (I) total length of any 
previous non-suspended custodial sentences. The findings are shown in Appendix 
10. 

It emerged from the regression analysis that 16% of the post-1977 recidivism 
could have been predicted on the basis of these factors. This is a fairly low figure, 
but not out of line with the results of other Dutch studies of recidivism (see e.g. 
Nagel, 1965; Nijboer, 1975; Van der Werff, 1979). Thus from these factors it was 
not possible to predict whether there would be recidivism in 84% of cases. w  The 
two principal predictor variables were (a) age on conviction in 1977 and (b) 
number of previous convictions. 

The data for men and women were then analysed separately. In the case of the 
men the results did not differ greatly from those for the sample as a whole, i.e. 
the same two factors were the main predictors. The effect on the rates of 
recidivism is shown in Table 10. 

Table 10: Percentages of men convicted again within six years of conviction in 1977, by 
age and number of previous convictions (4% sample of Dutch nationals, exclud-
ing those granted free pardons) 

Age on conviction in 1977 	 Number of previous convictions 	Total 
0 	1 	2 	3+ 

12-17 	 56 	84 	89 	100 	os 
18-20 	 53 	72 	75 	92 	64 
21-22 	 49 	54 	94 	88 	62 
23-25 • 	 42 	61 	74 	86 	58 
26-29 	 34 	35 	41 	82 	52 
30-34 	 zo 	33 	61 	76 	49 
35-40 	 20 	36 	70 	65 	42 
41-50 	 18 	32 	37 	75 	ao 
50+ 	 9 	( 6) 	(12) 	34 	18 

Total 

The discriminant analysis yielded a similar picture. 

20 

40 	49 	63 	76 	53 

Table 10 clearly shows that the likelihood of recidivism is generally greater the 
younger the convicted person is and the more previous convictions he has: 100% 
of 12 to 17-year-olds with three or more previous convictions were reconvicted of 
indictable offences within six years, for example, whereas only 9% of those aged 
SO and over with their first conviction in 1977 committed further offences. 



Among the women only one of the six variables was relevant as a predictor of 
recidivism, namely the number of previous convictions for indictable offences. 
The other variables added nothing to the amount of variance explained by this 
variable (14%). The rate of recidivism among women with first convictions in 
1977 was 17% as against 47% for women with one or more previous convictions. 
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Appendix 1 

la: Composition of sample: indictable offence cases irrevocably concluded in 1977 

1. 4% of offenders prosecuted 	 2462 	2868 
2. 4% of cases dropped for reasons of policy 	 1387 	1401 
3. 4% of cases dropped for lack of evidence 	 551 	557 
4. Additional sample: approved school sentences 

(inc. partially suspended) (50%) 	 309 	ditto 
5. Additional sample: persons prosecuted for 

theft with violence etc. (25%) 	 131 ) 	" 
" murder/manslaughter (100%) 	 187) 

• " aggravated assault (25%) 	 118 ) 
menaces of violence (25%) 	 . 103) 	" 

" indecency (100%) 	 117 ) 1331 
rape (100%) 	 157) 	' • 
sexual assault (100%) 	 121 ) 	" 
sexual intercourse with minors or the unconscious (100%) 	162) 	" 
drugs offences (17% average)* 235 ) 	" 

6. Additional sample: drugs cases dropped for 
reasons of policy* 	 312 	 " 

7. Additional sample: drugs cases dropped for lack 
of evidence* 	 SO 	 " 

Total 	 6402 

• 10% of hard drug cases, 25% of soft drug cases 

unweighted 	weighted 
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lb: Indictable offence cases irrevocably concluded in 1977, by outcome of case (incl. 
Criminal Code, Article 432, excl. economic and tax offences), in population and 4% 
sample respectively 

I. Concluded by PPD 
dropped for reasons of policy 
dropped for lack of evidence 
dropped for technical reasons 
joinders, transfers, settlement out of court 

2. Prosecuted 
conviction 
acquittal 
discharge 
joinder by court 
summons annulled 
PPD's case declared inadmissible 
others 

total 

No previous conviction for indictable offence 
Males 

Type of offence 
offences against public order and authority 
sexual offences 
offences against the person or human life 
property offences 
malicious offences (vandalism, cruelty to 
animals etc.) 

traffic offences 
drugs offences 
firearms offences 
others 

• Source: CBS (RDC copy of tape) 
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CBS population' Weighted sample 
number % of (1) 

( 1) 	(2) 	(3) 

77,235 
35,203 
13,757 

1,480 
27,093 

70,482 
66,777 

2,416 
207 
750 
224 

90 
18 

148,317 	4826 

• Source: CBS (Central Bureau of Statistics) (RDC copy of tape) 

	

1401 	4.0 

	

557 	4.0 
0 
0 

	

2868 	4.1 

	

2727 	4.1 

	

97 	4.0 

	

7 	3.4 

	

24 	3.2 

	

7 	3.1 

	

5 	5.6 
0 

lc: Indictable offence cases irrevocably concluded in 1977, by previous criminal record, 
sex and type of offence, in CBS population and 4% sample respectively 

CBS population' Weighted sample 

53 	 53 
93 	 93 

(100=70,482 	(100=2,868 
prosecutions) 	prosecutions) 

4 	 4 
1 	 1 
7 	 7 

31 	 31 

5 	 5 
42 	 43 

2 	 2 
4 	 4 
4 	 3 



id: Convictions on indictment in 1977, by type of sentence, in CBS population and 4% 
sample respectively 

Sentence 	 CBS population Weighted sample 
number 	% 	number % 

Imprisonment (solely) 
non-suspended 	 11,247 	17 	481 	18 
partially suspended 	 5,117 	8 	202 	7 
suspended 	 2,415 	4 	90 	3 
Detention 
non-suspended 	 10 	0 	0 	0 
suspended (incl. partially) 	 5 	0 . 	0 	0 
Fines 
non-suspended 	 28,166 	42 	1147 	42 
non-suspended with suspended custodial sentence 	15,448 	23 	634 	23 
partially suspended 	 1,108 	2 	40 	1 
suspended 	 427 	1 	17 	1 
Approved school 
non-suspended 	 282 	0 	10 	0 
partially suspended 	 332 	0 	14 	1 
suspended 	 804 	1 	30 	1 
Reprimand 	 239 	0 	9 	0 
Custody 	 792 	1 	32 	1 
Discharge 	 102 	0 	8 	0 
Others 	 106 	0 	3 	0 
Unknown 	 177 	0 	10 	0 

Total convicted persons 

Source: CBS (RDC copy of tape) 

Under 1 month 
of which: 
- under 2 weeks 
- 2 weeks 
- over 2 weeks but under 1 month 
1-3 months 
3-6 months . 
6 months-1 year 
1 year 
Over 1 year and under 3 years 
3 years and over 

Source: CBS (RDC copy of tape) 

66,777 	100 	2727 	100 

le: Convictions on indictment in 1977, by length of non-suspended prison sentences or 
non-suspended portions thereof, in CBS population and 4% sample respectively 

CBS population' Weighted sample 
number % 	number % 

9,974 	59 	433 	60 

	

2,702 	16 	118 	16 

	

5,287 	31 	221 	31 

	

1,985 	12 	94 	13 

	

2,974 	17 	118 	16 

	

2,196 	13 	78 	11 

	

1,085 	6 	47 	7 

	

216 	1 	8 	1 

	

444 	3 	25 	3 

	

178 	1 	7 	1 
• 

Total 	 17,067 	100 	• 	716 	100 
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If: Indictable offence cases dropped for reasons of policy in 1977, by reasons, in CBS 
population and 4% sample respectively 

1. Grounds not stated 	 8,474 	355 	4.2 
2. Reprimand, warning . 	9,276 	370 	4.0 
3. Unimportant, minor offence 	 5,201 	197 	3.8 
4. Already subject to penal unction 	 1,928 	89 	4.6 
5. Prosecution undesirable (inexpedient) 	 2,128 	62 	2.9 
6. Too young 	 591 	20 	3.4 
7. On advice of juvenile court etc. 	 119 	 7 	5.9 
8. Civil case 	 77 	 2 	2.6 
9. Other reasons (unconditional non-prosecutions) 	4,302 	175 	4.1 

10. Conditional non-prosecution without probation 	2,823 	108 	3.8 
11. Conditional non-prosecution with probation 	284 	16 	5.6 

Total' 	 35,203 	1401 	4.0 
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Appendix 2 

2a: Rates of recidivism among persons whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 1977: 
numbers reappeared in court within six years of conclusion of original case, as recorded 
in General Register (5%/4% weighted representative samples respectively) 

Outcome of 
original case 

Number in sample 	General recidivism Average numbers of 
(fresh, convictions) 	fresh convictions 

among recidivists 

1966 	1977 	1966 	1977 	1966* 	1977 

Conviction 	 1844 	2605 	40% 	49%. 	2.6 
Dropped for reasons 
of policy 	 493 	1299 	30 	37 . 	2.8 

Acquittal 	 66 	88 	23 	42 . 	2.1 
Dropped for lack of 
evidence 	 320 	512 	33 	41 . 	2.7 

Total prosecutions 1939 	2730- 	40 	50 . 	2.6 

• The average for 1966 cannot be calculated precisely 
N.B. Including non-Dutch nationals and those granted pardons. 

2b Rates of recidivism among persons whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 1977: 
numbers indicted or dealt with by PPD within six years of conclusion of original case, 
as recorded in General Register (5%/4% weighted repres. samples respectively) 

Outcome of 
original case 

Number in sample 

• The average for 1966 cannot be calculated precisely. 
N.B. Including non-Dutch nationals and those granted pardons. 

General recidivism Average numbers of 
(fresh convictions/ fresh convictions/ 
non-prosecutions/ non-prosecutions/ 

joinders) 	joinders 

1966 	1977 	1966 	1977 	1966• 	1977 

Conviction 	 1844 	2605 	44% 	55% 	. 	4.6 
Dropped for reasons 
of policy 	 493 	1299 	37 	46 	 5.5 

Acquittal 	 • 	66 	88 	29 	42 
Dropped for lack of 
evidence 	 320 	512 	40 	47 ' 	

• 	3.8 . 	. 

. 	4.9 - 

Total prosecutions 	1939 	2730 	44 	55 . 	4.4 
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Appendix 3 

3a: Rates of recidivism among persons whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 1977: 
numbers reappearing in court within six years of conclusion of original case (Dutch 
nationals excluding those granted free pardons, 5%/4% weighted representative 
samples respectively) 

Outcome of 
original case 

Outcome of 
original case 

30 

Number in sample 

• The average for 1966 cannot be calculated precisely. 

General recidivism Average numbers of 
(fresh convictions) fresh convictions 

among recidivists 

1966 	1977 	1966 	1977 	1966 	1977 

Conviction 	 1701 	2375 	41% 	51% 2.6 
Dropped for reasons 
of policy 	 461 	1250 	31 	38 . 	2.8 

Acquittal 	 60 	80 	25 	42 . 	2.1 
Dropped for lack of 
evidence 	 303 	446 	34 	44 2.8 

Total prosecutions 	1789 	2491- 	41 	51 	 2.6 

* The average for 1966 cannot be calculated precisely. 

3b Rates of recidivism among persons whose cases were concluded in 1966 and 1977: 
numbers reappearing in court or dealt with by PPD within six years of conclusion of 
original case (Dutch nationals excluding those granted free pardons, 5%/4% weighted 
representative samples respectively) 

Number in sample General recidivism Average numbers of 
(fresh convictions/ fresh convictions/ 
non-prosecutions/ non-prosecutions/ 

joinders) 	joinders among 
recidivists 

1966 	1977 	1966 	1977 	1966' 1977 

Conviction 	 1701 	2375 	44% 	56% . 	3.9 
Dropped for reasons 
of policy 	 461 	1250 	38 	47 . 	5.6 

Acquittal 	 60 	80 	32 	42 . 	3.9 
Dropped for lack of 
evidence 	 303 	446 	41 	50 . 	5.1 

Total prosecutions 	1789 	2491 	44 	56 	 3.9 



Appendix 4 

4a: Average numbers of indictable offences resulting in fresh conviction committed within 
six years of original offence in 1977 among recidivists, by type of offence (sample of 
Dutch nationals, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Type of offence 

Property offences 	 3.2 	2.6 	1.8 
common theft 	 2.9 	2.2 	1.6 
theft in association 	 3.1 	2.6 	1.7 
burglary etc. in association 	 3.3 	2.6 	1.9 
receiving stolen goods 	 2.6 	2.1 	1.6 
robbery with violence etc.' 	 3.3 	2.5 	1.5 

Violent offences 	 2.7 	1.7 	1.5 
common assault 	 2.8 	1.6 	'13 
non-aggravated malicious damage 	 2.8 	1.8 	1.6 
aggravated assault' 	 2.8 	' 	1.7 	1.0 
menaces of violence' 	 3.3 	2.1 	1.2 
murder/manslaughter' 	 2.3 	1.6 	1.3 

Sexual offences 	 2.4" 	1.5" 	1.4" 
indecency' 	 2.2 	13 	1.6 
rape' 	 2.7 	13 	1.3 
sexual assault' 	 2.3 	1.3 	1.1 
sexual intercourse with minors or the unconscious' 	2.1 	13 . 	1.4 

Traffic offences 	 2.1 	1.7 - 	1.4 
drinking and driving 	 2.0 	1.6 	1.4 
failing to stop after an accident 	 2.0 	1.6 	1.1 
refusing to give a blood sample 	 1.8 	1.4 	1.3 

- Drugs offences* 	 . 
hard drugs 	 2.8 	1.8 	1.6 
soft drugs 	 2.4 	1.4 	1.3 

Firearms offences 	 3.1 	1.4 	1.4 

• Additional sample 
" Estimate based on 80% of sexual offences from additional sample 

General 	Special 	Specific 
recidivism recidivism recidivisn 
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4b: Type of indictable offence and recidivism: numbers of convicted persons reappearing 
in court or dealt with by PPD for indictable offences within six years of conviction, by 
type of offence (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, 
excluding those granted free pardons) 

Type of offence 	 Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 

Properly offences 	 751 	66% 	50% 	32% 
common theft 	 205 	60 	44 	32 
theft in association 	 197 	72 	54 	37 
burglary in association 	 124 	73 	62 	42 
receiving stolen goods 	 60 	60 	43 	15 
robbery with violence ° 	 100 	84 	69 	29 

Violent offences 	 360 	61 	35 	19 
common assault 	 117 	52 	35 	24 
non-aggravated malicious damage 	103 	68 	37 	21 
aggravated assault' 	 73 	68 	38 	14 
menaces of violence • 	 81 	79 	57 	25 
murder/manslaughter 	 107 	55 	26 	13 

Sexual offences 	 23 	c.60** 	c.29" 	cil•• 
indecency ° 	 88 	/ 49 	41 	34 
rape 	 119 	79 	25 	15 
sexual assaults 	 97 	64 	28 	19 
sexual intercourse with minors 
or the unconscious* 	 136 	49 	24 	18 

Traffic offences 	 1063 	46 	38 	25 
drinking and driving 	 662 	45 	38 	29 
failing to stop after an accident 	156 	38 	29 	10 
refusing to give a blood sample 	 91 	47 	41 	24 

Drugs offences° 
hard drugs 	 65 	80 	72 	52 
soft drugs 	 67 	75 	42 	19 

Firearms offences 	 58 	67 	24 	24 

Criminal Code - total 	 1137 	64 

• Additional sample 
" Estimate based on 80% of sexual offences from additional sample 
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4c: Average numbers of indictable offences resulting in fresh conviction/non-prosecution 
committed within six years of original offence in 1977 among recidivists, by type of 
offence (sample of Dutch nationals, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Type of offence 

Firearms offences 

s  Additional sample 
•• Estimate based on 80% of sexual offences from additional sample 

General 	Special 	Specific 
recidivism recidivism recidivism 

Property offences 	 63 	53 	3.0 
common theft 	 5.3 	4.4 	3.3 
theft in association 	 6.7 	5.5 	3.0 
burglary etc. in association 	 7.0 	5.9 	2.4 
receiving stolen goods 	 4.4 	3.4 	1.6 
robbery with violence etc.* 	 7.7 	5.9 	2.1 
Violent offences 	 4.7 	2.7 	1.9 
common assault 	 4.5 	2.4 	1.9 
non-aggravated malicious damage 	 5.2 	3.1 	2.2 
aggravated assaults 	 4.9 	2.6 	1.6 
menaces of violence* 	 5.9 	' 3.0 	15 
murder/manslaughter • 	 33 	2.6 	2.0 
Sexual offences 	 43•• 	3.0•• 	2.9•• 
indecency* 	 5.7 	45 	4.8 
rape* 	 5.2 	2.5 	2.1 
sexual assaults 	 4.0 	2.1 	1.9 
sexual intercourse with minors or the unconscious* 	3.3 	2.4 	2.0 
Traffic offences 	 3.0 	- 2.1 	1.7 
drinking and driving 	 2.7 	2.0 	1.7 
failing to stop after an accident 	 2.9 	1.9 	1.1 
refusing to give a blood sample 	 2.4 	1.6 	1.6 
Drugs offences' 
hard drugs 	 ' 7.6 	4.0 	3.6 
soft drugs 	 3.9 	2.2 	23 

5.9 	1.9 	1.7 
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44: Rates of recidivism (fresh convictions) among Dutch nationals convicted in 1966 and 
1977 respectively, excluding those granted free pardons, by type of offence (samples) 

Type of offence General 	Special 	Specific 
recidivism 	recidivism 	recidivism 

1966 1977 1966 1977 1966 1977 

Property offences 	 • 
common theft 	 36% 50% 28% 38% 18% 24% 
theft in association 	 • 	47 	65 	36 	43 	14 	29 
burglary 	 68 	68 	53 	54 	27 	34 
receiving stolen goods 	 - 	50 	- 	33 	- 	8 
robbery with violence etc. 	 - 	78 	- 	63 . 	- 	20 

Violent offences 
common assault 	 40 	49 	25 	26 	16 	17 
non-aggrarated malicious damage 	51 	62 	31 	29 	14 	13 
aggravated assault' 	 - 	59 	- 	26 	- 	8 
menaces of violence 	 - 	73 	- 	42 	- 	14 
murder/manslaughter' 	 - 	47 	- 	22 	- 	11 

Sexual offences 
indecency' 	 - 	37 	- 	24 	- 	18 
rape' 	" 	 - 	66 	- 	17 	- 	10 
sexual assault' 	 - 	52 	- 	20 	- 	11 
sexual intercourse with minors or 
the unconscious' 	 - 	42 	- 	15 	- 	10 

Traffic offences 
drinking and driving 	 37 	42 	29 	35 	22 	27 
failing to stop after an accident 	 33 	37 	24 	27 	7 	8 
refusing to give a blood sample 	 - 	43 	- 	36 	- 	22 

Drugs offences* 
hard drugs 	 - 	77 	- 	55 	- 	37 
soft drugs 	 - 	69 	- 	36 	- 	18 

Firearms offences 	 • 	66 	• 	16 	- 	16 

Criminal Code - total 	 42 	57 

• Additional sample 
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Appendix 5 

Rates of recidivism by sex: numbers of convicted persons reappearing in court within six 
years of original conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 
1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Sex 	 Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 

Men 	 2205 	53% 	36% • 22% 
Women 	 170 	24 	18 	13 

Total 	 2375 	51 
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Appendix 6 

6a: Age and recidivism: percentages of convicted persons reappearing in court within six 
years of original conviction, by age group (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of 
indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Age group 	 Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidiviwn 

12-17 	 255 	64% 	42% 	24% 
18-20 	 385 	63 	39 	22 
21-22 	 218 	61 	44 	25 
23-25 	 269 	55 	36 	-22 
26-29 	 300 	49 	34 	25 

- 30-34 	 311 	46 	32 	20 
35-40 	 231 	42 	31 	20 
41-50 	 263 	38 	29 	16 
50 and over 	 143 	19 	15 	10 

Total 

6b: Age on conviction in 1977 and recidivism: percentages of convicted persons reappear-
ing in court within six years of original conviction, by age group and type of offence 
(sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those 
granted free pardons) 

Age group 

36 

2375 	51 	34 	21 

Convicted under 
Criminal Code 

Convicted under 
Road Traffic Act 

general 	special 	general 	special 
recidivism recidivism recidivism recidivism 

12-17 	 62% 	44% 	(79)% 	(53)% 
18-20 	 67 	42 	53 	38 
21-22 	 70 	50 	47 	37 
23-25 	 64 	39 	46 	36 
26-29 	 54 	35 	45 	33 
30-34 	 52 	30 	41 	35 
35-40 	 36 	17 	43 	38 
41-50 	 33 	22 	39 	35 
50 and over 	 23 	15 	16 	16 

Total 	 57 	37 	43 	35 



6c: Age on tint conviction (either in 1977 or previously) and recidivism: percentages of 
convicted persons reappearing in court within six years of original conviction, by age 
group (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding 
those granted free pardons) 

Age group Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 

9-15 	 238 	66% . 	43% 	25% 
16-17 	 381 	72 	50 	31 
18-20 	 557 	61 	40 	22 
21-22 	 220 	sa 	37 	23 
23-25 	 261 	45 	31 	21 
26-29 	 200 	36 	25 	16 
30-39 	 289 	29 	22 	16 
40 and over 	 229 	16 	12 	6 

Total 	 2375 	51 	34 	21 

64: Age on conviction in 1977 and recidivism: percentages of convicted first offenders 
reappearing in court within six years of original conviction, by age group (sample of 
Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free 
pardons) 

Age group 	 Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 

12-17 	 185 	56% 	35% 	18% 
18-20 	 - 234 	52 	30 	28 
21-22 	 111 	47 	32 	28 
23-25 	 159 	40 	26 	18 
26-29 	 115 	30 	23 	16 
30-34 	 134 	25 	17 	13 
35-40 	 90 	19 	14 	11 
41-50 	 119 	18 	16 	7 
50 and over 	 63 	11 	8 	3 

Total • 	 1210 	37 	25 	15 
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Appendix 7 

Number of previous convictions and recidivism: percentages of convicted persons reap-
pearing in court within six years of original conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convict-
ed of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Previous convictions 

0 	 • 	1210 	37% 	25% 	15% 
1 	, 	 387 	48 	32 	20 
2 	 219 	63 	42 	24 
3 	 130 	72 	48 	30 
4-5 	 189 	74 	58 	37 
6-8 	 128 	78 	55 	41 
9 or more 	 112 	81 	54 	29 

Total 	 2375 	51 	34 	21 

38 

Convicted 	General 	Special 	Specific 
persons 	recidivism recidivism recidivism 



Appendix 8 

8: Length of non-suspended prison sentence and recidivism: numbers of convicted 
persons reappearing in court within six years of original conviction (sample of Dutch 
nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free 
pardons) 

Length of non-suspended 
(portion of) prison sentence 

Under 2 weeks 	 92 	 66% 
2 weeks 	 174 	 60 
Over 2 weeks but under 1 month 	 to 	 68 
1-3 months 	 98 	 80 
3-6 months 	 60 	 93 
6 months-1 year 	 38) 	(87) ) 
1-3 years •• 	 22) 66 	(64) ) 76 
3 years or more 	 .6) 	(50) ) 

Total 

• A few of these prisoners may be released on parole after 6-9 months. 
•• Sentence may be reduced one-third by parole. 

Source: Van Emmerik, 1985 (separate analyses) 

Convicted 	General 
persons 	recidivism 

574 	 71% 

8a: Length of non-suspended sentence/term served and recidivism: numbers of convicted 
persons reappearing in court within 5, 6 or 7 years of release (all prisoneis released on 
parole in 1975, 1976 and 1977; N=219) 

Sentence 	 Number released 	General recidivism 

23 years 	 48 	 73% 
>23-3 years 	 71 	 - 66 
>34 years 	 59 	 63) 
>4-5 years 	 20 	 55) 56% 
>5 years 	 21 	 38) 

Term served 	 Number released 	General recidivism 

<1 year 	 14 	 71% 
>1-13 years 	 81 	 68 
>13-2 years 	 66 	 59 
>2-3 years 	 36 	 56 
>3 years 	 8 	 37 
unknown 	 14 
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Appendix 9 

Social class and recidivism: numbers of convicted persons reappearing in court within six 
years of original conviction (sample of Dutch nationals convicted of indictable offences in 
1977, excluding those granted free pardons) 

Convicted under Convicted under 	Total: 
Criminal Code: Road Traffic Act: 	general 
general recidivism special recidivism 	recidivism 

Social class 1+2 	 (40)% 	 25% 	 29% 
Social class 3 	 54 	 38 	 47 
Social class 4 	 54 	 30 	 45 
Social class 5 	 63 	 34 	 53 
Social class 6 	 56 	 58 	 61 

No occupation 	 55 	 42 	 55 
Schoolchildren and students 	 49 	 (40) 	 49 

Total 	 57% 	 35% 	 51% 
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Appendix 10 

Results of stepwise regression analysis with background variables, with general recidivism 
(whether reconvicted of indictable offence) as dependent variable (sample of Dutch 
nationals convicted of indictable offences in 1977, excluding those granted free pardons; 
N=2,375) 

	

Added 	Cumulative 	Standard 

	

explained 	explained 	partial 

	

variation 	variation 	regression 

	

(%) 	(%) 	coefficient 

1. Age on first conviction 	 .115 	.115 	-.121 
2. Number of previous non-suspended 	. 

custodial sentences 	 .030 	.145 	 .153 
3. Age on conviction in 1977 	 .007 	.151 	-.189 
4. Number of previous convictions 	 .006 	.157 	.173 
5. Sex 	 .005 	.162 	-.072 

- 6. Total length of previous non-suspended 
custodial sentences 	 .002 	.164 	-.082 

The percentage of explained variance was 15 among men and 14 among women. 
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Appendix 11 

Reason for non-prosecution and recidivism: numbers of persons reappearing in court wit-
hin slur years of dropping of case (for reasons of policy) (weighted sample of Dutch 
nationals not prosecuted in 1977) 

Reason 	 Not 	General 	Special 	Specific 
prosecuted recidivism recidivism recidivism 

1. Grounds not stated 	 284 	36% 	19% 	9% 
2. Caution, warning 	 336 	35 	24 	12 
3. Unimportant, minor offence 	 153 	32 	16 	7 
4. Already subject to penal sanction 	 75 	81 	68 	40 
5. Prosecution undesirable (inexpedient) 	48 	35 	19 	10 
6. Too young 	 15 	(40) 	(33) 	(27) 
7. On advice of juvenile court etc. 	 6 	(83) 	(83) 	(83) 
8. Civil case 	 2 	(50) 	(50) 	(50) 
9. Other reasons unconditional non- 

prosecutions) 	 133 	43 	30 	19 
10.Conditional non-prosecution without 

probation 	 103 	29 	19 	13 
11.Conditional non-prosecution with 

probation 	 (14) 	(29) 	(21) 	(14) 

Total 	 1169 	38 	25 	14 

Figures in parentheses: percentagei unreliable due to small number of cases 
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Appendix 12 

Type of offence and recidivism: numbers of persons reappearing in court within six years 
of dropping of case (for reasons of policy) (weighted sample of Dutch nationals not 
prosecuted in 1977) 

Type of offence 

Property offences 	 661 	41% 	31% 	19% 
common theft 	 262 	32 	23 	17 
theft in association 	 115 	50 	40 	20 
burglary 	 94 	66 	48 	20 
receiving stolen goods 	 47 	43 	36 	6 

Violent offences 	 290 	36 	20 	6 
common assault 	 85 	28 	. 16 	4 
non-aggravated malicious damage 	 98 	45 	27 	11 

Sexual offences 	 46 	24 	9 	9 

Traffic offences 	 80 	27 	19 	9 

Drugs offences' 	 . 
hard drugs 	 43 	63 	33 	12 
soft drugs 	 128 	59 	24 	5 

Criminal Code-total 

• Additional sample 

Not 	General 	Special 	Specific 
prosecuted recidivism recidivism recidivism 

1000 	39 	27 	15 
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Appendix 13 

Sex and recidivism: numbers of persons reappearing in court within six years of dropping 
of case (for masons of policy) (weighted sample of Dutch nationals not prosecuted in 
1977) 

Men 	 963 	44% 	28% 	15% 
Women 	 206 	13 	12 	6 

Total 	 1169 	38 	25 	14 
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Appendix 14 

Age and recidivism: percentages of persons reappearing in court within six years of drop-
ping of case (for reasons of policy), by age group (weighted sample of Dutch nationals 
not prosecuted in 1977) 

Age group Not 	General 	Special 	Specific 
prosecuted recidivism recidivism recidivism 

1. 12-17 	 397 	45% 	31% 	17% 
2. 18-20 	 194 	51 	29 	15 
3. 21-22 	 74 	46 	32 	18 
4.23-25 	 70 	50 	33 	16 
5.26-29 	 106 	37 	24 	16 
6.30-34 	 102 	26 	17 	6 
7.35-40 	 77 	19 	10 	6 
8.41-50 	 70 	10 	7 	4 
9. 50 and over 	 79 	15 	14 	13 

Total 	 1169 	38 	25 	13 
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Appendix 15 

Number of previous convictions and recidivism: percentages of persons reappearing in 
court within six years of dropping of case (for reasons of policy) (weighted sample of 
Dutch nationals not prosecuted in 1977) 

Previous 	 Not 	General 	Special Specific 
_ prosecuted recidivism recidivism recidivism 

0 	 828 	32% 	20% 	10% 
1 	 145 	37 	26 	15 
2 	 60 	57 	40 	22 
3 or more 	 136 	69 	49 	31 

Total 	 1169 	38 	25 	13 

46 


	Page 1
	Page 2
	Page 3
	Page 4
	Page 5
	Page 6
	Page 7
	Page 8
	Page 9
	Page 10
	Page 11
	Page 12
	Page 13
	Page 14
	Page 15
	Page 16
	Page 17
	Page 18
	Page 19
	Page 20
	Page 21
	Page 22
	Page 23
	Page 24
	Page 25
	Page 26
	Page 27
	Page 28
	Page 29
	Page 30
	Page 31
	Page 32
	Page 33
	Page 34
	Page 35
	Page 36
	Page 37
	Page 38
	Page 39
	Page 40
	Page 41
	Page 42
	Page 43
	Page 44
	Page 45
	Page 46
	Page 47
	Page 48

