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ABSTRACT

There is growing interest in crime prevention through early youth interventions;
yet, the standard United States response to the crime problem, particularly among
juveniles, has been to increase the use and resource allocation allotted toward punishment
and incapacitation and away from prevention and treatment. At the sametime,
longitudinal studies of delinquency and crime have repeatedly documented a strong link
between past and future behavior and have identified a small subset of offenders who
commit alarge share of criminal offenses. These findings suggest that if these offenders
can be identified early and correctly and provided with prevention and treatment
resources early in the life course, their criminal activity may be curtailed. While
researchers have studied these offendersin great detail, little attention has been paid to
the costs they exert on society. This paper provides estimates of the cost of crime
imposed on society by high risk youth. Our approach follows and builds upon the early
framework and basic methodology developed by Cohen (1998), by using new estimates
of the costs of individua crimes, ones that are more comprehensive and that significantly
increased the monetary cost per crime. We aso use new estimates on the underlying

offending rate for high risk juvenile offenders.
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I ntroduction

Thereis growing interest by both the public and policy makersin crime
prevention through early youth interventions (Farrington and Welsh, 2007; Farrington et
a., 2003). In arecent nationally representative survey, spending more public money on
“prevention programs to help keep youth out of trouble” ranked higher than four other
options: drug treatment programs for non-violent offenders, more police on the street,
more spending on prisons, and even returning money to taxpayers (Cohen et al., 2006).
A statewide study of Pennsylvaniaresidents (Nagin et al., 2006) comparing contingent-
valuation-based estimates for the public’s willingness-to-pay for two distinctively
different responses to serious juvenile crime (incarceration and rehabilitation) showed
that the public is at least as willing to pay for rehabilitation as a response to juvenile
offenders (and on average will pay more for rehabilitation than for incarceration). Nagin
et al. (2006) also found that the public’s willingness-to-pay for an early childhood
prevention program (nurse home visitation) was substantial.

At the same time, the US response to the crime problem, particularly among
juveniles, has been to increase punishment and incapacitation and to move away from
rehabilitation. Infact, resource allocation in the US to youth prevention programsis
rather small, especially when compared to the resource allocation to more punitive
responses (Greenwood, 2006; Aos et al., 2004). Although the reasons for this are varied
and include politician and policy-makers’ (incorrect) assumption that the public is more
punitive than not (see Cullen and Gendreau, 2000, and Cohen et a., 2006), there has been
ageneral lack of funding for prevention, and among those programs that do exist, many

have to turn juveniles away because they are largely under-resourced.



Support for rehabilitation programs, especially early childhood prevention
programs, are akey area of interest among academics and policymakers alike, largely
because of the observation in longitudina studies of crime and delinquency showing the
strong relationship between prior and future behavior (Nagin and Paternoster, 1991).
Across multiple data sources collected at different time periods and throughout the world,
aconsistent finding indicates that antisocial and deviant behavior that emerges early in
the life course tends to continue into childhood, adolescence, and adulthood, of coursein
different manifestations (see review in Piquero, Farrington, and Blumstein, 2003).*
Severa of these studies have also shown that a small subset of offenders across al
studies are responsible for much of the crime—especially costly property and violent
crimes. And while researchers have paid close attention to this small subset of offenders,
thelir attention has been devoted to documenting and understanding the etiology of their
offending, as well as the nature and course of their criminal careers. Unfortunately, a
concomitant amount of information has not been devoted to identifying the kind of
(economic) costs and the toll these chronic/career offenders exert on society.?

In one of the few studies on this topic, Cohen (1998) estimated the present value
of external costsimposed by atypical career criminal to be $1.3 million to $1.5 millionin
1997 dollars. However, the worst offenders were estimated to impose costs as high as $36
million. Comparabl e estimates are $370,000 to $970,000 for a heavy drug abuser and

$243,000 to $388,000 for a high school drop out. Combining these three different costs

! At the same time, although most adult offenders have a prior history of juvenile offending, not al juvenile
offenders become adult offenders.

2 While we acknowledge that placing dollar values on crimes is not without controversy — especially the
valuation of nonpecuniary losses associated with victimization — benefit-cost analysisis now being
conducted routinely by policy analysts. For example, the State of Washington has mandated that benefit-
cost analyses be conducted for “criminal justice policies, violence prevention programs, and other efforts to
decrease the criminal recidivism of juvenile and adult offenders, and certain at-risk behaviors of youth”
(see Aoset a, 2001). Thus, it isimportant that existing estimates be refined and improved upon over time.



(but eliminating overlap since some drug crimes would otherwise be counted twice)
resulted in an estimate of the present value of the monetary value of saving a high risk
youth of $1.7 to $2.3 million.

More recently, two studies have attempted to estimate lifetime costs of career
offenders. Delis and Gatling (2003) studied a group of 500 offendersin the US and
estimated their lifetime costs to be $1.14 million in 2002 dollars. They used a
combination of self-reported offending behavior and official records as verification.
While their study attempted to utilize the same costing methodology as Cohen (1998), it
was al so based on the number of offenses to date — and thus necessarily understated the
cost of an entire criminal career. Using data from the Pittsburgh Y outh Study, a
longitudinal study of 500 inner-city youth aged 7-17, Welsh et al. (2008) estimated the
cost of juvenile offending and found that early-onset offenders (whose first offense
occurred before age 13) averaged 34.2 offenses and imposed costs of $224,000. Chronic
offenders (10.2% of the sample of offenders who represent 50.1% of all offenses),
imposed between $793,000 and $861,000 in 2000 dollars and committed on average 142
offenses through age 17. Neither the DeLis and Gatling nor the Welsh et a. studies
estimated the costs of alifetime of crime, and both employed rather select samples of
individuals only followed for a specific slice of the life course.

The current paper provides new estimates of the cost of a high risk youth using
the same framework and basic methodology devel oped in Cohen (1998). Since that time,
new estimates of the costs of individual crimes have been generated — estimates that are
more comprehensive and that significantly increased the monetary cost per crime (see

Cohen et a., 2004). In addition, new estimates are now available on the underlying



offending rate for high risk juvenile offenders (see Farrington et a., 2003). More
importantly, we utilize alongitudinal dataset of alarge, urban birth cohort to examine
real criminal careers.

In particular, we examine the offending behavior of all 27,186 individuals bornin
1958 in Philadelphia (see Tracy et a., 1990; Tracy and Kempf-Leonard, 1996) through
1984 - about age 26.° The Second Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study data (hereafter,
“Philadelphia Cohort™) alow usto estimate the number of crimes for each offender — not
simply a generic ‘average’ offender — which provides a better understanding of the
pattern of offending behavior and the ultimate costs imposed by those with the worst
criminal records. It aso expands considerably on the types of crimes we are able to
include in our analysis. Whereas Cohen (1998) included murder, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny and motor vehicle theft, we have been able to add
the crimes of simple assault, vandalism, fraud, arson, drunk driving crashes, and other
minor status offenses. Finally, another important feature of this paper isthat we provide
estimates at various ages depending upon the age upon which a youth prevention
program is targeted. The estimates in Cohen (1998) were based on a 14 year-old juvenile,
and all costs were discounted to present value as of age 14. Instead, we provide estimates
of the present value of saving a high risk youth at birth (to account for more recent and
generally effective programs such as nurse visitation and early childhood education), age
10 (the date at which most self-reported offending begins), 14 (the date most official

juvenile records start), and 18 (the age at which many criminal careers begin to slope

3 Note that the Philadel phia Cohort data actually contain offending information through December 1984 —
hence only about half of age 26 offenses are recorded. Later, we adjust for this truncation to estimate all
offenses at age 26.



downward; see Piquero et al., 2003; Laub and Sampson, 2003). We aso provide year-by-
year estimates of the costs imposed by high risk youth throughout their criminal careers.
The remainder of the paper closely follows the outline in Cohen (1998), and the
reader isreferred to that paper for more details on the underlying theory and approach. In
Section 2, we estimate the cost of a crimina career, which is then followed by Section 3
estimating the cost of drug abuse for “heavy drug users” and Section 4 that focuses on
education and estimates the cost of dropping out of high school. Section 5 summarizes
and aggregates these estimates, and afina section provides some concluding remarks and

suggestions for future research.

2. The Cost of Criminal Careers

The external costs imposed by acriminal career were enumerated in Cohen
(1998) as;

Lifetime Cost =%; (1-BY™* Aj [(VCi + CJ +CI*T; + W*T]]

where A = mean number of offenses
V C = victim cost of crime
CJ = cost of criminal justice investigation, arrest, adjudication
Cl = cost of incarceration (in days)
T = average time served (in days)
B = discount rate
W = opportunity cost of offender'stime
I = crime 1 through crime |
j = year 1 through year J of crime

Inside the square brackets are four terms: V C; (average cost to victims for each type of
crime); CJ; (average criminal justice cost per crime); CI*T; (average cost of

incarceration per crime); and W*T; (opportunity cost of incarceration as measured by a



convicted offender’s legitimate wages). Each of these terms is multiplied by A;;, the
number of offenses committed by a career criminal each year.
2.1 The Number of Crimes Committed by Career Criminals, A

Cohen (1998: Table 2) estimated that the juvenile offender commits between 1-4
offenses annually from age 14-17, and the adult offender commits 10.6 crime annually
for six years. Thus, the total number of crimes was estimated to be about 68 to 80 over
the offending career. This estimate was based on the 6% of boys who are “chronic
juvenile offenders” that Wolfgang et a. (1972) estimated commit 50% of all offenses.

Table 1 reports on our estimated offense multiples per police reported contact (i.e.,
estimates of arrest risk per crime by offense). These multiples are estimated from three
different studies. Thefirst set cover the juvenile period, ages 11 through 17, and are from
the Seattle Social Development Y outh Study (Farrington et al., 2003). These data emerge
from a prospective longitudinal study of 808 youths, residing in high-crime
neighborhoods in Sesttle, and include both self-report and court referral information for
several crimetypes. For example, the self-reports contained past twelve-month offending
information for burglary, vehicle theft, larceny, robbery, assault, vandalism, marijuana
use, and drug selling, and court referrals were collected and counted for the same eight
crime types for the same reference period.

The second column of offending multiples (hereinafter “M1”) comes from data
originally collected by Blumstein and Cohen (1979) and reported in Blumstein et al.
(1986) and Cohen (1986:300-301) on (a) asample of all adults (18 or older) arrested in
Washington, DC, during 1973 for murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, or

auto theft (n = 5,338). Their analysis focused on cohort subsamples who turned 18



between 1963 and 1966 and whose first arrest as adults was between ages 18 and 20 (n =
80 to 200 active offenders for individual offense types, as well as (b) asample of al
adults (age 18 and older) arrested in the Detroit SMSA between 1974 and 1977 for
murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, or auto theft (n = 18,635) for 1974 to
1977 arrestees in the Detroit SMSA. Their analysis focused on cohort subsamples who
turned 18 between 1964 and 1967 and whose first arrest as adults was between ages 18
and 20 (n = 100 to 300 active offenders for individual offense types).

The third column of offending multiples (hereinafter “M2”) comes from Rand
Corporation estimates based on surveys of male inmates serving sentences in state
prisonsin California, Michigan, and Texas (Peterson and Braiker, 1980; Chaiken and
Chaiken, 1982). The inmate samples were restricted to offenders whose current offense
or prior criminal record are serious enough to have warranted incarceration, with
inmates’ self-reported frequency estimates based on their self-reports of counts of crimes
they committed in an observation period preceding the current incarceration (Blumstein
et a., 1986:56).

* Table 1 about here *

Table 2 reports on the number of offenders and offenses in the Philadelphia
Cohort data through 1984, about age 26. Of the 27,160 individuals bornin 1958 in
Philadel phia, 6,157 (23%) recorded at least one police contact. The average number of
police contacts was 3.2 per offender. On average, there are an estimated 41.1 to 47.8
offenses for the average individual with at least one police contact. We show comparable
figures for those who have 2 or more police contacts, 3 or more, etc. and also the 5% and

1% of offenders with the most police contacts or offenses. For example, the 95™



percentile offender has 11 contacts and between 156 and 186 offenses, while the 99"
percentile offender has 20 police contacts and between 304 and 369 offenses.
* Table 2 about here *

Asshownin Table 2, we find in the Philadel phia Cohort data that about 4% of the
population (16% of offenders) represent 51% of all police contacts (and between 49%
and 51% of total offenses), and use that as the average benchmark for our criminal career.
The average number of police contacts for these offendersis 10.5 through age 26.
However, these 10.5 police contacts represent an estimated 134.4 to 150.4 actual offenses.

Table 3 displays offending behavior by age. Actual police contacts peak at age 16
with 1.54 offenses per offender. Offending behavior is estimated to peak at age 18,
between 20.2 and 22.4 offenses. One of the reasons for the difference when police
contacts versus offenses are estimated to peak is that the multiples for adult offenders are
considerably higher than for juveniles (see Table 1).

* Table 3 about here *

Table 4 breaks these offenses down by type of crime. The average “high risk”
juvenile offender has 5.9 police contacts through age 17, and an estimated 22.9 offenses.
The most common offenses are motor vehicle theft (5.2 per juvenile offender), drug
violations (3.8), and robbery (2.2). As adults through age 26, these individuals have 4.6
police contacts on average, and an estimated 111.5 to 127.5 total offenses. The three most
common adult offenses are theft (34.3 to 48.0), drug violations (16.6 to 27.6), and
burglary (12.8 to 17.6).

* Table 4 about here *
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2.2 Costs of Individual Crimes

As shown above, Cohen (1998) estimated three components of the cost of
individual crimes - victim costs, criminal justice costs (including police, courts, and
prisons), and lost productivity of offenders who are incarcerated. The methodology used
to estimate crime costs was taken from Miller et a. (1996) — a “bottom up” approach that
ignores some very important components of the costs of crime — including the “fear of
crime,” expenditures or actions taken by the public to avoid the risk of crime, as well as
any residual loss to the community in terms of socia cohesion, community devel opment,
etc. (see Nagin, 2001). More recently, Cohen et al. (2004) utilized a “top down” approach
to estimate the public’s willingness-to-pay (“WTP”) to reduce crime (see also Nagin et al.,
2006 and Cohen, 2005 and 2008 for a discussion of these different approaches). While
we believe the WTP approach is more appropriate and comprehensive, the “bottom up”
approach aso provides useful information on some of the components of costs. Thus,
while we ultimately adopt the WTP estimates in this paper, throughout the text, we
provide estimates using both approaches so that the reader can choose to adopt either
method.

The next sections identify these individual costs using a “bottom up” approach,
which isthen followed by a section that provides alternative estimates using a “top
down” approach that is based on the public’s WTP to reduce crime.

2.2.1 Victim costs

Miller et al. (1996) estimate victim costs for various crime categories. However, a

few adjustments need to be made in order to estimate the costs required in this study.

First, those estimates include a category for “police/fire services,” which need to be
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subtracted out from victim costs in order not to double count with criminal justice costs
which would include most of that category. For example, the cost of alarceny was listed
as $370 including $80 in police investigation costs. Thus, net victim costs are $290, or
$450 in 2007 dollars.*

For simple assaults, Miller et a. (1996) included a category of assault with “no
injury,” which was valued at $1,860 in 1993 dollars, and a category titled “NCVS with
injury” valued at $24,000. Unfortunately, the definition of “simple assault” which is how
the Philadel phia Cohort data are coded, includes minor injuries. Thus, neither estimateis
perfect. According to the most recent NCV S data, 76% of simple assaults result in no
injury. If we assume that simple assaults with “minor injury” are about 25% as serious as
the average assault with injury, those simple assaults would cost $6,000 ($24,000/4).
Based on theratio of simple assaults with injury versus no injury, thisimplies an average
cost of approximately $2,900 — or $4,495 in 2007 dollars. Table 5 displays these updated
estimates. In addition, we have added new estimates of the victim costs of vandalism and
fraud based on the Philadel phia Cohort data. The average reported property damage due
to vandalism was $370 in 2007 dollars, while the reported |oss due to fraud was $1,100 in

2007 dollars.®

“To convert 1993 to 2007 dollars, we have taken the ratio of the average hourly wage rate in the U.S. from
U.S. Census data, resulting in a multiple of 1.55.

® Criminal Victimization in the United States, 2005, Table 91 — Percent distribution of victimizations, by
type of crime and whether or not reported to the police. Available at:
http://www.ojp.usdoj .gov/bjs/pub/pdf/cvus/current/cv0591. pdf.

6 The Philadelphia Cohort data contain 19 frauds committed by juveniles where victim costs were
estimated. The estimated average victim cost for those juvenile frauds was $110; in addition to 74 adult
frauds with an average cost of $515. Updated to 2007 dollars, the weighted average cost was $1,100. There
were also 724 recorded cases of juvenile vandalism with monetary estimates averaging $74, and an
additional 8 adult offenses averaging $79. Updated to 2007 dollars, these offenses average $370.
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* Table 5 about here *

2.2.2 Criminal Justice-Related Costs Dueto Career Criminals

We follow Cohen (1998) by estimating the likelihood that an offender who has
been arrested will be convicted, sentenced to probation versus prison, as well as the costs
of each stage of the criminal justice process. These estimates come from the same sources
as before — primarily BJS.”
2.2.3 Opportunity Cost of Career Criminal’s Time While Incarcerated

Using asimilar methodol ogy to that in Cohen (1998), we estimate legitimate
wage earnings by inmates prior to incarceration to be $10,400 annually in 1997 (BJS,
2001), or $14,626 in 2007 dollars. It is not clear why thisis significantly higher than the
$7,542 estimated in 1997 dollarsin Cohen (1998). However, the earlier estimate was
based on 1978 inmate surveys, while the current one is based on 1997 data. It appears
that aslightly higher percent of the more recent sample had wage income (64.3% versus
60%).

While this section had been titled “Foregone Earnings of Career Criminals” in
Cohen (1998), the term “W’ was actually defined as the “opportunity cost of the
offender’s time,” and it was noted that “legitimate wages” were used as a measure of the
opportunity cost. We have changed the title here to account for the fact that there are
other potential costs associated with an offender’s time in prison — including costs borne
by his or her family aswell physical or mental harm suffered by the offender whilein

prison.? Thisis perhaps the least studied area of the cost of crime— and also one that is

" Estimates of time served were taken from BJS (20063, 2006b, 2007). The average daily cost of prison
was estimated to be $62.01 in 2001 (BJS, 2004), or $72.65 in 2007 dollars using the consumer price index.

8To be sure, researchers have recently begun to consider both the economic and non-economic costs on a
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quite controversial. Should the offender’s utility be included in the calculation of the
costs of imprisonment? After al, one of the reasons we incarcerate offendersisto deter
others from committing crimes — so imposing disutility on offenders might be considered
something that is asocial good. On the other hand, it is also true that if we were faced
with two options that had identical crime reduction benefits and otherwise cost the same
amount of money — the one that imposed the least disutility on offenders would be
preferred. Cohen (2005) identifies these psychic offender costs as a potential category of
the costs of crime but acknowledges that little evidence exists. Perhaps more important is
the cost to the family of offenders. On the one hand, growing up with an incarcerated
parent might have a negative effect on a child’s upbringing. On the other hand, since
many offenders are also alcohol or drug abusersit is possible that taking the parent out of
the home has a positive effect. Unfortunately, we lack good data on this— and further
studies are needed.

Even if one does not consider the welfare of the offender, what about the family
of the offender? Thereis evidence that children of incarcerated parents suffer in many
ways — from being placed in foster care (with the resulting costs to society of caring for
them) to having bad educational, psychological and delinquency outcomes themselves.®
To date, only two studies have shed some light on the potential magnitude of the costs of
imprisonment on the offender and his or her family.

Lengyel (2006) attempts to estimate the social costs of imprisoning a drug

offender who is the parent of young children in New Y ork state. He estimates the social

community or neighborhood’s well-being when an individual is incarcerated.

° Note that there is obvious interest in this topic, as the Home Office in 2004 announced a policy of
monitoring children of prisoners and providing them with programs and assistance in the hope of breaking
the cycle. See: http://society.guardian.co.uk/children/story/0,,1284177,00.html.
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costs of imprisonment to be $776,698 — which includes $430,906 in “pain and suffering”
to the offender, partner and children. While the bulk of the remaining costs are estimated
to be the cost of imprisonment and lost wages of the offender, additional costs include
$10,358 for additional child care that must be replaced. As Lengyel acknowledges,
however, his pain and suffering estimates are not based on studies of imprisoned
offenders; instead, he compares imprisonment to illnesses that confine people to their
homes. Moreover, he does not account for the possibility that some offenders’ children
and/or partners might be better off with the offender out of the home.

Of course, if one wants to seriously consider the intergenerational transfer of
criminality and other socidl ills, it might be appropriate to aso consider the fact that
children whose parents are career criminals are likely to be at high risk of becoming
criminals themsel ves — independent of any potential effect of incarceration. Thus, one
potential cost of acareer criminal might be the intergenerational transfer of crime. While
this topic has been studied (Widom, 1989), it has not yet made its way into serious efforts
to “cost” a criminal career.

Abrams and Rohlfs (2007) provide the first evidence of the actual WTP of
offenders for their freedom. By examining the decision of defendants to post bail, they
estimate the subjective value of freedom and find that the average defendant foregoes
$949 in wages for 90 days and has a value of freedom of $1,050 for the same time period.
While one would expect the value of freedom to be significantly higher than foregone
wages — as it should include the value of restricted movement, costs to friends and family,
etc., Abrams and Rohlfs also note that the offender receives food, medical care and

shelter while in prison and this amount is not accounted for either. Thus, at least in this
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one sample of defendants, foregone earnings are a reasonabl e proxy for the value of lost
freedom. Given this evidence and the lack of solid data on external costs versus benefits
to the families of incarcerated offenders, we have not included any costs other than
foregone earnings.

2.2.4 Willingness-to-Pay for Reduced Crime

While conceptually, one could use a “bottom up” approach to piece together all of
the costs of crime, in practice, researchers have yet to fully account for all cost
components. For example, no estimates have been made of the monetary value of fear of
crime as well as the prevention and avoidance behavior by potential victims (for recent
attempts to fill some of these gapsin the U.K., see Dolan et a. (2005) and Moore (2006)).
While Anderson (1999) has attempted to incorporate these costs at the aggregate level,
his methodol ogy does not allow for the costing of individual crimes or of a criminal
career. In contrast, the “top down” WTP approach to estimating the costs of crime
reduces this concern as individuals are asked to assess their value of reducing crime —
regardless of what the cost components are.

The more encompassing estimates of Cohen et al. (2004) do not include al crime
categories, and instead focused on murder, rape, armed robbery, aggravated assault, and
burglary. The Cohen et a. (2004) estimates are admittedly preliminary and based on one
study. Nonetheless, they are based on a nationally representative survey and arein line
with other independently generated WTP estimates. In particular, they noted that the
estimated cost of amurder ($11.3 million in 2007) is nearly identical to the upper end
estimate of the WTP for reduced death suggested by Viscusi (1998). Further, Ludwig

and Cook (2001) used this methodology to estimate the cost of a gunshot injury to be
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$1.2 million in 1998. Thisis higher than the Cohen et al. (2004) estimate of $237,000 for
an armed robbery, and lower than the cost of a murder — an ordering that is consistent
with the anticipated harm from these three crimes. Finally, we note that other economists
have begun to adopt these estimates in cost-benefit analysis (Donahue, 2007; Nagin et d .,
2006). Thus, it appears reasonable to use the Cohen et a. (2004) estimates and to
consider them as more-than-appropriate cost of crime numbers.

One way to expand the list of crimesis to estimate the relationship between the
“bottom up” and “top down” approaches and use this multiple to estimate a WTP for
crimes not included in Cohen et al. (2004). This approach was used in Cohen (2008) and
Donohue (2007). However, one of the unknowns about the Cohen et al. (2004)
methodology is exactly what components of crime costs respondents included in their
valuation. The survey questions do not provide details on what would likely happen in
the event crime isreduced — it only asks respondents to value a 10% reduction in crime.
Presumably, this would include the respondent’s valuation of fear, expected costs of
victimization, as well as any anticipated reduction in personal expenditures or avoidance
behaviors. Donohue (2007) argues that it is unlikely to include the criminal justice system
or offender productivity savings associated with reduced crime. Thus, he adds these
components to the Cohen et al. (2004) costs to arrive at a total “social cost” of crime.
Cohen (2008) does not take that approach, and instead assumes that these estimates are
all encompassing. Until we have further contingent valuation studies that probe
respondents on these questions, there is no way to know whether to add these categories
or not. Luckily, they are an extremely small portion of the total costs once we use the

Cohen et a. (2004) estimates. For example, Donohue (2007: Table 5) shows that 91.5%
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to 97.9% of his combined costs of crime are accounted for using the Cohen et al. (2004)
estimates alone. In this paper, since we are showing these components separately, the
reader could choose to include or exclude them.

Table 6 provides updated 2007 dollar estimates of the cost of individual crimes
using the bottom up approach from Miller et a. (1996) (victim, criminal justice system
and offender productivity costs), and the WTP approach from Cohen (2004). Details of
the assumptions and cal culations are contained in Appendix A.

* Table 6 about here *

For example, as shown in Table 5, the total victim costs associated with a murder
are estimated to be $4.6 million (including lost productivity, pain, suffering and lost
quality of life, etc.). Each murder (after controlling for the likelihood of detecting and
punishing the offender) resultsin an estimated $300,000 in criminal justice costs and
$140,000 in offender productivity losses. Thus, the total “bottom up” estimate of the cost
of murder is $5.0 million. Alternatively, based on the Cohen et al. (2004) WTP study,
the cost of murder is estimated to be $11.8 million.

2.3 The Present Value of a Lifetime of Crime

Table 7 reports on the present value of total costs imposed by a career crimina
through about age 26.™° Present values have been calculated as of age 8 at a 2% discount
rate. The first column reports average costs for offenders who have only one police
contact through age 26. The cost of the single police contact offense for those who have
only one police contact through age 26 ranges from $39,620 (based on a bottom up cost

method) to $90,268 (based on WTP). Since not all offenses result in police contacts, the

19 As noted elsewhere in the text, these data only include about half of the crimes committed by 26 year
olds. Later, in Table 9, we estimate crimes past that age.
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total costs imposed by those who only have one police contact are estimated to be higher
— ranging from $63,784 to $241,950 — depending upon which multiple and cost
estimation method is used. Note that there are 2,827 individuals with only one police
contact. Thus, they represent about 10% of the entire cohort and 46% of all offenders.

The second column of Table 7 reports the average costs imposed by offenders
who have had two or more police contacts — representing 12.3% of the Philadelphia
cohort population, and 54.1% of the offender population. If we only look at the cost
imposed by police contacts (ignoring any multiples), the present value ranges from
$201,527 based on the “bottom up” approach (including victim costs, criminal justice
costs and offender productivity), or $473,039 based on WTP estimates. The next two
rows show comparabl e figures for the bottom up approach, using the estimated multiples.
This increases the cost to between $378,593 and $532,553. The final two rows use the
WTP estimates, resulting in costs ranging between $1,074,124 and $1,627,736. As
shown in Table 7, the worst offenders impose much higher costs. Those with 15 or more
police contacts, for example, impose costs between $3.6 and $5.8 million dollars using
the WTP approach. These offenders represent 0.6% of the Philadel phia cohort and 2.5%
of the offender population. Although not shown in Table 7, the costs are even higher if
we look at the 99" percentile of the offender population — with total WTP costs ranging
from $10.3 to $10.4 million."*

* Table 7 about here *

Cohen (1998) estimated the present value of a career criminal to range from $1.3

to $1.5 million in 1997 dollars. Thiswould be equivaent to approximately $1.8 to $2.1

million in 2007. In Cohen (1998), the career criminal was estimated to have committed

1 Although these cost estimates are high, they are only relevant for avery small number of offenders.
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between 1 and 4 crimes per year for four years as ajuvenile, and approximately 10.6
crimes per year over the course of 6 years as an adult offender — between 68 and 80
crimes overall. Cohen (1998) also indicated these individuals represent about 6% of all
boys, and account for about 50% of all crimes. This cohort would be equivalent to the
fifth column of Table 6 (offenders with 6 or more contacts). On average, they commit
between 134.4 and 150.4 crimes through approximately age 26 — about 10.5 of which
involve police contact. The present value for these offenders using the “bottom up”
approach is estimated to range between $800,000 and $1.0 million — about half the
amount in Cohen (1998) once converted to 2007 dollars. However, the present value of
WTP estimates range from $2.3 and $3.5 million — considerably higher.

Whileit is difficult to compare the Cohen (1998) estimates to those reported here,
it appears that the main reason for the significant monetary difference is the large number
of aggravated assaults. Cohen (1998) assumed atotal of 19.1 to 22.5 aggravated assaults
over the criminal career — compared to 4.0 to 7.8 as shown in Table 4. Aggravated
assaults are particularly costly — especially since Cohen (1998) included a ‘risk of death’
measure in each underlying crime. In fact, the risk of murder and aggravated assault
combined accounted for over 70% of the costs of acriminal career in Cohen (1998). As
shown in Table 8, however, these two cost categories only account for 35% to 40% of
crime costs in the Philadel phia Cohort sample. Moreover, the additional crime costs that
we do include account for only a small portion of total costs.

Table 9 compares the total WTP costs each year for high risk offenders. For
offenders who ultimately have six or more police contacts through age 26, the costs

imposed in the early ages (through age 10) are relatively low — about $3,000 at age 10.
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Much like aggregate age/crime curves, costs peak at age 18 — estimated to range between
$314,286 and $552,613. Through age 26, total costs are estimated to range between $2.9
and $4.5 million. As noted earlier, however, the Philadel phia Cohort data include all
birthsin 1958 but only include crimes committed through December 1984. Thus,
individuals born in mid-1958, for example, will only have turned 26.5 by December 1984,
and we miss half of their potential crimes during age 26. Based on the monthly
distribution of birthsin 1958 and monthly distribution of adult crimesin the Philadelphia
Cohort data (to account for seasonality), we estimate that about 50.6% of crimes were
committed by 26 year-old cohorts during 1985. In fact, as shown in Table 9, while age 25
costs range from $132,125 to $255,362, age 26 costs are less than half this amount —
between $55,730 and $106,844. Thus, we have doubled the actual crime rate for the age
26 cohort. Further, while we do not have any offending data past age 26, we estimated a
guadratic regression model with total costs being the dependent variable and age (and
age-squared) being the independent variables. The adjusted r-squared on these two
regressions ranged from 0.70 to 0.72. These regressions allow for estimation of predicted
costs, resulting in additional losses through age 32 for the M1 multiple crime estimate,
and age 29 for M2. Using this estimation procedure, total lifetime costs range between
$3.2 and $5.7 million. While costs from age 26 onward are extrapolated and thus subject
to further error, we note that costs based solely on the Philadel phia Cohort data before
extrapolation account for 78.7% of total costs using M1 and 91.3% using M 2.
* Table 9 about here *
Table 10 reports on the total lifetime costs using various starting dates. For

example, while the total lifetime costs are estimated to range from $3,172,998 to
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$5,699,586, the present value of these costs at the time of birth ranges from $2,140,893 to
$3,739,904. Since the Philadel phia Cohort data include crimes as early as age 8, we have
calculated costs starting from that age. Thus, the present value of estimated lifetime costs
starting at age 8 range from $2,508,398 to $4,351,252. If we start calculating costs | ater,
the present value generally increases. For example, from age 10 onward there are fewer
crimes (because we ignore those committed before age 10), but (as shown in Table 9)
these crimes are not as costly as those going forward.
* Table 10 about here *
3. Drug Abuse
The model estimated in Cohen (1998) for the lifetime cost imposed by a drug user
is:
Lifetime Costs = 2y (1—B)"‘l [(1-p)*DCy + s*DT + W*Hi + u*M + d* PROD + Ay *
(VC + CI+CI*FT+W*Ty) + a* (CI+Cl + W*Ty) + v* TC]
where p = risk premium for drug distributors

DC =retail price of drugsto illega users

s = fraction of offendersin drug treatment programs

DT = drug treatment costs

H = hours of lost productivity while adrug user

u =risk of medical emergency

M = medical costs associated with drug use

d =risk of death from drug overdose or related illness

PROD = vaue of future productivity lost due to drug-related death

A = net criminal offenses, "drug-related” crimes (not drug-defined crimes)

a= arrest rate for drug-defined crimes (not drug-related crimes)

v =risk of third party costs

TC = third party costs (e.g., crack babies, abused or neglected children)

k = year 1 through K of drug use
Inside the square brackets are eight terms:. (1-p)* DCy (opportunity cost of resources

associated with drug distribution); s*DT (annual cost of drug treatment per abuser);

W#*Hy (annual lossin worker productivity due to drug abuse); us*M (annual medical
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costs due to drug abuse); di* PROD (lost productivity due to premature deaths of
abusers); Ac* (VC + CJ+ CI* Ty + W*T) (annual victim costs and criminal justice
related costs per drug abuser who commits crime); a * (CJ + CI* Ty, + W*Ty) (criminal
justice related costs due to drug-defined crimes); and vi* TC (annual third party costs).*
Each of these components has been updated.
3.1 The Number of Heavy Drug Users

In 2006, 20.4 million Americans age 12 or older reportedly used illicit drugs
during the past month (SAMHSA, 2007a: 16). This represents 8.3% of the population age
12+, an increase from the 5.5% reported in Cohen (1998). Further, it is estimated based
on DSM-1V criteriafor substance abuse that 7.8 million (38.2% of users) are in need of
treatment (SAMHSA, 2007a: 81). Among the most problematic drug users are 2.4
million who reported having used cocaine in the last month, 700,000 crack users, 730,000
methamphetamine users, and 340,000 heroin users— atotal of 3.5 million (ignoring
duplication). An aternative estimate by ONDCP (2000: 10) is that there were 3.325
million “hardcore” cocaine users, 977,000 “hardcore” heroin users in 2000, and between
300,000 and 400,000 methamphetamine users — over 4.6 million in total.”® Since the

SAMHSA estimates are more recent, we use their estimate of 3.5 million heavy drug

12 Note that the distinction is often made between "drug-defined" crimes such as drug use and dealing,
and "drug-related” crimes, such as property theft to support a drug habit, assaults due to the
pharmacological effects of drugs, or territorial fights among drug dealers. See for example, Bureau of
Justice Statistics (1992: 2).

3 According to ONDCP (2000: 6), “The hardcore user isidentified in the NHSDA as one who used
cocaine at least one or two days aweek every week during the year before the survey, or one who used
heroin on more than 10 days during the month before the survey. In this analysis, hardcore usersin the
DUF data are defined as those who admitted using cocaine or heroin on more than 10 days during the
month before being arrested.”
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users as our base for purposes of cost estimates. In Cohen (1998), this base estimate was
2.5 million.

To estimate the “retention rate” among users, using the same methodology in
Cohen (1998), we obtained data from National Survey on Drug Use and Health, 2005, on
past month usage by age.** We calculated the number of past month drug users for
cocaine, crack, and heroin from age 19 onward, who reported their original use of that
drug occurred prior to age 19. By comparing the fraction of age 20 users who began their
drug use prior to age 19, for example, to the fraction of age 19 users who also began their
drug use prior to age 19, we can estimate a retention percentage by each age group. For
example, 2.80% of age 19 respondents reported having used cocaine, crack or heroin in
the past month and having started their drug use prior to age 19. At age 20, this drops to
2.47%. Thus, the “retention” rate is estimated to be 88.2% from age 19 to age 20. This
dropsto 74.4% at age 21, etc. In the age 35-49 category, only 12.4% remain, and there
are none | eft in the age 50-64 category. Using these data, we estimated a quadratic
regression equation by age category to obtain year-by-year retention estimates. To arrive
at annual estimates for heavy drug abusers, we start at age 14 and continue through age
41 (thelast year in which the regression model predicts positive usage for those who
begin prior to age 19). Based on the estimated retention probabilities, this resultsin
approximately 13.5 years of heavy drug use.
3.2 Opportunity cost of resources associated with the manufacture and sale of drugs

According to the most recent study on user spending (ONDCP, 2000: 3), annua

spending onillicit drugs declined over the 1990s, and by 2000 was approximately $63

4 The survey data are available from ICPSR at:
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/| CPSR/STUDY /04596.xml.
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billion in 1998 dollars (compared to a high of $116 billion in 1998). ONDCP (2000: 13)
estimated that the median hardcore cocaine users in the US spent $186 per week, while a
hardcore heroin user spent $209, and methamphetamine users spent $90 per week. On an
annual basis, these figures are $9,672 for cocaine users, $10,868 for heroin, and $4,680
for methamphetamine. Note that these figures are about identical for cocaine users
reported in Cohen (1998) based on 1990 expenditures, and actually lower than the
estimates at the time for heroin users — which reflects the fact that heroin prices have
come down since that time. More recent DEA data suggest that drug prices are no higher
in 2007; hence in the absence of better data, we use 2000 prices. Based on the proportion
of heavy drug users by type of drug, we thus estimate that the typical “heavy drug user”
spends about $9,500 annually on drug purchases in 2007 dollars.*® This represents about
$44.5 billion annually.

The estimate of $9,500 can be combined with the "retention rate" to determine the
expected lifetime value of purchases by atypical heavy drug user, approximately
$128,000 or $110,000 in present value terms as of the time the youth becomes a heavy
drug user. Discounting to present value as of birth would reduce this to $73,000; and
$102,000 as of age 10.'° Thisis asignificant drop from the estimate of $336,000
($252,000 in present value terms) in Cohen (1998), reflecting a combination of lower
prices and shorter career length. Following Cohen (1998), we reduce this figure by 50-

75% to account for the opportunity cost of resources devoted to drug distribution, since

B Thisfigureis obtained by taking the weighted average of 3.325 million hardcore cocaine users at $9,672
per year; 977,000 heroin users at $10,868; and 350,000 methamphetamine users at $4,680.

¢ Since heavy drug use can start at various ages, and since we are providing estimates based on age 14 and
18 throughout this paper, the present value of drug abuse cost estimates are identical for ages 14 and age
18. When we discount from age 10 or birth, we assume that drug abuse begins at age 14.
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the price includes a substantial risk premium. Thus, the lifetime opportunity costs are
estimated to be $32,000 to $64,000, or $27,500 to $55,000 in present value terms as of
age 14 or 18. As of hirth, the present value would range from $18,250 to $36,500; and as
of age 10 from $25,500 to $51,000.
3.3 Drug rehabilitation expenses

Due to data availability, only federa government spending on drug treatment was
included in Cohen (1998). Since then, SAMHSA (2007b: 44) estimated 2003
expenditures from all sources (including state, local, insurance, and private sources) to be
$10.2 hillion — including $2.966 hillion at the federal level. Ten years later, ONDCP
(2007b) reported that the federal government spent $2.93 billion on drug treatment in
2007 - about the same as the amount spent in 2003. Thus, for our purposes, we use the
2003 figure of $10.2 billion as the base for 2007. Using a similar methodology as Cohen
(1998), we divide this figure by the number of drug users “in need of treatment” (7.8
million) to arrive at an estimated cost per user of $1,300 in 2007. Converting thisinto a
lifetime total (based on the retention rates estimates above) yields a cost of $17,500, or
$15,000 when discounted at a 2% rate at either age 14 or 18, $14,000 at age 10, and
$10,000 at hirth.
3.4 Reduced productivity due to decreased work ability

ONDCP (2004: 1V-4) estimated the productivity loss due to drug abusers who are
hospitalized or suffer from drug abuse-related illness totaled $58 billion in 2002. Using
the growth in average wages in the US between 2002 and 2007, this would be
approximately $67.4 billion. Of the 20.4 million Americans who reported using drugsin

the past month, 17.9 million of them are over age 17 (SAMHSA, 2007a: 19). If we divide
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this 17.9 million into the $67.4 billion productivity loss, this amounts to $3,750 per drug
user. Thisis conservative as we are unable to separate out the presumably higher cost for
heavy drug abusers from the “average” drug abuser who has a positive productivity loss.
Over the course of a drug career, this amounts to $50,000. In present value terms, thisis
equal to $29,000 at birth, $40,000 at age 10, and $43,500 at age 14 or 18.*'
3.5 Medical Costs Associated with Overdose or Other Drug-Related I1Iness

ONDCP (2004: 1V-3) estimated the cost of hospital and ambulatory care for acute
drug-related illness was $1.454 hillion in 2002. Additional costs for special diseases
associated with drug use were estimated to be $19 million for Tuberculosis, $3.755
billion for HIV/AIDS, and $312 million for Hepatitis B and C. Health insurance
administration costs were estimated to be an additional 7.6% on top of these expenses.
Combined, medical care costs are estimated to be $5.96 billion, or $7.3 billion inflated to
2007 dollars using the medical care cost component of the CPI. Assuming that 75% of
these costs are due to heavy drug abusers, this amounts to $1,500 per person annually
(75% x $7.3 hillion / 3.5 million heavy drug users). Over the estimated 13.5 years of
heavy drug abuse, this totals approximately $20,000. Discounted to present value at birth,
thisis $11,500; $16,000 at age 10; and $17,500 at ages 14 or 18.
3.6 Premature Death Dueto Drug Abuse

ONDCP (2004: Table B-10) estimates there were 20,928 premature deaths in
2000 due to drug abuse (excluding those caused by homicide which would be included

elsewhere herein). They report the present value of future productivity loss for the

7 Note that Cohen (1998) cited previous research suggesting that there was only a small (if not
insignificant) demonstrated relationship between drug use and productivity. However, more recent
evidence has refined this by showing that there is a significant reduction in productivity among the chronic
(as opposed to the casual) drug abuser (see French et al., 2001; Alexandre and French, 2004).
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average premature death to be $1.05 million based on the weighted average age/sex
earnings profile. Converting thisto a 2% discount rate (used in this paper, as opposed to
the 3% used by ONDCP) and updating to 2007 dollars, this would be the equivalent of
$1.56 million in present value terms (or $2.4 million undiscounted). Based on the
estimated 3.5 million heavy drug users, the annual risk of death is 0.6%, for alifetime
risk of about 8%. Cohen (1998) cited another study suggesting alifetime risk as high as
14%. More recently, Neumark et a. (2000) report on a probability sample of 3,481 adults
in Baltimore, following 14 years of drug use between 1981 and 1995. They found
adjusted excess mortality rates of for heavy users of 1.7 to 2.0 times that of nonusers.
Estimated median age at death for non-users was 83.9 compared to only 76.5 for those
heavy users who were never daily users (-8.8%), while it was 57.3 years for those who
had been daily users for two or more weeks at any point in their life (-31.7%). In this
paper, we have estimated |osses ranging from alow of 8% lifetimerisk to a high of 14%.
Thus, the average cost of premature death for a heavy drug user is estimated to range
from $190,000 to $330,000. In present value terms, thisis equivalent to $90,000 to
$160,000 at birth, $100,000 to $175,000 at age 10, or $125,000 to $220,000 at 14 or 18.
3.7 Additional Crime Committed by Drug Users

Miller et al. (2006) estimated the total cost of “drug-attributable” crime to be
$37.5 billion in 1999 — the equivalent of about $58 billion in 2007 dollars. This estimate
is based on the “bottom up” costing methodology of Miller et al. (1996), which had
estimated total costs of crime to be $450 billion in 1993. Updated to 1999 dollars, this
would be $550 billion. Hence, drug-attributable crime accounts for about 6.8% of al

crime costs committed in the US. Using the WTP estimates to value these crimes results
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in atotal of $211 hillion in 2007 dollars. Divided over the estimated 3.5 million heavy
drug abusers, the annual cost of crimes attributabl e to drug abuse would range between
$16,500 and $60,000 per drug abuser. Over their drug abuse career, these costs total
$220,000 to $800,000. Discounted to present value from birth, they range from $125,000
to $460,000; from age 10, $175,000 to $640,000; from age 14 or 18, $190,000 to
$700,000. Sinceour final estimates are based on WTP, we use the upper end of these
ranges in our summary tables.
3.8 Criminal Justice Costs Associated with Drug Use

The FBI (2007) estimates there were 1,889,000 drug related arrestsin the USiin
2006. Using the same methodol ogy as Cohen (1998), we assume about 25% of these
arrests were heavy drug abusers. Thus, we estimate there would be about 475,000 drug
arrests annually among the population of 3.5 million heavy drug abusers — about 13.6%
of the heavy drug abuser population annually. Taking into account the cost of arrest,
probability of conviction, time served, etc., the estimated criminal justice related costs per
arrested drug offender is $19,500. Thus, the annual costs per heavy drug abuser are
estimated to be $2,650 (13.6% x $19,500). Over the drug abuse career, this totals $36,000.
At birth, the present value of drug-related criminal justice costs total $20,000; $28,000 at
age 10; and $31,000 at ages 14 or 18.
3.9 Third-Party Costs (e.g., Crack Babies, Malnourished, Neglected, or Mistreated
Children)

ONDCP (2004: 1V-3) estimated the cost of illness for drug-exposed children to be
$605 million in 2002. Increasing this by 7.6% to account for administrative costs and

22.5% for medical careinflation, thisis approximately $740 million in 2007. Dividing
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this amount among 3.5 million heavy drug abusers results in an average cost of $210.
However, it would be closer to $400 per female drug abuser. Over the 13.5 years of a
drug career, this amounts to $2,800, or $5,500 for female drug abusers. Due to the small
number relative to other costs, and the uncertainty of attributing these costs to specific
individuals, we have not included them in the summary tables.
3.10 The Present Value of a Heavy Drug Abuser

Table 11 summarizes the lifetime costs imposed by a heavy drug abuser — with
total costs estimated to range between $1.15 and $1.3 million. Discounted to present
value at ages 14 or 18, costs are estimated to range between $950,000 and $1.1 million.
The largest cost category is crime attributable to drug abuse, which makes up 60-70% of
these costs. The second largest category isthe lost productivity associated with premature
death of drug abusers — about 15-25% of total costs.

* Table 11 about here *

4. Lost Wages and Productivity

As discussed in Cohen (1998), the benefits of a high school education include
higher wages and productivity, as well as additional private and public (external) benefits,
including enhanced enjoyment of leisure activities, enhanced non-market productivity,
improved child development and nurturing activities, improved health status, social
cohesion, charitable giving, and a host of other social benefits.

According to US Census Bureau data, the average earnings in 2006 for a high
school graduate (including GED) who worked full-time year round was $37,303,
compared to $28,881 for the average individual with a 9™ grade through 12" grade

education but no degree. This differential varies by age and is highest during the peak
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earning years of age 40-49. Those who graduate from high school are also in the labor
force more years. The worklife expectancy for an 18-year old high school educated male
is 37.97 years compared to 33.38 years for a high school drop out (Skoog and Ciecka,
2001). For females, the corresponding worklife estimates are 32.62 and 26.64. Thus, on
average, a high school drop out will work 30.0 years, compared to 35.3 years for the high
school graduate. Over an entire worklife, the average earnings premium for a high school
graduate is $450,000. Discounted at 2% from age 18, thisis equivalent to $280,000;
whileit is $250,000 measured at age 14; $240,000 at age 10 and $200,000 &t birth.
Added to these wage losses is the value of employer-paid fringe benefits, estimated to be
25.8% of earnings.'®

Following Cohen (1998), the private returns from a high school education are
increased from 25% to 100%. While further studies have confirmed and expanded upon
the evidence that there are substantial private and external benefits from education that go
beyond wage increases, there are still no definitive estimates of its magnitude. Most
recently, Wolfe and Haveman (2002) contend that they are likely to exceed the private
wage returns (see also Grossman, 2005).

Table 12 summarizes the lifetime costs of dropping out of high school, which are
estimated to range between $675,000 and $1.0 million. Discounted to present value as of
age 18, the total costs range from $420,000 to $630,000. Additional estimates are
provided as of birth ($300,000 to $450,000), age 10 ($360,000 to $540,000) and age 14

($390,000 to $580,000).

8 Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Employer Costs for Employee Compensation — June 2007,” September 20,
2007, http://www.bls.gov/news.rel ease/ecec.t01.htm. Total wages, paid leave and supplemental pay was
$22.05 per hour for all workers, while benefits totaled $5.70 per hour, or 25.8%.
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* Table 12 about here *

5. Summary of Monetary Estimates

Table 13 summarizes the estimates presented in this paper. The present value of
saving a high-risk youth is estimated to be $2.6 to $5.3 million at age 18. These figures
have been adjusted to account for the fact that the three categories (crime, drugs, and high
school dropout) are not mutually exclusive, as career criminals might also be heavy drug
abusers. The costs are actually higher at ages 10 ($3.2 and $5.5 million) and 14 ($3.2 and
$5.8 million) since criminal offending and drug abuse generally begins earlier in those
that pursue a lifetime of crime (Loeber and Farrington, 1998; Farrington, 2003).
Discounted to birth, the present value of saving a high-risk youth is estimated to range
from $2.6 to $4.4 million.

* Table 13 about here *

6. Concluding Remarks

This study provides new estimates of the monetary value of saving a high risk
youth, updating and expanding on Cohen (1998). In addition to using new estimates of
the cost of crime and expanding on the number of crimesincluded in the anaysis, the
paper utilizes actua police contact data from the Philadel phia Cohort study which
provides arich set of longitudinal datafrom which one can compare the costs imposed at
various ages and offending rates. Several key findings emerged from our study.

First, the typical “high risk” youth with six or more police contacts over their
lifetime (who collectively commit about 50% of all crimes), imposes between $4.2 and
$7.2 million in costs. Discounted to present value as of age 14, costs total $3.2 to $5.8

million. The bulk of these costs ($2.7 million to $4.8 million) are imposed by crimes
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committed by offenders, while an additional $390,000 to $580,000 is estimated to be the
value of lost productivity due to dropping out of high school. The cost of a heavy drug
abuser is estimated to range between $840,000 and $1.1 million, although $700,000 of
that amount is the cost of crime committed by heavy drug abusers (and hence already
included in the crime cost estimates).

Second, we also provide estimates of the value of saving a high risk youth at
various ages. For example, programs targeting first-time juvenile offenders and
attempting to prevent them from alife of crime can utilize estimates based on age 14 -
$3.2 to $5.8 million. However, other programs target early childhood — from high risk
mothers and their newborn children through early childhood education (see Greenwood,
2006). Discounted to present value at birth, the monetary value of saving a high risk
youth is estimated to range between $2.6 and $4.4 million.

Third, one of the important findings of our research is that while juvenile
offending behavior accounts for only asmall fraction of total costs, if those juveniles can
be prevented from becoming career criminals, the savings may be enormous. For
example, the typical career criminal imposes about $65,000 in costs through age 12 and
about $230,000 through age 14 (see Table 9). However, throughout a lifetime, these costs
aggregate to nearly $5.7 million. Thus, early interventions targeting high risk youth can
have high payoffsif they are effective.

Fourth, our estimates aso highlight the tremendous value that could be gained by
targeting certain high risk offenders. For example, we find that the present value of costs
imposed by someone who only has one police contact in their lifetime ranges from

$173,000 to $242,000 (see Table 7). However, an offender with two or more police

33



contacts imposed $1.1 to $1.6 million through age 26. The worst offenders, i.e., those
who have 15 or more police contacts, impose costs are estimated to range between $3.6
and $5.8 million through age 26.

While the state of the art in costing a criminal career has evolved considerably
over the past decade, further research needs exist. At the top of any list would be amore
thorough understanding of the intergenerational transfer of crime. To the extent high risk
youth ultimately become parents whose children follow their career paths, the monetary
estimates in this paper understate the full lifetime costs of crime. Related to thisisthe
continued need for further understanding of the effect (and resultant costs) of punishment
on offenders. We do not know much about the extent to which incarceration imposes
costs on an offender’s family — or in some instances benefits to his’her family. We also
know little about the cost to offenders themselves from being incarcerated. Thisis not
only the monetary value from the reduced freedom associated with incarceration, but aso
the effect that incarceration has on future offending behavior and lifetime earning
capacity (Piquero and Blumstein, 2007). More research on these topics would assist
policy makers in understanding the trade-offs between various punishment and
rehabilitation strategies.® Finally, replication of our work with other longitudinal data
sources, including an array of offenders, locales, and crime types, is warranted in an

effort to provide comparability to our estimates.

19 Policy implications and suggestions for how these estimates might be used are contained in Cohen (1998)
and will not be repeated here.



Table 1 — Offense Multiples

Juvenile Adult Adult (RAND)
(Farrington et a.) | (Detroit and DC) | “M2”
VIE

Murder (1) (1) (1)
Rape (5.7) (11.6) (4.2)
Armed Robbery 2.8 17.8 54
Robbery 2.8 17.8 54
Aggravated Assaults 5.7 11.6 4.2
Simple Assaults 5.7 11.6 4.2
Burglary 16 23.0 16.7
Motor Vehicle Theft 2.95 32.2 9.1
Larceny 5.8 35.7 50.0
Drunk Driving Crash* (1) (1) (1)
Arson (5.7) (11.6) (4.2)
Vandalism 4.1 (11.6) (4.2)
Fraud (5.8) (35.7) (50
Other (drunk driving, (5.8 30.0 (50)

prostitution, etc.)

Notes: Numbersin parentheses are estimated based on similar or the lowest

categories. Seetext for sources.

* Drunk driving cases are considered “other” unless the police report noted a

victim — in which case it was considered an actual crash.
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Table 2

Number of Police Contacts and Estimated Number of Offenses
Philadel phia Cohort — through Age 26*

Number
Number | of Number of Percent | Percent of | Percent of
Number of | of Offenses | Offenses Percent of | Percent of | of Offenses | Offenses
Offenders | Contacts | (M1) (M2) Population | Offenders | Contacts | (M1) (M2)
One or more
contacts 6157 3.2 41.1 47.8 23% 100% 100% 100% 100%
2+ contacts 3330 5.1 65.5 75.3 12% 54% 86% 86% 85%
3+ contacts 2208 6.7 85.4 97.2 8% 36% 75% 75% 73%
4+ contacts 1612 8.1 103.2 116.7 6% 26% 66% 66% 64%
5+ contacts 1240 9.3 119.0 133.6 5% 20% 59% 59% 56%
6+contacts 966 10.5 134.4 150.4 4% 16% 51% 51% 49%
10+ contacts 425 14.7 184.3 204.6 2% 7% 32% 32% 30%
15+ contacts 155 20.2 233.2 253.3 1% 3% 16% 16% 13%
95% 308 11 156.4 186.1 1% 5% 17% 17% 19%
99% 62 20 304.0 369.0 0.2% 1% 6% 6% 8%

* Age 26 cohort only measured for six months on average. See text.
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Table3

Number of Police Contacts and Offenses by Age

Philadel phia Cohort Data

(Offenders with 6+ Police Contacts)

Offenses | Offenses
Contacts | (M1) (M2)
Through Age 8 0.06 0.1 0.1
Age9 0.07 0.2 0.2
Age 10 0.07 0.2 0.2
Agell 0.18 0.6 0.6
Age 12 0.35 1.1 1.1
Age 13 0.52 1.6 1.6
Age 14 0.70 24 2.4
Age 15 1.19 4.4 4.4
Age 16 1.54 6.7 6.7
Age 17 1.21 55 55
Age 18 0.82 20.2 224
Age19 0.68 16.2 18.0
Age 20 0.55 13.3 14.7
Age?21 0.57 13.9 16.3
Age 22 0.58 14.1 17.0
Age 23 0.55 13.2 15.6
Age 24 0.42 10.1 11.8
Age 25 0.31 7.4 8.3
Age 26* 0.13 3.1 34
TOTAL 10.50 134.4 150.4

* Age 26 cohort only measured for six months on average. See text.
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Table4

Number of Police Contacts and Offenses by Type of Crime

Philadel phia Cohort Data (age 8 through 26*)
(Offenders with 6+ Police Contacts)

Adult Adult

Juvenile | Adult Combined | Juvenile | Offenses | Offenses | Combined | Combined

Contacts | Contacts | Contacts | Offenses | (M1) (M2) (M1) (M2)
Murder 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.07
Rape 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 1.2 0.4 1.6 0.9
Armed
Raobbery 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 3.2 1.0 35 1.3
Robbery 0.8 0.6 14 2.2 10.8 3.3 12.9 54
Aggravated
Assault 0.3 0.5 0.9 18 6.0 2.2 7.8 40
Burglary 11 0.8 1.9 17 17.6 12.8 19.3 14.5
Theft 1.0 1.0 2.0 5.2 34.3 48.0 395 53.3
MV Theft 0.4 0.01 0.4 1.2 0.2 0.07 14 13
Simple
Assault 0.4 0.2 0.6 17 25 0.9 4.2 2.6
Arson 0.03 0.002 0.03 0.1 0.02 0.009 0.2 0.1
Fraud 0.01 0.04 0.05 0.04 1.6 2.2 16 2.3
Prostitution 0.01 0.11 0.12 0.05 34 5.7 35 5.8
Vandalism 0.4 0.005 0.4 11 0.1 0.02 11 11
Weapons 0.3 0.15 0.4 13 4.4 7.4 5.7 8.7
Drugs 0.3 0.6 0.9 3.8 16.6 27.6 20.4 314
Gambling 0.004 0.05 0.05 0.014 15 25 15 25
Drunk
Driving
Crash 0 0 0.03 0 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03
Alcohol
Violation 0.2 0.009 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.0
Loitering 0.02 0.007 0.03 0.07 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.4
Other 0.4 0.2 0.6 13 7.5 12.5 8.8 13.8
Total
Crimes 5.9 4.6 10.5 22.9 111.5 127.5 134.4 150.4

* Age 26 cohort only measured for six months on average. See text.
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Table5

Cost of Crimeto Victims

Excluding
Miller et al. (1996) "policeffire" Updated to
services 2007 $
Murder $3,700,000 $2,938,700 $4,554,985
Rape $109,000 $86,963 $134,793
Robbery $9,980 $7,870 $12,198
Aggravated Assaults $30,540 $23,916 $37,070
Simple Assalllts $3,700 $2,900 $4,495
Burglary $1,640 $1,270 $1,968
Motor Vehicle Theft $3,700 $3,560 $5,518
Larceny $370 $290 $450
Fraud $1,100
Vandalism $370

Source: Miller et a. (1996), Table 2, updated from 1993 to 2007 dollars. Fraud and
Vandalism have been estimated from the Philadel phia Cohort data, updated to 2007.
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Table 6

Estimated “Bottom Up” and WTP for Crimes (2007 Dollars)

Victim CJCosts | Offender TOTAL WTP

Costs Productivity Estimate
Murder $4.6 million | $300,000 | $140,000 $5.0 million | $11.8 million
Rape $135,000 $8,300 $4,500 $150,000 $290,000
Armed Robbery $29,000 $14,700 | $8,000 $50,000 $280,000
Robbery $12,000 $7,400 $4,000 $23,000 $39,000
Aggravated Assaults | $37,000 $13,500 | $6,400 $55,000 $85,000
Simple Assaults $4,500 $5,000 $1,300 $11,000 $19,000
Burglary $2,000 $2,300 $1,000 $5,000 $35,000
Motor Vehicle Theft | $5,500 $2,900 $1,000 $9,000 $17,000
Larceny $450 $1,700 $700 $2,800 $4,000
Drunk Driving Crash | $28,000 $1,700 $700 $30,000 $60,000
Arson $57,000 $1,700 $700 $60,000 $115,000
Vandalism $370 $630 -- $1,000 $2,000
Fraud $1,100 $1,700 $700 $3,500 $5,500
Other offenses $500 -- $500 $1,000

(prostitution,
loitering, false
statements, etc.)
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Table7
Present Value of Cost of a Career Criminal by Number of Police Contacts
Philadel phia Cohort (from Age 8 through 26*)

(2007 Dollars)

1 contact 2+ contacts | 3+ contacts | 4+ contacts | 5+ contacts | 6+ contacts | 10+ contacts | 15+ contacts
PV “Bottom Up”
Costs - Contacts
Only $ 39620 [ $ 201527 | $ 275102 | $ 291,731 | $ 345526 | $ 412579 | $ 492951 | $ 480,503
PV WTP -
Contacts Only $ 90,268 | $ 473039 | $ 648,385 | $ 688,927 | $ 818517 | $ 978,193 | $1,176,666 | $1,168,169
PV “Bottom Up”
Costs - Offenses
(Multiple 2) $ 63784 | $ 378593 | $ 513,399 | $ 581,682 | $ 680,939 | $ 793,468 | $1,030,926 | $1,179,109
PV “Bottom Up”
Costs — Offenses
(Multiple 1) $ 87626 | $ 532553 | $ 717,387 | $ 823853 | $ 961,362 | $1,108,196 | $1,455,258 | $1,710,457
PV WTP -
Offenses
(Multiple 2) $ 173,140 | $1,074,124 | $1,456,357 | $1,680,672 | $1,980,304 | $2,308,447 | $3,051,238 | $3,649,350
PV WTP - Offenses
(Multiple 1) $ 241,950 | $1,627,736 | $2,204,516 |$ 2,585,596 | $3,048,512 | $3,523,193 | $4,739,861 | $5,815,344

Note: Discount rate 2% calculated from age 8. All figures updated to 2007 dollars.

* Age 26 cohort only measured for six months on average. See text.
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Table 8

Willingness-to-Pay Costs by Type of Crime through Age 26*
Philadel phia Cohort Data (Offenders with 6+ police contacts)

WTP WTP WTP Percent of | Percent of

Juvenile Combined | Combined | Total Costs | Total Costs

Only (M1) (M2) (M1) (M2)
Murder $ 3542441 % 855072 | $ 855,072 19% 29%
Rape $ 24917 |$ 464,961 | $ 247,251 10% 9%
Armed Robbery $ 31594|% 990,841 | $ 361,855 22% 12%
Robbery $ 30441|% 504,408 | $ 212,045 11% 7%
Aggravated Assault $ 28861|% 662,674| $ 337,756 15% 12%
Burglary 38,043 [ $ 675964 | $ 507,279 15% 17%
Theft $ 4054($ 158,071 | $ 213,021 4% 7%
MV Theft $ 7004($ 24114 $ 21,268 0.5% 0.7%
Simple Assault $ 7,769|$ 79767 | $ 49,347 2% 2%
Arson $ 2976|$ 17488 | $ 15,726 0.4% 0.5%
Fraud $ 46 | $ 8950 $ 12451 0.2% 0.4%
Prostitution $ 9% 3501 $ 5799 0.1% 0.2%
Vandalism $ 406 | $ 1,111 $ 1,073 0.0% 0.0%
Weapons $ 257 | $ 5746 | $ 8,707 0.1% 0.3%
Drugs $ 311|$ 20,381 | $ 31,416 0.5% 1%
Gambling $ 419% 1505($ 2499 0.0% 0.1%
Drunk DrivingCrash | $ - |$ 2050 % 2050 0.0% 0.1%
Alcohol Violation $ 184 | $ 822 $ 1,008 0.0% 0.0%
Loitering $ 2% 292 | $ 437 0.0% 0.0%
Other $ 395 | $ 8804 $ 13,79 0.2% 0.5%
Total Crimes $ 531,536 | $4,486,520 | $ 2,899,853 100% 100%

Note: All costs are shown in 2007 dollars and are not discounted to present value.
* Age 26 cohort only measured for six months on average. See text.
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Table9
Y ear-by-Year Costs Imposed by “High Risk Offenders”
Philadel phia Cohort Data (Offenders with 6+ police contacts)

SWTP SWTP
(M1) (M2)

Through Age 8 $ 2482 | $ 2,482
Age9 $ 2,741 $ 2,741
Age 10 $ 3,010 $ 3,010
Agell $ 24,316 $ 24,316
Age 12 $ 32,669 $ 32,669
Age 13 $ 69,199 $ 69,199
Age 14 $ 97,397 $ 97,397
Age 15 $ 143,448 $ 143,448
Age 16 $ 279,371 $ 279,371
Age 17 $ 306,732 $ 306,732
Age 18 $ 552,613 $ 314,286
Age 19 $ 506,358 $ 273,543
Age 20 $ 366,024 $ 191,235
Age?l $ 419,557 $ 216,942
Age 22 $ 492415 | $ 296,495
Age 23 $ 458017 | $ 250,562
Age 24 $ 369,075 $ 205,531
Age 25 $ 255,362 $ 132,125
Age 26 (half year) $ 106844 | $ 55,730
Subtotal $ 4,487,631 $ 2,897,813
Estimated Age 26 $ 106,844 $ 55,730
Estimated Age 27 $ 293,162 $ 113,032
Estimated Age 28 $ 257,367 | $ 74,771
Estimated Age 29 $ 215,725 $ 31,650
Estimated Age 30 $ 168,237 ---
Estimated Age 31 $ 114,901 ---
Estimated Age 32 $ 55,718 ---
Total $ 5699586 | $ 3,172,998

* Estimated based on half year of data. See text.
Note: All costs are shown in 2007 dollars and are not discounted to present value.
Numbers may not add due to rounding.
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Present Value of Lifetime Costs of a Career Criminal
Philadel phia Cohort Data (Offenders with 6+ police contacts)

Table 10

WTP WTP
Discounted as of: | (M1) (M2)
Not Discounted $5,699,586 | $3,172,998
Birth $3,739,904 | $2,140,893
Age8 $4,351,252 | $2,508,398
Age 10 $4,553,545 | $2,604,359
Age 14 $4,795,270 | $2,685,409
Age 18 $4,329,376 | $2,045,595

Note: All costsin reported in 2007 dollars using a 2% discount rate.
Present value costs only include future crimes. Thus, for example,
the estimate at age 10 excludes crimes committed at ages 9 and

earlier.




Table11

The Lifetime Costs Imposed by a Heavy Drug User
(2007 Dallars)*

Present Value Present Value Present Value
Total Costs (Agel4or18) | (Agel0) (Birth)
Resources devoted $32,000 - $27,500 - $25,500 - $18,250 -
to drug market $64,000 $55,000 $51,000 $36,500
Drug treatment $17,500 $15,000 $14,000 $10,000
Reduced
Productivity $50,000 $43,500 $40,000 $29,000
Medical costs $20,000 $17,500 $16,000 $11,500
$190,000 - $125,000 - $100,000 - $90,000 -
Premature death $330,000 $220,000 $175,000 $160,000
Drug-defined
crime (CJ costs) $36,000 $20,000 $28,000 $31,000
Additional crime $800,000 $700,000 $640,000 $460,000
$1,150,000 - $950,000 - $865,000 - $650,000 -
Total $1,300,000 $1,100,000 $965,000 $740,000

* Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.
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Table 12

Lifetime Costs of Dropping Out of High School
(2007 Dallars)*

Present Present Present Present
Vaue Vaue Value Vaue
Total Costs (Age 18) (Agel14) | (Agel0) | (Birth)
Lost wage
productivity $450,000 $280,000 | $250,000 | $240,000 | $200,000
Fringe
benefits $115,000 $70,000 $65,000 $60,000 $50,000
Nonmarket $115,000 - $70,000 - $65,000{ $60,000- | $50,000 -
|osses $450,000 $280,000 $250,000 $240,000 | $200,000
$675,000- | $420,000 - | $390,000 - | $360,000 - | $300,000 -
Total $1.0 million $630,000 | $580,000 | $540,000 | $450,000

* Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.
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Table 13
Summary of the Monetary Vaue of Saving a High Risk Y outh
(2007 Dollars)*

Present Vaue Present Vaue Present Vaue Present Value
Total Costs (Age 18) (Age 14) (Age 10) (Birth)

$2.1to $3.7

Career criminal $3.2t0 $5.7 million | $2.0to $4.3 million | $2.7 to $4.8 million | $2.6 to $4.6 million million
$840,000 - $840,000 - $865,000 - $650,000 -

Heavy drug use $1.15t0 $1.3 million $1,100,000 $1,100,000 $965,000 $740,000
Dropping out of $675,000 - $420,000 - $390,000 - $360,000 - $300,000 -
High School $1.0 million $630,000 $580,000 $540,000 $450,000
Less duplication ($800,000) ($700,000) ($700,000) ($640,000) ($460,000)
Total $4.2-$7.2million | $2.6-$5.3 million | $3.2-$5.8 million | $3.2 - $5.5 million | $2.6 - $4.4 million

* Note: Numbers may not add due to rounding.
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Appendix A: Derivation of Willingness-to-Pay Crime Costs

Willingness-to-pay (WTP) estimates are taken from Cohen et al. (2004), which
provides estimates for five crimes — burglary, armed robbery, serious assaults, rape &
sexual assaults, and murder. Burglary, rape & sexual assaults, serious assaults,” and
murder are identical categories to those reported on in the UCR. However, the UCR
index crimes aso include larceny, motor vehicle theft, robberies, and aggravated assaults.
Table A-1 compares the WTP estimates from Cohen et al. (2004) to prior estimates of
victim costs and criminal justice costs taken from earlier studies. Assuming that WTP
estimates include criminal justice costs, we have first added criminal justice costs to the
victim costs from Miller et a. (1996) in order to compare the two approaches. For
example, as shown in Table A-1, the victim costs of burglary are estimated to be
$1,612,%" while criminal justice costs are $1,797% — resulting in total costs of $3,409.
This compares to the WTP of $29,000 to reduce one burglary. Thus, WTP is 8.5 times

estimated victim plus criminal justice costs for burglary.

% Note that while the official designation is “aggravated assault,” the survey in Cohen et al. (2004) used a
dightly different term with the same intended severity — “serious assaults.”

2 subtracting out the cost of “police/fire services” ($130) from the loss per criminal victimization ($1400)
in Table 2 of Miller et al. (1996), victim costs are estimated to be $1,270 for burglary. Note that Miller et
al. (1996) wasin 1993 dollars. An inflation factor of 1.27 was used for 1993-2000 dollars based on the
growth in hourly wages for the typical hourly worker in the United States as reported by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics. Hence, costs are estimated to be $1,612. Similar calculations are done for the other crimes.

2 Criminal justice costs have been updated using the methodology in Cohen (1998), using more up-to-date
estimates of arrest rates, dispositions, prison costs, and time served. Arrest rates are obtained by comparing
NCV Sto UCR in 2005. Prison costs are taken from BJS (2004). Court dispositions are taken from BJS
(2006b). Time served estimates for felony defendants are based on BJS (2007). Aos et al. (2006) provides
an estimate of the number of convictions by type of crime by felony versus misdemeanor status as well as
the average time served for misdemeanor offenses. Combining these two sources we can estimate the
weighted average time served and costs by type of crime.
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Table A-1
Willingness-to-Pay versus Victim & CJS Costs
(2000 Dollars)

Victim CJCosts | Net Costs | WTP (C) Ratio

Costs (A) | (B) (A) +(B) (O(A)+(B)]
Burglary $1,612 $1,797 $3,409 $29,000 8.5
Armed
Robbery $23,913 | $11,750 $32,483 $232,000 6.5
Serious
Assaults $30,353 | $10,777 $41,130 $70,000 1.7
Rape &
Sexual
Assaults $110,379 $6,615| $116,994 $237,000 2.0
Murder $3,729,991 | $243,274 | $3,973,625| $9,700,000 2.4

Sources: (A) Miller et a. (1996), Table 2; (B) updated using methodology in Cohen
(1998), Table 3; (C) Cohen et a. (2004), Table 2. Costs from Miller et al. (1996) and
Cohen (1998) have been updated to 2000 dollars for comparison purposes.

To estimate WTP values for crimes not included in the Cohen et al. (2004) study,
we first obtained victim costs from Miller et a. (1996), and updated them to 2007 dollars.
Next, amultiple had to be chosen. To be conservative, we use 2.0, the low end of
multiples from Table A-1. For example, as shown in Table A-2, average larceny victim
costs from Miller et al. (1996) were $370. Subtracting the average $80 in emergency
response costs, the net cost to victimsis estimated to be $290. Updating from 1993
dollars to 2000 dollars (multiple of 1.27) yields an estimate of $368. Criminal justice
costs for larceny are estimated to be $1,400 in 1997 dollars according to Cohen (1998), or
$1,569 in 2000 dollars based on amultiplier of 1.12. Combined, victim and criminal
justice costs are thus estimated to be $1,937 in 2000 dollars. Multiplying by 2.0 yields an
estimated WTP value of $3,874 for larceny. Figures for larceny, motor vehicle theft,

robbery and simple assault are shown in Table A-2. Further research is needed to shed
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light on the appropriate multiple. On the one hand, alow multiple might be appropriate
since neither of these crimes involve direct victim contact. On the other hand, burglary
also involves no victim contact and yet has a high multiple of 16.4. Presumably, victims
feel violated and aloss of security from household burglary — something that far exceeds
the out-of-pocket losses. Thus, it might be reasonable to assume the same for larceny. In
the case of robbery, a good argument might be made for a higher multiple, but it is not
clear that it should be as high as armed robbery — where fear is likely to be higher.

We cannot make comparable estimates in the case of fraud or drunk driving
crashes, since we do not know the base victimization rate. However, note that the average
time served in afraud case is 20 months, virtually identical to larceny (BJS, 2007). In the
case of drunk driving, a study of current jail inmates and state prisonersin 1997 found
that the mean sentence was 11 months for jail inmates and 49 months for state prisoners
(BJS, 1999). Hence, these costs are not expected to be negligible. 1n addition, since we
do not have estimates of criminal justice costsin the case of arson, fraud or drunk driving
offenses, we assume they are equivalent to the cost of larceny — which is the lowest
category of criminal justice costs. Like larceny, the arrest rates for fraud and arson are
relatively low (e.g., less than 10%).% In the case of drunk driving crashes, while we do
not have any estimate of the arrest rates, the average time served is likely to be low.

Some of the more minor offense categories were not included in Miller et al.
(1996) — including offenses such as drug violations, illegal gambling, prostitution,

loitering, and vandalism. While there are afew studies |ooking at the harm caused by

% For example, according to the U.S. Fire Administration, there are an estimated 267,000 arsons annually.
(Arson in the United States, U.S. Fire Administration, 2001

http://www.usfa.dhs.gov/downl oads/pdf/tfrs/v1i8-508.pdf). The FBI UCR reported 16,337 arrests in 2005,
an arrest rate of about 6%. Comparing the UCR to NCV S for larceny resultsin an arrest rate of about 8%.
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some of these offenses (especially drug abuse), we do not have adequate information to
place dollar values on the social costs imposed by these offenses. Regardless of whether
or not these crimes are deemed ‘victimless’ they certainly result in costs — at least to the
extent they absorb police and criminal justice resources. At the very least, it appears
reasonabl e to value them at 50% of the cost of vandalism — an offense that generally
resultsin asmall dollar loss. These figures are shown in Table A-2.

Table A-2
Estimation of WTP Vaues for Additional Crimes

Victim Costs | Crimina Victim+ | Multiplier | WTP
Justice CJ Costs Estimate
Costs
Larceny $450 $1,664 $2,112 2.0 $4,000
MV Theft $5,518 $2,901 $8,419 2.0 $17,000
Robbery $12,198 $7,350 $19,548 2.0 $39,000
Simple assault $4,495 $4,975 $9,470 20| $19,000
Drunk driving $27,838 $1,664* $29,502 20| $60,000
crashes
Arson $56,575 $1,664* $58,239 20| $115,000
Fraud $1,100 $1,664* $2,764 2.0 $5,500
Vandalism $370 $ 630* $1,000 2.0 $2,000

Victim costs taken from Miller et a. (1996), except fraud and vandalism which are based
on the Philadel phia cohort data; Criminal justice costs estimated using Cohen (1998)
methodology. See footnote text. Costs are shown in 2007 dollars.

* No estimates of CJ costs; estimates based on |east serious offense of larceny. In the
case of vandalism, this has been reduced based on estimates of the lower criminal justice
costs for misdemeanor offenses taken from Aos (2006).
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