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Forew ord

The costs o f crime have become an increasingly important too l for decision-makers concerned

with crime and its impact on society. They help make explicit judgements about the relative

merits o f alternative po licies and programmes which are already implicit in decision-making

about how to  allocate resources to  tackling crime – both overall and between different types

of crime. However, the supply o f good quality information on costs has not kept pace with the

demand for it. This study takes the first steps to  addressing this problem.

Crime reduction and criminal po licy is making progress but still a fair way behind some

areas o f government in using evidence o f effectiveness and cost effectiveness as the basis

for setting priorities and allocating resources. Many o ther departments routinely carry out

detailed cost-benefit appraisals and evaluations o f new social po licies. The G overnment’s

Crime Reduction Programme, and challenging new Public Service Agreements for the Home

O ffice ,  Criminal Justice  System and o ther g o vernment bo dies,  are  co ntributing  to  an

increased awareness o f the ro le that cost o f crime estimates can play in comparing the costs

o f initiatives with the likely benefits that they can achieve.

Although they break new ground in this country, the cost estimates in this study are far from

perfect. Further work is necessary, and will be carried out, to  ensure that the estimates are

robust, based on the best available evidence and capable o f bringing a real change to  the

way in which decision-makers at all levels view the problem o f crime and how to  tackle it.

Paul W iles 

Director o f Research, Development and Statistics 

Home O ffice
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Philip W itcherley

Home O ffice Economics and Resource Analysis Unit
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Executive summary

Every day decisions are made by po licy makers and managers in the Criminal Justice System

which reflect implicit judgements about the relative seriousness o f different crimes, or about

the benefits o f pursuing one approach to  reducing crime rather than another. This study

represents a first step towards making such judgements more explicit and in making sure they

better reflect the available evidence on the impacts on society o f different types o f crime.

Cost o f crime estimates can play an important ro le in helping the government to  achieve the

greatest impact on crime fo r the money spent. They can be used in bo th appraisal and

evaluation o f crime reduction po licies, such as those in the G overnment’s evidence-based

Crime Reduction Programme. They can help us to  prioritise, focusing scarce resources on

po licies that have the biggest impact o n harm caused by crime, rather than simply the

number o f crimes. Moreover, one o f the two  aims o f the Criminal Justice System (CJS) is “ to

reduce crime and the fear o f crime and their social and economic costs” . This study reports

o n pro gress to wards a co st o f crime measure that can be used to  assess perfo rmance

against this aim. Figures used here represent the best available evidence, but nevertheless

needs to  be much improved. The aim o f this report is to  stimulate debate and improvements

in the evidence.

The study concentrates largely on o ffences falling under notifiable o ffence categories.1 Not

all crimes are included in the study. The costs o f drug trafficking and possession, handling

sto len goods, public o rder o ffences, o ther low-level disorder, fare evasion, summary and

non-summary motoring o ffences and o ther summary o ffences are not estimated.2 The study

does not, therefore, attempt to  estimate the costs o f all crime, but rather a subset o f crime

where reliable information is available on the cost and the number o f o ffences committed.

In order to  get a true picture o f the to tal impacts o f crimes in notifiable o ffence categories,

we need to  estimate the actual number o f crimes in these categories, rather than the number

o f crimes recorded. An approach has been devised which, as far as possible, links the to tal

estimated number o f o ffences in a given year to  changes in the number o f o ffences recorded

by the po lice in that year. The British Crime Survey has been used to  estimate actual

numbers o f o ffences where possible. Table 1  gives details o f the o ffence types for which

average cost estimates are presented.

v

1 O ffences that po lice forces record and are required to  report to  the Home O ffice. 

2 The cost o f the criminal justice response is included in to tal fo r drug o ffences, motoring o ffences and o ther

summary o ffences, as is the cost o f accidents invo lving illegal speed. These are, however, acknowledged to  be

only partial estimates o f the full cost o f these o ffences.



Table 1: Notifiable offence categories in this study

Crime category Sub-categories included in this study Notifiable 

offence codes3

Vio lence against Homicide 1 -9 ; 11 -15 ; 37 .1

the person More serious o ffences 

(excluding Homicide)

Less serious o ffences

Common assault 104 ; 105

Sexual o ffences 16 -27 ; 74

Robbery Robbery o f personal property 34A; 34B

Robbery o f business property

Burglary Burglary and aggravated burglary 28 -31

in a dwelling

Burglary and aggravated burglary 

not in a dwelling

Theft and handling Theft o f a vehicle 37 .2 ; 39 -49 ; 126

sto len goods Theft from a vehicle

Attempted theft o f/ from a vehicle

Theft from a shop (including 

theft by an employee/ o ther)

Theft o f commercial vehicle

Theft from commercial vehicle 

O ther theft (including theft 

o f pedal cycle,theft from person,

o ther theft,but not handling 

sto len goods)

Fraud and forgery4 51-53 ; 55 ; 60 ; 61 ; 

814

Criminal damage Criminal damage against 56 -59

individuals/ househo lds

Criminal damage against

commercial/ public sector

vi
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3 As given in Appendix 3  o f Criminal Statistics 1998  (Home O ffice, 1998a).

4 O nly to tal costs are estimated for fraud and forgery. 



‘Costs o f crime ’  in this paper refer to  the full range o f impacts o f crime, approved where

possible in monetary terms – though this does not suggest that it is either straightforward or

always right to  reduce the consequences o f any crime into  purely financial terms. Costs are

incurred in anticipation o f crimes o ccurring  (such as security expenditure and insurance

administration costs), as a consequence o f criminal events (such as property sto len and

damaged, emotional and physical impacts and health services), and responding to  crime

and tackling criminals (costs to  the criminal justice system). 

Costs have been measured using surveys o f victims, such as the British Crime Survey and

Commercial Victimisation Survey, and estimates o f industry turnover and costs, such as the

security and insurance industries. Resource cost estimates for the criminal justice system have

been derived from a model developed by the Home O ffice to  track flows and costs through

the criminal justice process. Emotional and physical impacts o f crime are, for the time being,

estimated using figures for people ’s willingness to  pay to  avo id road traffic accidents, but

work is underway to  derive better estimates reflecting more accurately o f the impacts o f

crime on victims.

Average costs o f crime vary widely between o ffence categories. The most costly property

crimes are theft o f vehic les,  co sting  aro und £ 4 ,7 0 0  per inc ident. 5 Burg laries co st an

average o f £ 2 ,3 0 0 , and criminal damage aro und £ 5 0 0 . Perso nal crimes are far mo re

costly on average than property crimes. Homicides have been estimated to  cost at least £1

million, with o ther vio lence against the person costing on average £19 ,000  per incident.

Robberies incur costs o f almost £ 5 ,0 0 0  on average. Common assault is the least costly

personal crime, with an average cost o f around £500  per o ffence.

The total cost o f crime to  England and W ales in 1999 / 2000  is estimated at around £60

billion, although this figure is still far from comprehensive, as it does not include important

costs such as fear o f crime or quality o f life impacts. Table 2  shows how this £60  billion is

split, by type o f cost (such as property sto len, security expenditure and criminal justice system

resources) and by o ffence category (such as vio lence, robbery or burglary). Around £19

billion o f the total cost o f crime is the cost o f property sto len or damaged. Nearly £18  billion

of the total is the direct emotional and physical impact on victims o f crime, with a little over

£14  billion o f this incurred as a result o f vio lent crime. The response to  crime by the CJS

constitutes around 20  per cent o f the total cost o f crime, at around £12  billion. Identifiable

costs in anticipation o f crime – security expenditure and insurance administration costs –

came to  over £5  billion, the bulk o f this being security expenditure.

vii
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5 All figures are given in 1999  prices.
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Table 2: Summary of average and total cost estimates, by crime type and cost category
In response 

In anticipation of crime (£) As a consequence of crime (£) to crime (£)

Property Emotional and Criminal Number of TOTAL

Security Insurance stolen and physical impact Lost Victim Health Justice System Average incidents COST

O ffence category expenditure administration damaged on victims output services services (incl. Police) cost (£) (000s) (£ billion)

Crime against individuals and households

Violence against the person 2 - - 13,000 2,500 10 1,200 2700 19,000 880 16.8

Homicide - - - 700,000 370,000 4,700 630 22,000 1,100,000 1.1 1.2

Wounding (serious and slight) 2 - - 12,000 2,000 6 1,200 2,700 18,000 880 15.6

Serious wounding 10 - - 97,000 14,000 6 8,500 13,000 130,000 110 14.1

O ther wounding 0 - - 120 400 6 200 1,300 2,000 780 1.5

Common assault 0 - - 240 20 6 - 270 540 3,200 1.7

Sexual offences 2 - - 12,000 2,000 20 1,200 3,900 19,000 130 2.5

Robbery/ Mugging 0 40 310 2,400 420 6 190 1,400 4,700 420 2.0

Burglary in a dwelling 330 100 830 550 40 4 - 490 2,300 1,400 2.7

Theft 40 30 310 160 10 0 - 60 600 7300 4.4

Theft (not vehicle) - 20 130 100 4 0 - 90 340 3,800 1.3

Vehicle theft 70 50 500 220 20 0 - 30 890 3,500 3.1

Criminal Damage 10 20 190 200 30 0 - 60 510 3,000 1.5

All crime against individuals

and households (£  billion) 0.7 0.5 4.1 17.0 2.9 0.0 1.3 5.7 2,000 16,400 32.2

Commercial and public sector victimisation

Burglary not in a dwelling 900 50 1,200 - 40 - - 490 2,700 960 2.6

Theft from a shop 30 - 50 - - - - 20 100 31,000 3.1

Theft of commercial vehicle 3,400 1,500 4,600 - 60 - - 70 9,700 40 0.3
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Theft from commercial vehicle 240 110 320 - 10 - - 30 700 60 0.0

Robbery or till snatch 1,200 100 1,500 590 120 - 50 1,400 5,000 70 0.4

Criminal damage 340 20 440 - 30 - - 60 890 3,000 2.6

All commercial and public

sector victimisation (£  billion) 3 .2 0.2 4.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 260 9.1

Fraud and forgery

All fraud and forgery (£  billion) 1.1 - 10.3 - - - - 0 .6 - 9200 13.8

Traffic and motoring/ other

non-notifiable offences

Illegal speed - - - - - - - - - - 0 .9

Drug offences - - - - - - - - - - 1 .2

O ther indictable

non-motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 1 .0

Indictable motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .5

Summary non-motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .4

Summary motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .8

All traffic and motoring/ other

non-notifiable offences (£  billion) - - - 0 .7 0.2 - 0.0 3.9 - - 4 .8

TOTAL COST OF CRIME (£ billion) 4.9 0.6 18.6 17.7 3.3 0.0 1.3 11.6 - - 59.9

Notes:

1 . Figures may not sum to total due to rounding errors

2. - indicates that no figure has been estimated



The averag e  co st estimates g iven in this study are  best estimates o f co sts g iven the

information available, but are inevitably imprecise. The quality o f the available evidence on

the costs o f crime is good in some cases, patchy in many, and poor in several. Some costs,

such as the fear o f crime, o r the impacts o f crime o n victims’  families, have no t been

estimated, due to  lack o f data or lack o f appropriate techniques through which to  gather

data. Some costs are based on estimates from other fields o f research. The cost estimates

are therefore sensitive to  changes in assumptions made or to  improvements in the quality o f

the supporting data. 

Throughout the study we attempt to  highlight the problems with, and gaps in, the evidence,

and to  identify the priorities for further work to  ensure that these estimates can be used with

greater confidence. New methods need to  be developed to  estimate the costs o f the fear o f

crime and precautionary behaviour undertaken to  reduce the risk o f becoming a victim o f

crime. Better estimates are needed fo r the emo tio nal and physical impact o n victims o f

crime, health service co sts,  central and lo cal g o vernment reso urces devo ted to  crime

prevention, and po lice resources. The Home O ffice has commissioned new research on the

emotional and physical impact o f vio lent crime on victims in order to  fill what is possibly the

most uncertain and important gap in our knowledge.

x
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Section I Introduction

Why measure the costs of crime?

Crime imposes a huge cost on society. Estimates from a number o f recent studies range

widely from £35  billion to  £60  billion per year.6 The potential savings to  individuals and

househo lds, businesses and the public sector from effective crime reduction measures are

therefo re extremely large. Co st o f crime estimates in this study sho w, fo r example, that

achieving the G overnment’s target o f a 30% reduction in thefts o f and from vehicles by

2 0 0 4  co uld lead to  savings to  so ciety o f aro und £ 1  billio n. A co st o f crime measure

therefore provides a justification for resources spent on reducing crime, and provides an

indication o f how successful the G overnment is at reducing the impacts o f crime.

Estimates o f the  so c ia l and eco no mic  co sts o f c rime 7 can have  an impo rtant ro le  in

achieving  the  g reatest impact o n crime fo r the  mo ney spent.  They can increase  the

awareness o f both po licy-makers and the public in general o f the full impact o f crime on

society and the potential gains that could result from reductions in crime. Estimates o f the

costs o f individual crimes enable us to  make better-informed decisions about which po licy

measures are the most effective, by allowing meaningful comparisons to  be made o f the

costs and benefits o ffered by alternative crime reduction measures. They can also  help us to

prio ritise, fo cusing  scarce reso urces o n po lic ies that have the biggest impact o n harm

caused by crime, in addition to  the number o f crimes. 

The estimates can be used bo th fo r po licy appraisal – to  value the likely benefits fro m

implementing alternative po licy proposals, and so  weigh these up against the likely costs o f

implementation – and po licy evaluation – identifying the size and value o f the benefits that

have accrued fro m a po licy. As in o ther po licy areas, co st-benefit analysis canno t fully

encompass po litical or equity dimensions o f appraisal and evaluation, and it is only one o f

a  number o f co mplementary techniques.  It do es,  ho wever,  pro vide a  g o o d basis fo r

answering many key questions about crime and crime prevention, such as:

1

6 For England and W ales

7 Throughout this paper we use the concept o f “  social cost”  in its economic sense – that is, the full impact on

so c ie ty.  The  te rms ‘ so c ia l c o st’ ,  ‘ e c o no mic  c o st’  a nd  ‘ so c ia l a nd  e c o no mic  c o st’  a re  the re fo re  use d

interchangeably in this study. This includes costs imposed on individuals, househo lds, businesses or institutions

by crimes they suffer directly (private costs) and wider impacts on society as a whole through, for example,

responses to  the perceived risk o f crime (external costs). The social cost o f crime therefore includes both financial

costs reflected in expenditure, and ‘notional’  costs reflecting best assessments o f the less tangible impacts o f

crime, such as the emotional and physical impact on victims.



● how can we use our existing resources in the most effective way?

● how can we reduce the to tal cost o f crime to  society?

● what is the correct level o f resourcing for crime reduction activity?

● sho uld we co ncentrate o nly o n preventing  crime o r sho uld we do  mo re to

mitigate its consequences?

Reasons for publishing this paper

This research paper serves a number o f purposes:

● To make public and open to  debate research that the Economics and Resource

Analysis Unit o f the Home O ffice has been engaged in over the last two  years,

to  share information and highlight major findings. The report will ensure that

the figures are open to  scrutiny, so  that they can be improved and gaps in the

data can be filled.

● To  p ro vid e  info rma tio n fo r the  C rime  Re d uc tio n Pro g ra mme  (C RP),  a

co mprehensive range o f initiatives building  o n an evidence base o f ‘what

works’  in reducing crime, and aimed at achieving the greatest impact on crime

for the money spent. An analysis o f the costs and benefits o f all CRP pro jects

will be a key part o f the evaluation and future development o f the programme.

Estimates o f the cost o f crime will allow us to  estimate the savings generated

through CRP initiatives. These savings can then be compared with the costs to

show how cost-effective the initiatives have been.

● To  enab le  Crime and Diso rder partnerships,  lo ca l g o vernment o ffic ia ls,

crimino logists, po lice, prison and probation service managers and those in

o the r o pe ra tio na l a g e nc ie s to  c a rry o ut c o st-b e ne fit a na lyse s tha t a re

co mprehensive and co nsistent. The paper aims to  be accessible to  anyo ne

working in the field o f crime reduction.

● To  pro vide a basis fo r the develo pment o f a perfo rmance measure fo r the

Crimina l Justice  System (CJS).  In the  CJS Strateg ic  Plan 1 9 9 9 -2 0 0 2  the

G overnment has set the CJS the objective o f reducing the economic cost o f

2
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crime by 31  March 2002 . The CJS Business Plan 2000 -2001  notes that “ the

costs to  be tracked have been determined. A programme will be published in

Summer 2000  on the data available fo r those costs and detailing the work

continuing during 2000 -2001  to  improve data which is currently sketchy.”  A

target for the reduction in the cost o f crime is to  be set by 31  March 2001 .

This publication identifies the coverage o f the costs that will be tracked, the

data that is currently available, and further work that is or will be happening in

2000 -2001  to  improve the accuracy o f the estimates.

There are strong links between these different aims. A high-level understanding o f the main

impa c ts o f c rime  a nd the  re la tive  serio usness o f d iffe rent types o f c rime  is vita l in

highlighting areas where criminal po licy needs to  focus. Cost-benefit analysis o f alternative

measures can help to  inform the Criminal Justice System and o ther agencies about the most

effective mix o f po licies to  bring down the cost o f crime.

The estimates given in this study are far from comprehensive – rather, they represent a first step

towards a comprehensive set of estimates. Both the methodology and the estimates will be revised

on the basis of new information and research. The study does not cover the many issues involved

in cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analysis fo r appraisal o r evaluation. More details on

appraisal and evaluation of crime reduction initiatives can be found in Dhiri and Brand (1999).

Why “ the economic cost of crime”  as a performance measure?

O ne o f the two  key aims o f the Criminal Justice System (CJS) is “ to  reduce  crime  and the

fear o f crime  and the ir social and e conomic costs” 8 . In support o f this aim, objective three

commits the criminal justice system to  “a reduction in the  e conomic cost o f crime  by 31

March 2002 ” . 

The economic, or social, cost o f crime is essentially a measure o f the impact of crime on

society. It gives us a way of measuring the impact o f policies aimed at reducing crime and its

consequences. Some crimes clearly have greater consequences than others. For example, a

murder has a greater impact on society than a shoplifting offence. A cost o f crime performance

measure is designed to  focus criminal justice system policy-makers and practitioners on the

most cost-effective solutions to  crime, by ensuring due account is taken of both the effectiveness

of crime prevention measures and the relative seriousness o f different o ffences, rather than

3
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8 CJS Strateg ic Plan 1 9 9 9 -2 0 0 2  (Criminal Justice System, 1 9 9 9 ). The distinctio n made in the Strateg ic Plan

between ‘ so c ia l’  and ‘ eco no mic ’  co sts is no t made in this do cument – the definitio n o f eco no mic  co sts

encompasses all possible social impacts.



simply focusing on the aggregate volume of crime. Figure 1 .1  shows the striking difference in

the relative importance o f different crimes against individuals and households9 when a) the

volume of o ffences is considered, and b) the cost to  society is considered.

Figure 1.1: Volume and cost of offences

Volume:

Cost:

Figure 1 .1  refers only to  crimes against individuals and househo lds – over 16  million crimes were estimated

to  be committed in this category each year, at a to tal cost o f around £32  billion. The relative proportions

shown in this figure will therefore differ from those based on a more comprehensive set o f o ffence categories.
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Violence 53%

Sexual offences 8%

Robbery 6%

Common assault 5%

Burglary 8%

Theft of and from vehicles 10%

O ther theft/ handling 4%

Criminal damage 5% Attempted vehicle theft 1%

Violence 5%
Sexual offences 1%

Common assault 19%

Burglary 8%

Theft of and from vehicles 20% 

O ther theft/ handling 22%

Criminal damage 17%

Attempted vehicle theft 5%
Robbery 3%

9 Figure 1 .1  does not include crimes against the commercial and public sector, fraud and forgery, drug o ffences

or o ther non-notifiable o ffences.



The relative impo rtance o f vio lent crime in co mpariso n with o ther, pro perty crimes is

marked. W hen we focus on the vo lume o f o ffences vio lent crimes come to  around a quarter

o f the to tal. W hen we focus on the cost o f those o ffences rather than the vo lume, vio lent

crimes constitute nearly three-quarters o f the to tal cost. This finding is one example o f the

way in which cost o f crime estimates can help illuminate potential areas where gains may

be made by new po licies or the switching o f resources from one area to  another.

Co mpariso ns o f the relative CJS reso urces devo ted to  preventing  o r mitigating  different

o ffences can also  be made. Estimates o f the average social cost o f different o ffence types

c a n he lp  d e c isio n-ma ke rs to  a sse ss w he the r the  a llo c a tio n o f re so urc e s b e tw e e n

pro g rammes in the  CJS is suitab ly re la ted to  the  o vera ll impact o f the  c rimes each

programme seeks to  address.10 For example, CJS costs are estimated to  represent over half

the to tal cost o f common assault, but only around one-tenth o f the to tal cost o f theft and

handling o ffences.

Appendix 2  g ives info rmatio n o n ho w a co st o f crime perfo rmance measure co uld be

constructed from the estimates in this study.

Previous research and estimates for other countries

The to tal cost o f crime has received attention in the past. Reports have been published by

various organisations on the to tal cost o f crime, using varying degrees o f sophistication in

their calculations. In 1998 , the Association o f British Insurers (Association o f British Insurers,

1 9 9 8 b) calculated that the to tal co st o f crime exceeded £ 3 5  billio n. In 1 9 9 9  an Audit

Commission Report, Safety in Numbers (Audit Commission, 1999 ), estimated the cost at

£50  billion a year. In 2000  a report in the O bserver newspaper (O bserver, 2000 ) adapted

figures from a paper published in the US (Anderson, 1999 ) to  calculate that the annual cost

o f crime in Britain was £60  billion. These estimates are based on different assumptions,

co ver different crimes, co sts and years. They do  no t imply that the co st o f crime has

increased from £35  billion to  £60  billion between 1998  and 2000 . Neither is it clear that

the similarity between some o f these estimates and the to tal cost estimate in this study is

more than co incidental, since the methodo logies used differ, at least at the margin.

A number o f internatio nal papers have attempted to  co st crime in o ther industrialised

countries. Miller, Cohen and W iersema (1996 ) investigated the cost to  victims in the US o f
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vio lent and property crime, including “pain and suffering” , and found the to tal cost to  be

around $450  billion per year. Cohen (1998 ) attempted to  estimate the monetary value o f

saving a high-risk youth from a lifetime o f delinquency and criminal activity. Aos, Phipps,

Barnoski and Lieb (1999 ) have created a cost-benefit model to  evaluate crime prevention

activities in W ashington State, USA, which compares the costs o f crime prevention activity

with savings to  the criminal justice system and to  victims. Palle and G odefroy (1998 ) have

described plausible estimates for the monetary value o f o ffending in 1996  to  France, though

this study does not provide estimates o f the pain and suffering o f victims. The to tal cost o f

crime to  Australia in 1996 , incorporating most o f the cost categories in this paper, was

estimated by W alker (1997 ).

Total costs and average costs

The to tal cost o f crime (which has received the most attention in recent years) and average

(or unit) costs o f crime are both useful. The to tal costs o f crime is important in assessing the

scale o f the impact o f crime. The to tal cost can also  be broken down to  get a good idea o f

the magnitude o f different types o f cost, o r o f the contribution o f particular types o f crime to

the to tal impact on society. Average costs are vital in conducting cost-benefit analyses to

assess the value for money o f individual po licy initiatives. Average cost o f crime estimates

focus on individual incidents, and allow us to  get an idea o f the relative impacts on average

o f, fo r example, one theft o f a vehicle in comparison with one robbery. Both are important

in bring ing  do wn the  co st o f c rime in the  mo st e ffec tive  ways.  This paper presents

information on both to tal costs and average costs.

Structure of the paper

Section I deals with the rationale for estimating the cost o f crime, and for a cost o f crime

performance measure.

Section II considers how to  define and count criminal activity for the purposes o f this exercise.

A method o f measuring the incidence o f actual victimisation and o f tracking this through

time is developed, and its advantages and disadvantages discussed.

Section III explains some key economic concepts, and identifies and defines the different cost

categories and the components o f each cost category that will be used in the exercise. A

metho do lo g y fo r the measurement o f each co st co mpo nent is co nsidered. Alternative
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measurement techniques including stated preference or contingent valuation, surveys and

valuation using market prices are highlighted. 

Section IV provides estimates o f the average costs o f crime for a range o f different o ffence

types, and to tal cost estimates by crime type and cost category. It gives comparisons with

o ther estimates, and considers the implications o f the estimates fo r crime reduction and

crime mitigation, for po licy development and for CJS practitioners.

Section V discusses how the cost estimates should and should no t be used. It attempts to

identify areas where o ur estimates need impro vement and hig hlig hts areas where no

estimates are currently available. In the light o f this discussion, some recommendations for

further work are made.

Section VI co ntains appendices o utlining  the data so urces used and ho w estimates were

derived, and Section VII contains a bibliography and references.
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Section II Incidence of crime

Categorising types of crime

Defining what constitutes a crime o ften invo lves applying a rigid set o f rules to  complex

social interactions. Criminal activity ranges widely in scope, including, for example, murder,

damage to  people or property, intimidation, appropriation o f property, taking proscribed

substances and forging banknotes. Various methods have been devised to  try to  categorise

these activities, but for consistency, the categories used in this study are notifiable  o ffence

categorie s (the types o f o ffences that po lice forces record and are required to  report to  the

Home O ffice). This captures the majority o f crimes that are likely to  have the most severe

impacts, and makes the pro cess o f updating  the figures and co mparing  them with the

vo lume o f o ffences much simpler. 

In addition to  the notifiable o ffence categories, some non-notifiable o ffences which tend to

be relatively less serio us in nature but so metimes have g rave co nsequences are a lso

included. Driving above the speed limit, fo r example, would usually not cause direct harm

either to  people or property, and if detected, would probably invo lve only a fixed penalty.

Ho wever,  so metimes,  driving  o ver the  speed limit causes o r co ntributes to  acc idents

invo lving serious injury or loss o f life.

The crimes covered by this study, and the sub-categories that have been used to  divide these

categories into  meaningful blocks for analysis, are listed below in Table 2 .1 .

9



Table 2.1: Notifiable offence categories in this study

Crime category Sub-categories included in this study Notifiable

o ffence codes11

Vio lence against Homicide 1 -9 ; 11 -15 ; 37 .1

the person More serious o ffences

(excluding Homicide)

Less serious o ffences

Common assault 104 ; 105

Sexual o ffences 16 -27 ; 74

Robbery Robbery o f personal property 34A; 34B

Robbery o f business property

Burglary Burglary and aggravated burglary 28 -31

in a dwelling

Burglary and aggravated burglary 

not in a dwelling

Theft and handling Theft o f a vehicle 37 .2 ; 39 -49 ; 126

sto len goods Theft from a vehicle

Attempted theft o f/ from a vehicle

Theft from a shop (including 

theft by an employee/ o ther)

Theft o f commercial vehicle

Theft from commercial vehicle 

O ther theft (including theft 

o f pedal cycle,theft from person,

o ther theft,but not handling 

sto len goods)

Fraud and forgery12 51-53 ; 55 ; 60 , 61 ; 

814

Criminal damage Criminal damage against 56 -59

individuals/ househo lds

Criminal damage against

commercial/ public sector

10
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12 O nly to tal costs are estimated for fraud and forgery.



There are many crimes which are not included in this list. O ffences relating to  the possession

or trafficking o f drugs are not included, o ther than property crimes committed to  fund drug

use, which are included under burg lary, ro bbery and theft. 1 3 The number o f no tifiable

o ffences falling  under an “o ther no tifiable o ffences”  catego ry, and the huge number o f

o ther,  no n-no tifiab le ,  criminal activities,  such as lo w-level diso rder,  fare  evasio n and

“breaches o f the peace” , which could potentially have an impact on society, have not been

estimated. For some o f these crimes, limited cost information is available. For o thers, neither

the number o f o ffences nor cost information has been included. Table 3 .1  in Section III gives

more details o f the costs which are and are not estimated in this study.

Measuring the incidence of crimes

W hilst the notifiable o ffence categories have been used to  determine the types o f crime on

which this study will fo cus, the number o f notifiable o ffences recorded by the po lice have not

been used as a measure o f the incidence o f crime. The number o f recorded o ffences does

not reflect the actual number o f o ffences committed. The po lice can record only those crimes

that come to  their attention. Some incidents reported to  the po lice are not recorded as a

notifiable o ffence, either because they may not fall into  a notifiable o ffence category, o r

because there may be insufficient evidence that a crime has actually taken place.

The British Crime Survey measures crimes against adults living  in private ho useho lds in

England and W ales. The 1998  survey estimated that, o f the crimes that can be compared

with no tifiable o ffence categories, “ less than half were reported to  the po lice, and only

about half o f those that were reported were recorded”  (Mirrlees-Black, Budd, Partridge and

Mayhew, 1998 ). In o ther words, the true number o f o ffences against adults and househo lds

was perhaps four times that recorded by the po lice. This conclusion is now well known and

widely recognised in the CJS. O ffences that are not covered by the British Crime Survey,

such as shoplifting or fraud and forgery, are likely to  have much lower reporting rates than

those that are covered. The to tal number o f incidents in all notifiable o ffence categories is

therefore likely to  be significantly more than four times the amount recorded by the po lice.

We need to know for each crime category the actual number of incidents occurring in England

and Wales each year so that we can estimate the actual impact of crime on society, not just the
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13 Bennett (2000 ) notes that, o f a sample o f arrestees in the second developmental stage o f the NEW -ADAM (New

English and Welsh Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring) programme, “  over two-thirds o f the highest-rate o ffenders

(20  o ffences a month or more) reported using hero in or crack/ cocaine”  (p. ix). Nine per cent o f all arrestees

were high-rate o ffenders, using hero in or crack/ cocaine. This group was estimated to  be responsible for over

half o f all reported o ffences. Forty-two  per cent o f arrestees in the study thought that their drug use and crime

were connected.



Table 2.2: Estimated numbers of incidents, 1999-2000

Type of crime Recorded Crime Multiplier on Source of multiplier Estimated number 

April 1999 to recorded estimate of actual incidents

March 2000 offences 1999/ 2000

(000s) (000s)

Crimes against individuals and households

Violence against the person 387 2 .3 880

Homicide 1 .1 1 .0 none 1 .1

O ther vio lence against the person 386 2 .3 BCS (1998 ) 880

o f which: More serious o ffences 29 3 .6 BCS (1998 ) 110

Less serious o ffences 357 2 .2 BCS (1998 ) 780

Common assault 194 16 .7 BCS (1998 ) 3 ,200

Sexual offences 38 3 .5 BCS (1998 ) 130

Robbery

Robbery from individuals 72 5 .8 BCS (1998 ) 420

Burglary

Burglary in a dwelling 443 3 .2 BCS (1998 ) 1 ,400

Theft and handling

Theft from the person 76 9 .9 BCS (1998 ) 760

Theft o f a pedal cycle 131 3 .5 BCS (1998 ) 460

Theft o f vehicle 321 1 .2 BCS (1998 ) 380

Theft from vehicle 566 3 .9 BCS (1998 ) 2 ,200

Attempted vehicle theft 157 6 .1 BCS (1998 ) 950

O ther theft and handling 639 4 .0 estimate 2 ,600
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Table 2.2 continued

Criminal Damage

Against individuals or househo lds 473 6 .3 BCS (1998 ) 3 ,000

Crimes against commercial and public sector

Robbery

Robbery o f business property 12 5 .8 CVS (1994 ) 70

Burglary

Burglary not in a dwelling 464 2 .1 estimate 960

Theft and handling

Theft from a shop 292 100 .0 estimate 29 ,000

Theft o f commercial vehicle 0 N/ A CVS (1994 ) 40

Theft from commercial vehicle 0 N/ A CVS (1994 ) 60

Theft by employees (comm/ public sector) 17 15 .3 CVS (1994 ) 270

Theft by o thers (comm/ public sector) 0 N/ A CVS (1994 ) 1 ,400

Criminal Damage

Against commercial/ public sector 473 6 .3 estimate 3 ,000

Fraud and forgery

Fraud and forgery 335 42 .6 NERA (2000 ) 9 ,200

Notes:
1 . Source for recorded crime statistics: Table 6 , Home O ffice Statistical Bulletin 12 / 00  (2000 ).

2 . BCS = British Crime Survey. The number o f crimes upon which the BCS multiplier estimates in Table 2 .2  are based are adapted from Table 4 .1  and Appendix C

of the 1998  British Crime Survey (Mirrlees-Black et al., 1998 ). The estimated number o f actual incidents are different from those quoted in the British Crime

Survey because they have been adjusted to  include crimes against under-16s and crimes recorded by the British Transport Po lice.

3 . CVS = Commercial Victimisation Survey (Mirrlees-Black and Ross, 1995 ).

4 . NERA = National Economic Research Associates. NERA (2000 ) estimated the to tal actual number o f fraud and forgery o ffences, rather than a multiplier on

recorded o ffences. The multiplier estimate is therefore the to tal estimated number o f o ffences divided by the number o f recorded o ffences.

5 . Figures may not sum to  to tals due to  rounding.

6 . Sources o f unpublished multiplier estimates: Homicide – assumed that all o ffences are recorded. O ther theft and handling – roughly equal to  the multiplier for all

BCS crime, and for all comparable BCS property theft. Burglary not in a dwelling 14 – half the BCS estimate for burglary in a dwelling. Theft from a shop – based

on survey o f literature on nature and extent o f shoplifting by Farrington (1999 ). Criminal damage against commercial and public sector – multiplier assumed

equal to  multiplier for criminal damage against individuals and househo lds.
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impact of those crimes that are reported or recorded. The British Crime Survey goes some way to

achieving this. However, crimes committed against commercial or public sector targets (e.g. theft

from a shop), or where there is no direct victim (e.g. handling stolen goods, some fraud and

forgery), are not covered by the survey, though it is believed that under-recording might be much

higher for some of these offences. For these crimes alternative data sources have been explored.

A multiplier approach to counting crimes?

The approach taken to  counting crimes has been determined largely by the need to  track

changes in the cost o f crime over time, fo r the cost o f crime performance measure. This

requires a system o f counting crimes that can be readily updated and is not subject to  wide

variations in data quality over time.

For this reason an approach has been devised that, as far as possible, ties the estimated

total number o f incidents to  changes in the number o f recorded o ffences. For each crime, a

multiplier has been calculated equal to  the ratio  o f the actual estimated number o f crimes to

the number o f crimes recorded. Multipliers have generally been calculated for the calendar

year 1997  in order to  allow consistent comparison between the British Crime Survey and

recorded o ffences. W here no  clear basis fo r calculating a multiplier exists, a figure has

been estimated. W here it is highly unlikely that the number o f actual o ffences is related to

the number o f recorded o ffences, and an estimate for the actual level o f victimisation exists,

this estimate has been used for each year rather than a fixed multiplier.

O nce multipliers have been calculated for all the o ffences o f interest, they are applied to  the

most recent recorded crime figures – April 1999  to  March 2000  at the time o f publication –

to  construct a to tal number o f incidents figure for each category. Table 2 .2  gives details o f

recorded crimes, multiplier estimates and their sources, and the estimated to tal number o f

incidents for April 1999  to  March 2000 . (See pages 12  and 13 ).

Confidence in the estimates

So me o f the estimates g iven in Table 2 .2  are c learly mo re ro bust than o thers. Tho se

estimates derived fro m a  co mpariso n o f British Crime Survey data  and co mparab le

recorded crime figures are more robust than those estimates based on expert opinion but

little hard data. Even fo r these estimates, the relatio nship between the amo unt o f crime

recorded by the po lice and the amount o f crime estimated by the British Crime Survey may
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change over time. Mirrlees-Black et al. (1998 ) show that trends in recorded crime, reported

crime and BCS crime have differed somewhat between 1981  and 1997 . This problem is

particularly acute where reporting rates have historically been low but may now be rising,

such as for domestic vio lence or racially-motivated o ffences. In April 1998  the po lice crime

recording rules changed in a number o f ways. Although the estimated one-o ff effect o f these

co unting  rule changes has been acco unted fo r, differences in the types o f o ffence no w

reco rded relative to  the previo us crime co unting  rules may affect the future relatio nship

between recorded and actual levels o f crime.15

Even where the British Crime Survey o ffers an estimate, this may no t be accurate. Fo r

do mestic vio lence and sexual o ffences in particular, there are facto rs at wo rk that may

disto rt the true picture – fo r example, victims may be unwilling  to  repo rt inc idents to

interviewers where they have a close relationship with the o ffender, or where the o ffender

may be present when completing the survey. The British Crime Survey does not publish its

estimate o f the level o f sexual victimisation due to  concerns over the accuracy o f the results.

A self-co mpletio n mo dule was intro duced in the 1 9 9 4  sweep o f the survey (Percy and

Mayhew, 1997 ). This resulted in a much higher count o f sexual victimisation than estimated

either by po lice recorded crime or British Crime Survey estimates o f victimisation. However,

the estimate raised as many questio ns as it answered. In particular, the self-co mpletio n

responses magnified an issue already present in the main survey – that many victims did not

consider what happened to  them to  be a crime, but rather “ just something that happens” ,

even though what happened was legally a crime. This issue serves to  highlight the tentative

nature o f the multiplier estimate, and whilst the standard BCS estimate o f the number o f

sexual o ffences used in this study is likely to  underestimate the true level o f victimisation, no

reliable conclusions can be drawn about the extent o f underestimation.

Fraud, theft fro m a sho p and handling  sto len go o ds are o ther areas where multiplier

estimates are particularly tentative. The estimate o f just o ver 9  millio n fraud o ffences is

drawn from a report on the economic cost o f fraud (NERA, 2000 ) commissioned by the

Home O ffice and the Serious Fraud O ffice as part o f the development o f a cost o f crime

performance measure for the criminal justice system. The report acknowledges the partial

nature o f this estimate and the fact that it is not suitable for tracking the to tal number o f

o ffences each year.16

15

Incidence of crime

15 From 2000 , the British Crime Survey will be run annually, on an increased sample size. This should allow more

regular monitoring and, if necessary, updating o f the multiplier estimates.

16 The NERA estimate o f the number o f incidents o f fraud each year is based o n a summatio n o f published

info rmation from many different sources, including  HM Customs and Excise, the Department o f Health, the

Department o f Social Security, the British Bankers Association and many o thers.



Theft fro m a sho p is ano ther hugely under-repo rted o ffence. Estimates o f the number o f

customer thefts are provided by the Commercial Victimisation Survey (CVS) (Mirrlees-Black and

Ross, 1995) and the Retail Crime Survey 1998 (British Retail Consortium, 1999). The CVS

counted nearly 6  million customer thefts in 1993, and the Retail Crime Survey nearly 4  million

in 1997. These estimates, however, require the retail outlet or head office to  be aware that the

theft has taken place. Farrington (1999) brought together a number of studies on shoplifting.

He no ted that po lice reco rded crimes reflected o nly between 1  in 1 0 0  and 1  in 1 0 0 0

shoplifting incidents in two department stores studied in 1984. Self-report data from various

studies also  suggested that between 1  in 4 0  and 1  in 2 5 0  shoplifting  o ffences led to  a

conviction or caution.17 Given the uncertainties involved in these calculations, this study has

taken a fairly conservative approach and assumed 100 offences per recorded offence.

No  estimates were made o f the number o f handling sto len goods o ffences, drugs o ffences,

o ther notifiable o ffences, traffic and motoring o ffences or o ther non-notifiable o ffences.
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17 There were nearly 120 ,000  o ffenders cautioned or convicted o f theft from a shop in 1998  (Criminal Statistics,

1998 ). If each o ffender has been convicted or cautioned for 2  acts o f shoplifting on average, and if we use

Farringto n’s central assumptio n o f 1  cautio n o f co nvictio n fo r every 1 5 0  o ffences, we find that there were

around 120 ,000  x 2  x 150  = 36  million o ffences. There were 281 ,000  recorded o ffences o f theft from a shop

in 1998 -99 . Dividing the 36  million by 281 ,000  gives us a multiplier o f around 128 .
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Section III Methodological issues and principles

Key principles

Economic cost

This study uses the terms “economic cost”  and “social cost”  to  mean to  full impact o f crime on

so ciety, to  individuals, ho useho lds, businesses and institutio ns, and enco mpassing  bo th

“ financial”  impacts o f crime and allowing a “notional”  value for impacts which are not fully

or directly reflected in the financial consequences o f crime - such as trauma and physical

injury. A distinction is sometimes made between the “economic”  and “social”  costs o f crime.

Economic costs in this distinction are taken to  mean financial costs – costs that can be readily

expressed in cash terms, such as sto len property or the cost o f a prison place. Social costs

are taken to  mean the impacts on society that cannot be readily expressed in cash terms.

This distinction, however, is a false one, reflecting practical difficulties with estimation rather than

any real differences. It would be misleading and incomplete to  measure the economic cost of

crime in terms only of those costs that are already expressed in cash terms as this would omit

important impacts of crime and so would tell only part of the story. Crimes such as robbery or

violence against the person, which have significant ‘ intangible’  costs, would appear much less

serious than they actually are, whilst other crimes would appear relatively more serious. It is

therefore important to  try and quantify all the impacts o f crime in common terms as far as

possible. Money can be used in this situation simply as a means of comparing one thing (e.g.

the physical impact of a broken leg) with another (e.g. the cost of a hospital bed).

This study treats the economic and the social costs o f crime as one and the same, and ho lds

that, where at all possible, estimates should be made for all the impacts o f crime. Simply

including costs which are easiest to  measure o ften means excluding costs which have the

mo st severe impacts – such as the physical and emo tio nal suffering  o f victims, to  the

detriment o f informed decision-making.

Opportunity cost 

O pportunity cost is a central concept in economics. Measuring the opportunity costs of crime is a

key method of valuing the economic cost of crime to society. According to “The Green Book”  (HM

Treasury, 1997), the opportunity cost of a resource is “the value of the resource in its most valuable

alternative use” . The concept of opportunity cost allows us to value the human, physical and

financial resources that will be ‘freed up’  for potential alternative uses when a crime is prevented.



Generally, the best measure o f the opportunity cost o f a resource is its market value, or price.

For example, the opportunity cost o f a burglar alarm costing £100  is equal to  the £100  that

cannot then be used to  buy groceries. However, not all resources have a market value. The

emotional suffering o f a person staying indoors at night because o f the fear o f crime is not

traded on the market, but still represents an opportunity cost to  the extent that that person

values go ing out. Non-traded opportunity costs require different measurement approaches.

Transfer payments 

The legal transfer o f resources from one party to  another occurs in many contexts within the

legal economy, for example through social security payments, subsidies or gambling. Such

transfers are not generally regarded in themselves as a loss to  society. Crime too  invo lves

some similar transfers; for example, property crimes invo lve a transfer o f property from the

victim to  the o ffender. The fundamental distinction between a transfer and a loss to  society is

the distinction between a wanted and an unwanted transfer. A burglary, theft or robbery

invo lves an illegal transfer o f property that is unwanted by one  party, the victim, and the

transfer o f the property out o f the legal economy. This study treats transfers out o f the legal

economy and into  the illegal economy as costs o f crime.

Insurance  c la ims a lso  invo lve  a  transfer o f reso urces.  Po tentia l vic tims who  take o ut

insurance po licies in anticipation o f crime pay premiums to  an insurance company. Actual

victims o f property crime who  have taken out an insurance po licy receive money from the

insurance company. Hence resources have been transferred as a result o f a crime, from

potential victims with insurance to  victims with insurance. Unlike property that is transferred

from victims to  o ffenders, insurance has been entered into  vo luntarily by both parties, and

insurance claims are thus treated in this study as a transfer payment, not as a loss to  society.

The only resources invo lved in insurance that represent a cost o f crime to  society rather than

a transfer are the resources used in insurance administration. Insurance companies require

staff, premises and equipment in o rder to  pro vide, check and pay o ut o n po licies. The

resources used in insurance administration represent an opportunity cost to  society, because

in the absence o f crime these resources could be employed in a productive way elsewhere

in the economy.
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Categories of cost

Who bears the costs of crime?

There are a number o f ways in which the costs o f crime can be categorised. O ne way is by

who  bears them – victims, those at risk o f becoming victims (potential victims), the criminal

justice system and o ther services.

Victims18 face costs as a consequence o f crime, through having property sto len, damaged or

destroyed, from the opportunity costs o f time spent dealing with the crime and through the

emotional and physical impacts o f crime.

Potential victims bear costs in anticipation o f crime, through measures to  reduce the risk o f

victimisation (defensive expenditure, precautionary behaviour, and community initiatives),

measures to  reduce the consequences o f victimisation (i.e. insurance), and through reduced

quality o f life and fear o f crime.

Society bears the costs o f resources devoted to  bringing o ffenders to  justice through the

criminal justice  pro cess, invo lving  the Po lice  Service, the Cro wn Pro secutio n Service,

Magistrates and Crown Courts, Legal Aid, and the Prison and Probation Services.

Crime invo lves wider economic distortions, such as the reduction in shops, services, facilities

and job opportunities in high-crime areas. These are considered in more detail under “wider

economic distortions”  in Section IV. O ther costs are also  incurred as a consequence o f crime

by employers o f victims, victim support services, health and education services, and by the

o ffender and his or her family. 

An alternative appro ach is to  break do wn the co sts o f crime in relatio n to  individual

incidents. This appro ach draws o n the typo lo gy used by Davidso n (1 9 9 9 ) in Co sting

Burglary Re duction, a paper presented at the British Crimino logy Conference. Costs are

incurred in anticipation o f crimes occurring (mostly falling on potential victims). They are

incurred as a consequence o f criminal events (falling mainly on victims, but also  on services

dealing with the consequences, such as health services). There are also  costs consequential

on the response to  crime (falling mainly on the criminal justice system). This study uses the

anticipation – consequence – response categorisation. Table 3 .1  summarises the types o f

cost that are included, excluded (on theoretical grounds) and the main costs that could not

be estimated (generally through lack o f adequate data).
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Table 3.1: Costs estimated and not estimated in this study

Estimated Not estimated

In anticipation of crime

Security expenditure Precautionary behaviour

Insurance resources Fear o f crime/ Q uality o f life o f 

potential victims

Collective/ community defensive

expenditure

G overnment crime prevention 

activity

Insurance premiums

As a consequence of crime

Property sto len and damaged Insurance claims

Lost output Q uality o f life o f victims

Emotional and physical impact

Health services

Victim support services

In response to crime

Police Criminal Injuries Compensation 

payouts

Prosecution W itness costs

Legal aid and non legally-aided defence costs Miscarriages o f justice

Magistrates and Crown Courts O ffender and his/ her family

Probation Service

Prison Service

Jury Service

Criminal Injuries Compensation resources

Costs in anticipation of crime

Measures to  reduce  the  risk o f victimisation:

There are a number o f adverse consequences o f becoming a victim o f crime, which will be

dealt with in more detail in the consequences o f crime section below.19 Such consequences

are perceived by po tential victims, if only imperfectly. Po tential victims will therefo re be
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generally willing to  take action to  reduce the chance or risk o f becoming a victim, where the

perceived benefits o f do ing so  (in terms o f reduced risk) outweigh the costs invo lved in the

action (in financial and opportunity cost terms).

These measures comprise de fensive  expenditure – expenditure on security measures such as

burglar alarms, fencing, lighting, security guards etc., and precautionary behaviour, such as

taking taxis instead o f public transport, avo iding particular people or places, o r staying at

home after dark. These measures are a cost o f crime – they are based on the perception o f

potential victims o f the risk o f crime, which (at least in the long run) is linked to  the actual

rate o f crime. 

There is in fact little theoretical difference between defensive and precautionary measures,

since both are an attempt to  reduce the risk o f victimisation. In practice, there is a difference

in that most defensive expenditure centres on reducing the risk o f property crimes such as

burglary, whereas most precautionary behaviour is centred on reducing the risk o f personal

crimes such as robbery or sexual o ffences.

It is important to  note that for some precautionary and defensive expenditures, a reduction

in the pro bability o f victimisatio n is no t the o nly co nsideratio n invo lved. Fo r example,

reasons for driving children to  schoo l are likely to  include convenience, speed, warmth and

road safety, as well as to  reduce the risk o f vio lent crimes against children. Care must be

taken to  allow for this in any costing o f crime, since attributing the entire cost o f any action

or expenditure that indirectly reduces the risk o f crime will overstate the cost o f crime.

De fensive  expenditure  is a ffe c ted  b y ma ny thing s o ther tha n the  perc e ived  risk o f

victimisation. It is affected by the ability o f the  po tential victim to  pay for security equipment.

Many wealthy individuals may have a low risk o f victimisation but spend a great deal on

security, whilst many individuals o f more limited means may have a high risk o f victimisation

but are unable to  afford security equipment. Technology is an important driver o f changes in

defensive expenditure – if vehicle immobilisers become much more effective at reducing

crime (or much cheaper to  install), fo r example, then (independently o f changes in the risk o f

crime) more people will buy them, because their expected value has increased. 

The security cho ices o f fellow potential victims will also  affect expenditure – increased action

by o thers may displace crimes onto  so fter targets, o r may have a wider benefit for adjacent

targets. O ther determinants o f defensive expenditure include the price o f equipment and the

ability o f criminals to  circumvent such measures.
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Another issue in expenditure on security is cho ice – many security features now come as

standard in cars (e.g . steering locks, alarms) and houses (e.g . window locks). To  the extent

that any such features reduce crime (and the reduced quality o f life through fear o f crime

etc.) rather than yielding o ther, non-crime benefits, the extra cost o f incorporating these built-

in features a t the  manufacturing  stag e  sho uld be  co unted as a  co st o f c rime.  Since

measurement o f the cost o f built-in security measures is difficult, the balance between add-

on, after-sale security and built-in features will inevitably affect our cost estimates artificially.

The circumstances o f individuals may also  affect their ability o r willingness to  undertake

precautionary behaviour. Some may be unable to  afford precautionary expenditure such as

taxis home at night, o r a car to  transport children to  schoo l, o r may decide that the costs o f

taking action outweigh the potential costs o f crime they may face through not taking action.

Some potential victims may be unable to  take precautionary action as a result o f social

circumstance. In cases o f domestic vio lence, for example, potential victims may be, or feel,

unable to  remove themselves as a target o f crime.

G ro ups o f po tentia l vic tims a lso  undertake measures to  reduce  the  co lle c tive risk o f

victimisation. W hilst these measures may differ in appearance from individuals’  defensive

measures, they are essentially performing the same function. Examples include better street

lighting or neighbourhood watch schemes. The same issues o f whether the actions can be

fully attributed to  crime prevention, ability to  pay, whether risk o f victimisation is reflected in

expenditure o n gro up defensive measures, and techno lo g ical facto rs, apply here as to

individual measures. Employers also  face costs o f adequately pro tecting employees from

crime, which may invo lve restricted hours o f work or business area covered, or provision o f

special transport facilities.

Measures to  reduce  the  expected consequences o f victimisation:

Individuals tend to  be risk-averse.20 This has led to  the creation o f institutions willing to  poo l

and spread certain risks for them. Insurance companies are able to  charge premiums (e.g .

£ 1 5 0  p.a .) abo ve the averag e expected lo ss in a  g iven area  (e .g .  £ 1 0 0  p.a .),  and

individuals are willing to  pay this to  avo id the financial uncertainty arising from the risk o f

victimisation. Insurance therefore exists to  mitigate the consequences o f victimisation – it is

taken out by potential victims in anticipation o f crime, and used by victims to  reduce the

financial consequences o f victimisation. 
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Insurance is largely a transfer o f reso urces fro m po tential victim po licy-ho lders to  victim

po licy-ho lders. Ho wever, this transfer o f reso urces is really a reflectio n o f the desire o f

individuals to  insure themselves against the additio nal risk and uncertainty abo ut future

wealth associated with potential victimisation. This additional risk and uncertainty, because

it leads individuals to  insure themselves against property crime, has an opportunity cost to

so c ie ty – the  reso urces used in insurance  administra tio n.  These  reso urces co uld  be

productively engaged elsewhere in the economy in the absence o f crime, since individuals

would no  longer find it necessary to  take out this type o f insurance.

Fear o f crime/quality o f life :

The reduced quality o f life o f potential victims is perhaps the most nebulous cost o f crime.

W hat is quality o f life?  How can it be measured? How can we measure how much the

quality o f life is reduced from what it would be without crime? And how can we measure

the effects o f a reduction in the level o f crime on quality o f life?

After all the measures taken to reduce the risk and costs of a victimisation have been taken into

account, many potential victims are still fearful and their quality of life is still adversely affected by

crime. This quality of life impact includes a reduced feeling of safety in communities, curtailment

of the freedom to socialise or travel, and a loss of enjoyment in work or leisure activities.

Costs as a consequence of crime

The replacement value o f property sto len and damaged is a cost to  victims. Sto len property

not subsequently recovered by the victim is a benefit to  the criminal – either for personal use

or for resale – strictly speaking value has been transfe rred from the victim to  the criminal.

However, since society has outlawed this sort o f transfer, in practice such a valuation would

make little sense. If property sto len is uninsured, the victim bears the replacement costs o f the

property in full, but if the victim has insurance, the only victim cost is the excess payable on

the insurance claim and the insurers bear the remainder. Property damaged invo lves the

destruction, rather than the transfer, o f value, and must be counted as a cost o f crime.

The victim incurs time  costs through dealing with the consequences o f a crime. This includes

time spent repo rting  the crime, making  an insurance claim, buying  replacement items,

o rg anising  repairs, and unpaid time o ff wo rk whilst reco vering  fro m an injury o r the

psycho logical impact o f the crime. The time spent dealing with the crime would o therwise

have been spent as work or leisure time – and therefore has an opportunity cost. Employers

face costs when their employees are victims o f crime. The most obvious is paid time o ff work

– the employer pays the wage o f the victim, but receives no  productive input as a result. In

addition, it is possible that the employer will face further costs through disruption to  the work
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o f o ther employees, because o f the unexpected nature o f the absence. All o f these impacts

can be defined as “ lost output”  – the value o f the output lost by employees taking time o ff

work, and by the extra disruption caused to  the workplace.

The emotional and physical impact and reduced quality o f life for victims o f crime can be

substantial, particularly for personal crimes. For example, the victim o f a robbery may have

received physical injuries (bruises, cuts), they may feel shocked, insecure, distrustful and

vulnerable for many weeks or months afterwards, and may be unable to  sleep properly.

Victims o f property or personal crimes may suffer a feeling o f vio lation.21 This physical or

emotional impact, especially for vio lent and sexual o ffences, generally far outweighs any

financial costs.

The  co nsequences o f c rime may a lso  inc lude  reduced e ffec tiveness a t wo rk,  lo ss o f

enjoyment from leisure or social activities, and a legacy o f increased fear or interpersonal

pro blems. Pro perty sto len o r destro yed may have sentimental value o ver and abo ve its

replacement value. Victims may also  require care o r co unselling , the co st o f which is

included under victim services.

In cases where crime invo lves assault or vio lence to  the victim, health costs fall on the NHS

and o ther health service providers, as the opportunity cost o f resources used to  treat crime

victims. Emo tio nal co sts o f crime to  the victim may manifest themselves in the need fo r

support services such as counselling (e.g . through Victim Support). In all cases the resources

used in such services have an opportunity cost in terms o f accommodation, staffing and

other running costs.

Costs in response to crime

There is a huge range o f costs incurred as a response to  crime. There are costs to  the po lice,

who  record, investigate and build evidence on those crimes that come to  their attention, the

Crown Prosecution Service, Magistrates and Crown Courts, Legal Aid and non legally-aided

defence costs, and costs to  the prison and probation services. 

O ther costs o f crime incurred as a result o f the work o f the Criminal Justice System include

the emotional, financial and opportunity cost to  witnesses and jurors o f attending court.

Vio lent crimes o ften invo lve administering Criminal Injuries Compensation. Another cost is

the cost o f ‘ type I’  (a suspect found guilty when innocent) and ‘ type II’  (an o ffender found
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innocent when guilty) errors in the CJS, in terms o f civil liberty, justice, reo ffending and the

impact on the defendant. 

The resources devoted to  most o f these elements o f the criminal justice system (CJS) come

from the public purse.22 If the crime rate falls, there is effectively a trade-o ff between making

c o st sa ving s in the  CJS (using  existing  CJS reso urc es e lsewhere ) o r inc rea sing  the

‘effectiveness’  o f the system (e.g. using the same level o f resources to  increase the proportion

of o ffences cleared up). Resources are potentially freed up, and the choice made between

reinvesting these resources within the CJS or employing them elsewhere in the economy has

no  bearing on the fact that there is a real reduction in the costs o f crime to  society. 

Many CJS costs are ‘overhead ’  o r ‘ fixed ’  costs, such as the cost o f premises for the courts,

po lice, Crown Prosecution Service, prisons and probation service, which in the short run are

independent o f the number o f crimes committed or the number o f criminals processed. In the

lo ng  run, tho ugh, a  fa ll in the number o f crimes sho uld feed thro ugh to  either a  real

reduction in CJS resources, o r to  an increased clear-up rate for a constant level o f resources.

The cho ice between the two  does not affect the fact that real savings are made.

There are several steps between an o ffence being committed and costs being incurred by

the CJS. O nly a fraction o f crimes is reported, only some o f these crimes are recorded, only

some o f these result in an arrest, only a proportion o f those arrested will stand trial, and if

convicted, only a proportion will receive a community o r custodial sentence. Moreover,

some CJS costs, such as crime prevention activity, are related to  the existence o f crime,

rather than the direct result o f a specific crime being committed. These features o f the system

mean that the link between crime and CJS agencies incurring costs is not straightforward.

If an o ffender is incarcerated, the o ffender and his or her family will bear psycho logical

(emotional distress) and financial (lost income, travel expenses) costs o f separation. There

are potentially additional costs to  the o ffender and his or her family in terms o f reduced

employment or housing prospects on conviction or release, and many o ther possible impacts

(on the social standing o f the family in their community, for example).

Considering the cost to  the o ffender as a cost o f crime may appear strange. In a sense, the

decision on whether to  include costs to  o ffenders and their families rests on our assumptions

about the causes o f criminality – is the o ffender at fault, o r is society to  blame? In either
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case, the cost o f lost earnings for the o ffender is borne by society, since these earnings are

a payment fo r productive input – this productive input is lo st to  society when a working

o ffender is incarcerated.

The costs that are mentioned above are not the only o ther costs invo lved. There may be

seco ndary and tertiary effects o f crimes o n subsequent victim behavio ur, and o n future

generations – crimes such as child abuse and domestic vio lence may leave a lasting legacy

o f abuse that could create many more costs. Imprisonment may have wider costs than those

o f running the prison or institution – the family o f the o ffender may also  suffer, fo r example.

Measurement techniques

Costs in anticipation of crime

Estima ting  the  c o sts o f so me  me a sure s to  re duc e  the  risk o f vic timisa tio n is fa irly

straightforward. Total defensive expenditure is estimated by taking annual expenditure on

security measures that targ et the crime(s) in questio n. This is then averag ed o ver the

estimated number o f crimes committed to  find average expenditure per crime. The British

Security Industry Asso ciatio n2 3 and Mintel Market Intelligence (Mintel, 1 9 9 9 ) bo th have

details o f market turnover in the security industry.

For most types o f precautionary behaviour this approach is more problematic. It is not easy

to  separate out that part o f expenditure related to  precautionary action - for example, what

proportion o f expenditure on a private car is related to  the ability to  drive children to  schoo l

(and what proportion o f this is related to  fear o f crime)? O ther times the action may invo lve

an opportunity cost, rather than an obvious financial cost to  the potential victim, such as a

reduced use o f leisure facilities like parks or playgrounds. No  estimates have been made o f

the costs o f precautionary behaviour in this study.

The cost o f insurance administration, in a competitive market, equals premiums paid in (a cost

to  potential victims) less claims paid out (a benefit for insured victims). Measurement of the cost

of insurance is complicated by the fact that insurers receive income from premiums at the start

of or during a year, and pay out claims later on in the year. At any time therefore, insurance

companies have a significant amount o f capital with which to  earn additional investment

income, which is not picked up by deducting premiums from claims. The Association of British

Insurers (ABI, 1999) abstract from this complication by calculating costs o f commissions to

sellers o f insurance and administration costs for various insurance markets in 1998.
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The only measurement technique that appears to be suitable for estimating the reduced quality of

life of potential victims is revealed preference. Relative property prices in high- and low-crime areas

(i.e. the revealed preference of potential victims for living in a low crime area) might provide an

indication of perceptions of the quality of life in areas with different crime rates and hence to a

valuation of quality of life. It might be possible to ‘factor out’  other possible determinants of relative

property prices, and to find how prices vary with crime rates. In practice it would prove very

difficult to adequately model all the other factors affecting demand and supply of property. No

estimates have been made for quality of life in this study.

Costs as a consequence of crime

The value o f property sto len or damaged can be measured using the replacement value or

repair costs o f the property invo lved. The British Crime Survey (Mirrlees-Black et al. 1998 )

asks victims o f crime about the value o f property sto len or damaged. The BCS also  asks

about any property subsequently returned, and about any insurance payments received for

the loss o f the property. These are deducted from the value o f sto len and damaged property.

Lost output resulting  from victims’  taking time o ff work due to  crime is measured by the

opportunity cost o f the person-hours lost as a result o f the crime. It is difficult to  place a value

on the amount o f leisure time spent dealing with a crime, but the opportunity cost o f work

time spent can be measured by the wage rate o f the victim. The BCS asks victims about the

amount o f time taken o ff work as a consequence o f crime. This can be multiplied by the

average wage rate to  estimate the lost output from crime. For vio lent crimes, this study uses

values o f lo st o utput taken fro m the Department o f the Enviro nment, Transpo rt and the

Regions (DETR) for use in road traffic accidents (DETR, 1999b). This is arguably a more

comprehensive and accurate measure o f lost output than the BCS for crimes invo lving injury

and/ or severe psycho logical impacts. The DETR also  estimates the cost o f health services in

road traffic accidents. These estimates are also  used to  approximate the costs invo lved in

vio lent crime incidents.

It is o ften argued that it is impossible to  measure accurately the emotional, physical and

psycho logical costs o f crime. It seems an impossible and artificial task to  place a value on

the pain caused by a cut o r bruise, let alone a serious wounding o r sexual o ffence. In

practice implicit valuations o f such costs are already made, though generally in a subjective

way. For example, a decision may be taken to  invest £1  million in a programme to  deter

car crime, instead o f a priso n rehabilitative pro gramme fo r o ffenders. In selecting  o ne

pro ject over the o ther we are implicitly placing a value on the crimes invo lved, and the

associated emotional, physical and psycho logical impacts. 
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In recent years various techniques have been developed to  estimate the value to  place on

pain and suffering. These techniques have gained wide acceptance in many fields, and are

now used regularly in a number o f different contexts. This study attempts to  use the available

evidence from these fields to  attach a sensible value to  these impacts, in order to  make the

judgements made more explicit, transparent and relevant.

It is important to  note that we do  not suggest that a value could or should be placed on the

suffering o f any individual victim o f crime. O nly the victim can know how they have been

affected by a crime, or what that means to  them personally. To  reduce that suffering to  a

single statistic or value is to  trivialise it in a way that most would find unacceptable. We

expressly do  not do  attempt such individual, ex-post valuations o f suffering. Rather, we try to

use values that reflect, ex-ante, the value socie ty places on preventing  the suffering  that

occurs as a result o f incidents.

A possible method o f valuing the impacts o f vio lent crime is to  use the amounts given to

victims o f vio lent crime by the Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme, which reflect the

type o f injuries sustained in the crime. 2 4 Unfo rtunately, Criminal Injuries Co mpensatio n

Scheme awards to  crime victims are unsuitable to  estimate the emo tio nal and physical

impacts o f crime. This is mainly because they are capped by funding limits for the Criminal

Injuries Compensation Authority (CICA). Since awards are given for specific injuries (e.g .

broken finger, loss o f eye), rather than crimes, it is also  extremely complicated to  assign

injuries to  particular crimes. The awards cover only the physical injury, and are based on

the type o f injury sustained rather than the impact on the victim.

O ne technique that is co mmo nly used is ‘ state d pre fe re nce ’ .  Using  stated preferences

invo lves the direct questioning o f sample populations to  discover their willingness to  pay

(W TP) fo r reductio ns in the risk o f an o utco me o ccurring , o r their willingness to  accept

(W TA) compensation for increased risk. For example, people could be questioned about the

fare increases they would accept for a 10% reduction in the risk o f suffering a fatal injury

on the rail network. An alternative form o f stated preference invo lves discovering the amount

people would want to  re ce ive to  compensate them for an outcome actually occurring.

Stated preference techniques have been used extensively by o ther government departments.

The Department o f Health uses a valuation technique known as Q uality Adjusted Life Years
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(Q ALYs) as a method o f assessing benefits arising from improvements in health.25 The DETR

has been using  figures develo ped fo r the value o f a  prevented fatality in ro ad traffic

accidents in cost-benefit analyses o f new road schemes (DETR, 1 9 9 9 a) fo r a number o f

years. Research in these areas provides the best currently available evidence on the value o f

emo tio nal and physical suffering . W e therefo re use DETR figures in this study as a first

approximation o f the emotional and physical impacts o f injuries sustained in vio lent crimes,

although we recognised that these are far from ideal in the context o f crime because both

the circumstances and consequences o f incidents differ. New research (see Section V) has

been commissioned to  improve our estimates in this area.

Responses to  contingent valuation questions such as the those used by the DETR are likely to

vary depending on the incentives for the respondent, the phrasing o f the question and the

understanding o f the respondent, and also  on differences in perceptions o f an incident by

victims and non-victims. Respondents in a contingent valuation study may overestimate risks,

o r be insensitive to  small changes in already small risks. This means that respo ndents’

willingness to  pay for increased safety may be higher than it should be based on actual risks.

Another potential difficulty is that respondents may have a ‘strategic bias’  in their responses

(Dalvi, 1988 ). Depending on whether respondents would have to  pay for any increased

safety (through increased taxation), their answers may be upgraded or downgraded in an

attempt to  ensure that their responses elicit the most favourable po licy results. 

The seco nd technique available is ‘re ve ale d pre fe re nce ’ . This invo lves analysing  actual

expenditure  patte rns o f a population to  estimate the amount people have actually spent to

reduce the risk o f an undesirable outcome. This allows an indirect estimation o f the value

placed on avo iding the outcome, and hence the cost o f that outcome. In cost o f crime terms,

this could be used to  analyse expenditure on security and the real or perceived reduction in

risk associated with extra spending, to  infer a value fo r the willingness to  pay to  avo id

certain property crimes.

O bta ining  estimates fro m revea led preference  techniques is difficult,  because  o f the

problems invo lved in separating out the different reasons for expenditure, and finding an

adequate risk-reducing  item o n which to  carry o ut revealed preference analysis. Since

vio lent crime covers so  wide a range o f incidents, it might be difficult adequately to  capture

them all in a study focused on only one type o f incident. 
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Data are available on the financial assistance given to  Victim Support Schemes from the

Victim Support Annual Reports (National Association o f Victim Support Schemes, 1998 ).

Ho wever, this is no t the full sto ry. Since victim services emplo y vo lunteer staff, o ccupy

buildings and employ many o ther services, the full opportunity cost must also  be calculated.

This would invo lve finding the next best alternative use o f these resources. For vo lunteer staff

this is difficult. Would vo lunteers be working, vo lunteering or using the extra time as leisure

time in the absence o f crime? The lost output o f victim support workers is an opportunity cost

o f crime, and has been accounted for using various assumptions (given in Appendix 3 ).

Costs of the response to crime

The only reliable information on po lice costs that is readily available at present is the cost o f

the to tal po lice budget. This budget must be split into  resources that are crime-related and

those that are not in order to  estimate the po lice resources devoted to  crime. No  national

estimates o f the allocation o f po lice resources are currently available. However, Humberside

Po lice use a detailed activity sampling  exercise to  analyse the amount o f time spent by

o fficers on different tasks and crimes. The results have been adapted in order to  estimate the

proportion o f po lice activity that is crime-related.

Estimates of average CJS resource costs for different types of crime are available in a computer

model o f flows and costs through the criminal justice process developed in the Home O ffice, in

co llaboration with the Lord Chancello r’s Department and the Crown Prosecution Service

(Harries, 1999). This model has drawn on data from activity sampling of CJS staff and court

time and on flows of defendants through the system, and on resource costs from CJS agencies,

to  provide resource cost estimates for all agencies in the criminal justice process.
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Section IV Estimates and analysis

It is important to  note that the cost estimates presented throughout this section are averages.

They do  not represent the cost o f specific incidents, and it would be extremely misleading to

use them in this way. Notifiable o ffence categories hide a range o f incidents with varying

degrees o f associated trauma and severity. For example robbery could invo lve anything

from the threat o f vio lence through to  acts o f vio lence, and associated injury. These are

likely to  result in significant costs variations within crime categories.

In addition the categories do  not distinguish between victims o f crime from different groups

in society. For example we might expect the elderly to  be more fearful and traumatised by

criminal acts than younger age groups. If po licies to  prevent victimisation target specific

groups, we need to  consider how crime and trauma affect the relevant social group.

However the estimates give a useful indication of the sort of cost savings, on average, that could

be made through initiatives targeting particular types of crime. Point estimates (a specific, single

value) are used rather than a range of values only because the information available to  us is not

generally good enough to give us an idea of the likely range of values,26 or the uncertainty

inherent in particular estimates. The estimates should therefore be used with caution. 

All estimates are in 1999  prices. W here estimates are only available for years o ther than

1999 , costs have been up-rated in line with the Retail Price Index. The costs o f crime have

been split into  six groups for ease o f analysis. These are:

● crimes against individuals and househo lds;

● crimes against the commercial and public sector;

● fraud and forgery;

● drugs o ffences;

● traffic and motoring and o ther non-notifiable o ffences;

● wider economic distortions.

26 Appendix 1  provides information on higher and lower estimates where alternative sources o f information

exist for the same type o f cost, but this does not quantify the uncertainty o f current estimates, or give a likely

range for the actual value.
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Table 4.1: Average cost estimates for all crimes against individuals and households

In response 

In anticipation of crime (£) As a consequence of crime (£) to crime (£)

Property Emotional and Criminal Number of TOTAL

Security Insurance stolen and physical impact Lost Victim Health Justice System Average incidents COST

O ffence category expenditure administration damaged on victims output services services (incl. Police) cost (£) (000s) (£ billion)

Crime against individuals and households

Violence against the person 2 - - 13,000 2,500 10 1,200 2700 19,000 880 16.8

Homicide - - - 700,000 370,000 4,700 630 22,000 1,100,000 1.1 1.2

Wounding (serious and slight) 2 - - 12,000 2,000 6 1,200 2,700 18,000 880 15.6

Serious wounding 10 - - 97,000 14,000 6 8,500 13,000 130,000 110 14.1

O ther wounding 0 - - 120 400 6 200 1,300 2,000 780 1.5

Common assault 0 - - 240 20 6 - 270 540 3,200 1.7

Sexual offences 2 - - 12,000 2,000 20 1,200 3,900 19,000 130 2.5

Robbery/ Mugging 0 40 310 2,400 420 6 190 1,400 4,700 420 2.0

Burglary in a dwelling 330 100 830 550 40 4 - 490 2,300 1,400 2.7

Theft 40 30 310 160 10 0 - 60 600 7300 4.4

Theft (not vehicle) - 20 130 100 4 0 - 90 340 3,800 1.3

Vehicle theft 70 50 500 220 20 0 - 30 890 3,500 3.1

Criminal Damage 10 20 190 200 30 0 - 60 510 3,000 1.5

All crime against individuals

and households (£  billion) 0.7 0.5 4.1 17.1 3.0 0.0 1.3 5.8 2,000 16,400 32.2

Commercial and public sector victimisation

Burglary not in a dwelling 900 50 1,200 - 40 - - 490 2,700 960 2.6

Theft from a shop 30 - 50 - - - - 20 100 31,000 3.1

Theft of commercial vehicle 3,400 1,500 4,600 - 60 - - 70 9,700 40 0.3
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Theft from commercial vehicle 240 110 320 - 10 - - 30 700 60 0.0

Robbery or till snatch 1,200 100 1,500 590 120 - 50 1,400 5,000 70 0.4

Criminal damage 340 20 440 - 30 - - 60 890 3,000 2.6

All commercial and public

sector victimisation (£  billion) 3 .2 0.2 4.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 1.4 260 9.1

Fraud and forgery

All fraud and forgery (£  billion) 1.1 - 10.3 - - - - 0 .6 - 9200 13.8

Traffic and motoring/ other

non-notifiable offences

Illegal speed - - - - - - - - - - 0 .9

Drug offences - - - - - - - - - - 1 .2

O ther indictable

non-motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 1 .0

Indictable motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .5

Summary non-motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .4

Summary motoring offences - - - - - - - - - - 0 .8

All traffic and motoring/ other

non-notifiable offences (£  billion) - - - 0 .7 0.2 - 0.0 3.9 - - 4 .8

TOTAL COST OF CRIME (£ billion) 4.9 0.6 18.6 17.8 3.3 0.0 1.4 11.6 - - 59.9

Notes:

1 . Figures may not sum to total due to rounding errors

2. - indicates that no figure has been estimated
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Average cost estimates are only calculated for the first two  groups, since these were the only

groups where reliable information was found on costs and the number o f o ffences. A to tal

cost estimate was calculated for fraud and forgery, including costs in anticipation and as a

consequence o f crime, as well as the CJS response to  crime. O nly the to tal CJS response to

crime (including po lice costs) was estimated for drug o ffences and traffic and motoring and

other non-notifiable o ffences. No  estimates have been found for wider economic distortions.

Table 4 .1  summarises all these average cost estimates, the estimated number o f incidents

and the to tal cost estimates for each category, where available.

The costs of crime against individuals and households

This section presents cost o f crime estimates for those types o f cost discussed in Section III.

Some potentially important costs o f crime could not be estimated in this study, because o f

lack o f time, inadequate data or conceptual difficulties. Table 3 .1  outlined the costs that

have and have not been included in the study. Section V outlines the research priorities for

tackling some o f these gaps.

Personal crimes were found to  be more serious, per incident, than property crimes. Figure

4 .1  sho ws average co st estimates fo r all o ffences against individuals and ho useho lds.

Vio lence against the person and sexual o ffences were found to  be the most serious o ffences

(having the highest average costs), fo llowed by theft o f vehicles, robberies, and burglary in

a dwelling. All o ther crimes against individuals and househo lds were less than one-third o f

the average cost per burglary in a dwelling.

Figure 4.1: Average cost estimates for all crimes against individuals and households
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KEY:

A - Vio lence against the person

B - Sexual o ffences

C - Theft o f a vehicle

D - Robbery

E - Burglary in a dwelling

F - Theft from a vehicle

G  - Common assault

H - Criminal damage

I - O ther theft/ handling

J - Attempted vehicle theft

Note:Vio lence against the person includes homicide,

serious woundings and less serious o ffences
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Property crimes

O verview

Property crime refers here to  all crimes against the property o f individuals or househo lds

where threats or vio lence were not used on the victim. It therefore covers burglary, various

theft and handling o ffences, vehicle crime and criminal damage, but not robbery, and not

o ffences against businesses, institutions, the public sector or o ther organisations. Table 4 .2

gives a summary o f findings.

Table 4.2: Average cost estimates for property crimes against individuals and households

Category o f cost Best estimate (£  per incident)

Burglary in Theft – not All vehicle Criminal

a dwelling vehicle Crime damage

In anticipation of crime 430 20 120 30

Defensive expenditure 330 - 70 10

Insurance administration 100 20 50 20

As a consequence of crime 1,400 230 730 420

Value o f property sto len 580 150 460 -

Property damaged/ destroyed 270 7 150 190

Property recovered -20 -30 -110 -

Lost output 40 4 20 30

Emotional impact 550 100 220 200

Victim services 4 0 0 0

In response to crime 490 90 30 60

Police activity 240 10 20 30

Prosecution 8 4 1 1

Magistrates courts 5 3 1 1

Crown court 10 4 1 1

Jury service 2 1 6 0

Legal aid 20 9 2 2

Non legal-aid defence 7 2 0 1

Probation Service 20 10 2 2

Prison Service 160 40 6 9

O ther CJS costs 10 3 1 20

TOTAL cost per incident 2,300 340 890 510

Notes:

1 . Figures may not sum to  to tals due to  rounding

2 . CJS costs are per o ffence, not per person proceeded against/ found guilty/ cautioned and convicted.27
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27 The average costs shown are therefore much lower than those normally publicised. For example, the CJS cost

per person proceeded against fo r criminal damage in 1 9 9 7  was estimated at around £ 1 0 ,0 0 0  (excluding

po lice costs), whereas the average cost per o ffence committed was around £30  (again excluding po lice costs).

This reflects the difference between the number o f persons proceeded against (1 7 ,0 0 0 ) and the number o f

o ffences (nearly 6  million).



Burglary in a dwe lling

Burglary in a dwelling covers burglary and aggravated burglary. The figures in Table 4 .2

are average cost figures for actual burglaries, rather than recorded burglaries (which are

likely to  have a higher unit co st). Expenditure on security amounts to  around £ 3 0 0  per

burglary. The average expenditure per househo ld will be much lower than this, since only a

small proportion o f househo lds are burgled in a given year. O ver £800  o f property is sto len

or damaged, and costs to  the criminal justice system amount to  nearly £500  per incident,

whether or not the o ffender is caught or found guilty. Those burglaries for which an o ffender

is bro ught to  justice and g iven a custo dial sentence will o bvio usly attract much higher

average costs. In to tal, burglaries cost on average around £2 ,300  per incident, with victims

bearing most o f this cost.28 This average masks wide variations between types o f burglary,

with attempts, for example, likely to  cost significantly less than burglaries with loss.

Vehicle  crime

Vehicle crime against individuals encompasses thefts o f vehicles and aggravated vehicle

taking, thefts from vehicles, and incidents where an attempt was made to  steal a vehicle or

property within it. It has been possible to  separate these into  individual estimates. This can

prove useful, especially in cases where initiatives or interventions focus on particular types

o f vehicle crime.
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28 The estimates do  not include insurance claimed, which will reduce the cost to  the victim. Neither do  they include

insurance premiums, which will increase costs in anticipation o f crime.



Table 4.3: Average cost estimates for theft of, theft from and attempted theft of/ from

vehicles

Category o f cost Best estimate (£  per incident)

Theft o f Theft from Attempted All vehicle 

vehicle vehicle vehicle theft crime

In anticipation of crime 690 70 30 120

Defensive (security) expenditure 370 40 20 70

Insurance administration 320 20 9 50

As a consequence of crime 4,000 480 240 730

Value o f property sto len 3 ,800 200 0 460

Property damaged/ destroyed 460 110 120 150

Property recovered -1 ,200 -10 0 -110

Lost output 60 10 7 20

Emotional impact 890 180 120 220

Victim services 0 0 0 0

In response to crime 70 30 10 30

Police activity 40 10 7 20

Prosecution 2 1 0 1

Magistrates courts 1 1 0 1

Crown court 2 1 0 1

Jury service 0 0 0 6

Legal aid 4 2 1 2

Non legal-aid defence 1 0 0 0

Probation Service 6 2 1 2

Prison Service 20 6 3 6

O ther CJS costs 1 0 0 1

TOTAL cost per vehicle crime 4,800 580 280 890

Notes:

1  Figures may not sum to  to tals due to  rounding

2  Attempted vehicle theft estimates have been used in preference to  estimates fo r vehicle interference and

tampering, a new notifiable o ffence from April 1998  that attempts to  bring together criminal damage to  a

motor vehicle with attempted vehicle thefts. This is because the estimates are based largely on British Crime

Survey data on the victim cost o f attempted vehicle theft rather than interference or tampering.
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By far the most costly crimes in this category, as would be expected, are thefts o f vehicles,

costing between £3 ,700  and £5 ,600  per incident on average, more than 8  times greater

than the cost o f thefts from a vehicle, and more than 16  times greater than attempted vehicle

thefts.  Aro und £ 4 0 0  is spent per year o n add-o n security measures per vehic le  theft

(although per vehicle the figure is much less), and insurance administration costs another

£300 . The most costly element o f a vehicle crime is the value o f the property sto len and

damaged, at o ver £ 4 ,0 0 0  per incident, altho ugh o ver £ 1 ,0 0 0  o f this is subsequently

recovered.29 Thefts o f vehicles also  invo lve £60  o f lost output per incident, probably due to

the inconvenience o f losing one ’s principal mode o f transport, as well as the need to  report

the o ffence to  po lice and insurers. The criminal justice respo nse to  thefts o f vehicles is

pro po rtio nately less than that fo r burg lary, at £ 7 0  per incident co mpared to  £ 4 9 0  per

burglary. This largely reflects the lower likelihood o f o ffenders being brought to  justice per

vehicle crime than per burglary.30

Each incident o f theft fro m a vehicle co sts, o n average, aro und £ 6 0 0 . £ 2 0 0  o f this is

property sto len from vehicles, with damaged property costing  £ 1 1 0 , and the emotional

impact o f the crime valued, on average, at around £ 1 8 0 . Attempted vehicle thefts co st

£280  per incident, mostly arising from damage to  property and the emotional impact.

O ther the ft

This category encompasses theft from the person, theft o f pedal cycles, vehicle interference

and tampering , theft in a  dwelling , and all o ther sub-gro ups in the no tifiable o ffence

category o f theft and handling sto len goods o ther than vehicle crime and theft from a shop.

It is therefore a very wide-ranging category, and as such, the estimates given here will be

subject to  wide margins o f error when analysing costs for any particular sub-group.

The majority o f the average cost per theft o f £340  falls on victims. Half the to tal costs are

property sto len and damaged. The emotional impact o f the crime could account for another

third o f the cost per incident. Costs o f the criminal justice process account for a further £90

per incident. There are few alternative estimates available that would give us a better idea

o f the sensitivity o f these figures.
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29 The estimated amount recovered varies from £784  to  £1 ,765  depending on assumptions used about the value

o f reco vered vehic les fo und with “ no  damag e ”  ,  “ mo derate / slig ht damag e ”  ,  “ extensive  damag e  but

repairable”  and “write o ff/ beyond repair”  (Hales and Stratford, 1999 ). These were the only questions on the

value o f recovered vehicles asked in the 1998  British Crime Survey.

30 There were an estimated 3 .65  million vehicle crimes in to tal in 1998 / 99 , and 16 ,400  o ffenders found guilty in

the courts in 1998  for vehicle crimes. For burglary the figures are 1 .49  million and 39 ,100  respectively. No

figures are available on the cost per person proceeded against for vehicle crime, so  direct comparisons are

difficult.



Criminal damage

The cost estimates for criminal damage in Table 4 .2  relate only to  criminal damage against

individuals and househo lds. Criminal damage against commercial and public sector targets

is dealt with later. Criminal damage includes arson, racially motivated criminal damage and

varying  degrees o f damage and destructio n o f pro perty. Unfo rtunately, due to  a small

number o f cases in the British Crime Survey it has not been possible to  separate out arson

fro m o ther criminal damage. Arso n can be a serio us o ffence invo lving  lo ss o f life and

pro perty, and the few cases o f arso n included will inflate the co st estimates fo r o ther

criminal damage. The small number o f cases o f racially motivated criminal damage in the

BCS also  means that it is not possible to  give a separate estimate for this category.

Again, few alternative estimates fo r criminal damage were available to  subject the best

estimates to  sensitivity analysis. Property sto len and damaged amounted to  around £200 ,

as did the emotional impact per o ffence. The cost o f criminal justice was £60  per incident,

and security and insurance measures against criminal damage cost on average £30 .

Personal crimes

O verview

Personal crime refers to  crimes presenting a direct personal threat o f harm to  individuals.

They invo lve different types o f cost in comparison with property crimes. W hereas much o f

the cost o f a property crime will invo lve loss o f or damage to  property, the majority o f costs

arising from personal crimes invo lve physical and emotional pain and suffering, lost output

and health service costs. The response o f the criminal justice system is likely to  be more

severe per incident than for property crimes, which at least partly reflects the greater impact

o f most personal crimes on victims. Table 4 .4  gives a summary o f average cost estimates for

different personal crimes. Estimates for serious woundings have been used for all o ffences in

the “more serious vio lence against the person”  category. Estimates fo r o ther woundings

have been used for all o ffences in the “ less serious vio lence against the person”  category.
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Table 4.4: Average cost estimates for all personal crimes

Category o f cost Best estimate (£  per incident)

All VAP excluding More Less Sexual Common Robbery/

Homicide homicide serious VAP serious VAP offences assault Mugging

In anticipation of crime 0 2 10 0 2 0 40

Defensive expenditure - 2 10 0 2 0 0

Insurance administration - - - - - - 40

As a consequence of crime 1,100,000 15,000 120,000 730 15,000 270 3,300

Physical and emotional impact 700 ,000 12 ,000 97 ,000 120 12 ,000 240 2 ,400

Value o f property sto len - - - - - - 330

Property damaged/ destroyed - - - - - - 30

Property recovered - - - - - - -50

Victim services 4 ,700 6 6 6 20 6 6

Lost output 370 ,000 2 ,000 14 ,000 400 2 ,000 20 420

Health services 630 1 ,200 8 ,500 200 1 ,200 - 190

In response to crime 22,000 2,700 13,000 1,300 3,900 270 1,400

Police activity 11 ,000 1 ,400 6 ,700 620 1 ,900 130 680

Prosecution 410 50 250 20 60 5 20

Magistrates courts 100 10 60 6 7 1 4

Crown court 720 90 440 40 180 9 40

Jury service 90 10 60 5 20 1 7

Legal aid 1 ,100 130 650 60 200 10 60

Non legal-aid defence 250 30 150 10 50 4 20

Probation Service 430 50 260 20 60 5 20

Prison Service 4 ,200 520 2 ,600 240 1 ,200 50 450

O ther CJS costs 1 ,700 220 1 ,100 100 160 20 70

Criminal injuries compensation admin 2 ,000 250 1 ,200 110 - 20 -

TOTAL cost per incident 1,100,000 18,000 130,000 2,000 19,000 540 4,700

Notes: 1 . Figures may not sum to  to tal due to  rounding; 2 . VAP = Vio lence against the person.
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Homicide

Homicide includes o ffences o f murder, manslaughter and infanticide. Attempted murder and

threat or conspiracy to  murder fall under vio lence against the person in this study. 

The vast majority o f costs for homicide are the physical and emotional costs. These costs

co uld be mo re accurately described as the amo unt so ciety is willing -to -pay to  avo id a

fatality. The average costs o f lost output are also  high, reflecting the productive potential lost

to  society through murder. Po lice costs are estimated at almost £11 ,000  per incident on

average, and prison costs at over £4 ,000 , although for some cases these figures will be

significantly higher.

The emo tio nal and physical impact estimate is based o n respo nses to  questio ns abo ut

reductions in the risk o f road traffic accidents rather than homicide. There are also  inherent

difficulties in reaching estimates in this area. The uncertainty around the estimate means that

any conclusions drawn must necessarily be tentative.

Vio lence  against the  person

Seventy-two  per cent o f vio lence against the person in 1998 / 99  invo lved serious wounding,

o ther wounding and common assault. Based on the crime counting rules in place prior to

April 1998 , 94% o f all vio lence against the person was serious and o ther wounding. The

fig ures g iven in Table 4 .4  relate to  serio us and o ther wo unding  o nly. O ther o ffences

classified as “more serious o ffences”  in Criminal Statistics 1998  are assumed to  have the

same cost as serious woundings, and o ther o ffences classified as “ less serious o ffences”  are

assumed to  have the same cost as o ther woundings. Common assault has been categorised

separately.

Very little evidence co uld be fo und o f measures to  reduce the risk o r co nsequences o f

victimisation. This is probably because measures taken o ften invo lve changes in behaviour

rather than expenditure on physical security or on insurance against the risk o f vio lent crime.

These changes in behavio ur are difficult to  value. The market fo r perso nal alarms was

estimated at £2  million per year by Mintel (1999 ). This compares with around £250  million

for vehicle security.

Sexual o ffences

It is extremely difficult to  describe all the impacts o f sexual o ffences, let alone to  put a cost

on the impact on the victim. Nevertheless, it is important to  at least attempt to  do  so , in

order to  ensure that sufficient priority is given to  sexual o ffences compared with o ther kinds

o f crime. The co st estimates g iven in Table 4 .4  are currently based o n the estimate fo r
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wounding. We do  not think it is acceptable in the long term, because sexual o ffences are

entirely different in nature and impact on victims.31  However we have included the estimate

based on wounding to  ensure the analysis considers the severity o f sexual o ffences – even

though this is likely to  be an under-estimate. The alternative is to  exclude the impact o f

sexual o ffences a lto g ether, which we think wo uld be an irrespo nsible o missio n. N ew

research to  improve our understanding o f the victim trauma should be a priority, although it

is not clear that current research techniques are capable o f adequately dealing with this

area.

The estimates o f criminal justice costs for sexual o ffences are likely to  be more robust than

estimates o f the emotional and physical impacts for sexual o ffences. Even here, since our

estimate is based o n to tal CJS co sts divided by the estimated number o f o ffences, o ur

number o f o ffences estimate – which is itself unlikely to  be an accurate reflection o f true

levels and rates o f victimisation – will affect the CJS cost.

Robbery

Robbery is defined in Criminal Statistics 1998  as “ the use or threat o f force to  a person

immediately before o r at the time o f a theft”  (p275 ). O nly robberies against individuals

have been counted here – robberies where the theft was from commercial or public sector

targets are included in the section on commercial and public sector victimisation .

Ro bbery is a  unique o ffence categ o ry as it co mbines elements o f bo th pro perty and

perso na l c rimes.  It is g enera lly g ro uped with perso na l c rimes due  to  the  perce ived

seriousness o f the personal vio lence aspect o f the o ffence. This study, showing the average

cost o f a robbery to  be around £4 ,700  per incident, largely bears that decision.

An estimated 16 .4%32 o f robberies invo lve cuts and/ or broken bones – vio lence that in the

British Crime Survey is bro adly equivalent to  that o f a  wo unding . The estimate o f the

physical and emotional impact o f robbery is based on an average using  the combined

wounding estimate for this 16 .4%, and the British Crime Survey question on victims’  desired

compensation33 (Hales and Stratford, 1999 ) for the remainder. If we assume that the injuries

in these 16 .4% o f robberies correspond to  serious woundings, the estimate o f the physical

and emotional impact jumps from £2 ,400  to  £30 ,000 . This highlights the possibility that the

best estimate for the average cost o f a robbery may be too  low. 
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31 There may be significant impacts invo lved in sexual o ffences that are not included in the wounding estimates, or

a given incident with a sexual motive could be more distressing than a similar incident with no  sexual motive.

Sexual o ffences could, on average, invo lve more serious emotional and physical impacts than woundings.

32 Based on unpublished analysis o f the 1998  o f the BCS, undertaken by the British Crime Survey team.

33 See Appendix 3 , emotional and physical impact, for details.



At around £1 ,400  per incident on average, robberies also  impose a significant cost on the

criminal justice system. Around £300  on average is sto len and not recovered or damaged,

and lost output (through time o ff work) adds up to  around £400  per incident, although this

rises to  over £4 ,000  if the high estimate is used.

Common assault

Common assault became a notifiable o ffence in the counting rule changes o f April 1998 .

This category also  includes assault on a constable.

O ver half the £540  per common assault is incurred as a response to  the o ffence by the

criminal justice system. The emotional and physical impact is estimated at around £240  per

o ffence, with lost output costing a further £20  and victim support costing around £6  per

incident on average.

Commercial and public sector victimisation

Overview

Commercial and public sector victimisation is generally more difficult to  count than crimes

against individuals o r ho useho lds. It is also  mo re difficult to  find reliable and regularly

updated sources o f information regarding the cost o f such incidents. Incidents have been

g ro uped into  six ca teg o ries:  burg lary no t in a  dwelling ,  the ft fro m a  sho p,  the ft o f

commercial vehicles, theft from commercial vehicles, criminal damage to  commercial o r

public  secto r pro perty, and ro bbery o r till snatches. Vio lent crimes against staff in the

workplace, o ther than robberies, are included under the relevant personal crime against

individuals. Fraud against commercial o r public secto r targets is included in the overall

estima te  fo r fra ud b e lo w.  W ider ec o no mic  c o sts,  suc h a s hig h c rime  d isc o ura g ing

businesses fro m o perating  in so me parts o f the co untry, are  dealt with under “ wider

economic distortions”  below. 

43

Estimates and analysis



0

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

Figure 4.2: Average costs of crimes against commercial and public sector targets
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Table 4.5: Average cost estimates for crimes against the commercial and public sector

Best estimate (£  per incident)

Category o f cost Burglary not in a Theft from Theft o f Theft from Criminal Robbery or

dwelling a shop commercial vehicle commercial vehicle damage till snatch

In anticipation of crime 950 30 5,000 350 360 1,300

Defensive (security) expenditure 900 30 3 ,400 240 340 1 ,200

Insurance administration 50 - 1 ,500 110 20 100

As a consequence of crime 1,200 50 4,700 330 470 2,300

Emotional and physical impact - - - - - 590

Value o f property sto len

Property damaged/ destroyed 1 ,200 50 4 ,600 320 440 1 ,500

Property recovered - - - - - -

Lost output 40 - 60 10 30 120

Health services - - - - - 50

In response to crime 490 20 70 30 60 1400

Police activity 240 7 40 10 30 680

Prosecution 8 1 2 1 1 20

Magistrates courts 5 0 1 1 1 4

Crown court 10 0 2 1 1 40

Jury service 2 0 0 0 0 7

Legal aid 20 1 4 2 2 60

Non legal-aid defence 7 0 1 0 1 20

Probation Service 20 2 6 2 2 20

Prison Service 160 4 20 6 9 450

O ther CJS costs 10 0 1 0 20 70

TOTAL cost per incident 2,700 100 9,700 700 890 5,000
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Burglary not in a dw elling

Burglary not in a dwelling was more expensive per incident than burglary in a dwelling

(£ 2 ,7 0 0  in co mpariso n with £ 2 ,3 0 0 ). This largely reflects the greater amo unt spent o n

security measures for burglaries not in a dwelling, at around £1 ,000  per incident, despite

the amounts lost on average being less than those for burglary in a dwelling.

Theft from a shop

Each incident o f theft from a shop (including theft by employees and theft by o thers as well

as customer theft) cost around £100 . £50  o f this was the average value o f property sto len.

This figure may be quite high, since it relates to  incidents o f “witnessed”  theft as defined by

the British Retail Consortium’s Retail Crime Survey 1998 . It may be that retail premises with

items o f low value (e.g . sweet shops) are less concerned about witnessing thefts than stores

with higher-value items (e.g . jewellers). Aro und £ 3 0  per incident was spent o n security

measures such as CCTV and security guards. The response o f the criminal justice system,

including the po lice, was around £20  per incident.

Theft of and from commercial vehicles

An average theft o f a commercial vehicle, at £9 ,700 , cost almost twice as much as an

average theft o f a vehicle from individuals/ househo lds. This was due both to  the higher cost

o f property sto len and damaged (£4 ,600  per incident), and the much higher cost o f security

and insurance  administratio n (aro und £ 5 ,0 0 0  per inc ident).  Thefts fro m co mmerc ia l

vehic les, at £ 7 0 0  per incident, co st slightly mo re than thefts fro m vehic les o wned by

individuals/ ho useho lds. These estimates relate  to  the averag e co st o f a ll inc idents o f

commercial and public sector vehicle theft, whether the incidents were reported, recorded or

otherwise. Specific types o f o ffence, such as plant theft or theft o f heavy goods vehicles, are

likely to  have significantly higher costs.

Criminal damage

Nearly half of the costs per incident of commercial and public sector criminal damage were due

to  property damaged or destroyed, and nearly half were due to  security measures against

criminal damage. The average cost per incident was again much greater than the cost of criminal

damage against individuals and households, at £890 per incident compared with £510.

Robbery or till snatch

In common with o ther crimes against commercial or public sector targets, robberies and till

snatches had a higher average cost than their equivalent against individuals. This again is

due to  the difference in security expenditure, with commercial and public sector robberies

costing around £1 ,200  in security costs per o ffence.
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Fraud and forgery

Fraud and forgery is a notoriously difficult area o f criminal activity on which to  find reliable

information. Early on in the development o f cost o f crime estimates, the working group on the

development o f a cost o f crime performance measure for the criminal justice system realised

that there were no  adequate estimates o f the cost o f fraud and forgery to  the economy.

In order to  fill this gap, the Home O ffice and the Serious Fraud O ffice jo intly commissioned

a  study fro m N atio na l Eco no mic  Research Asso c ia tes (N ERA).  A repo rt entitled The

Economic Cost o f Fraud: A Report for the  Home  O ffice  and the  Serious Fraud O ffice was

published by NERA in July 2000 . This provides estimates o f expenditure on investigations,

co urt pro ceedings and preventative measures and o f the amo unts o f mo ney defrauded

across the economy. Based on available data, the to tal o f estimated costs was in the range

£7  billion to  £14  billion, a large part o f which was amounts defrauded. The difficulty o f

detecting some frauds and the limited data co llected in some sectors led NERA to  believe

that even the higher figure is likely to  be an underestimate. Fo r this reaso n, the higher

estimate o f £14  billion is used in this study as the best available estimate o f the cost o f

fraud. Table 6 .1 .1  o f the NERA report is reproduced as Table 4 .6  below fo r reference.

Estimates in this table are, in general, fo r the UK as a whole, although CJS costs are for

England and W ales only.
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Table 4.6: The Economic Cost of Fraud: A Report for the Home Office and the Serious

Fraud Office –  Summary of Estimates of the Economic Costs of Fraud

Low Estimate High Estimate

Volume Cost Volume Cost

000s £  million 000s £  million

RESOURCE COSTS

CJS

Flows & costs model 269 .3 269 .3

Po lice costs pre-charge – “prevention’ 86 .6 86 .6

Po lice costs pre-charge – “ investigation” 191 .8 191 .8

Defence costs 14 .6 14 .6

SFO 16 .8 16 .8

CJS sub-to tal 579 .2 579 .2

Other public sector

NHS 4.7 6 .0

Customs & Excise & VAT 3 .2 20 .5

Benefits fraud 465 .0 493 .0

Inland Revenue 48 .7 385 .8

Public se ctor sub-to tal 521 .6 905 .3

Private sector

ABI Fraud-Check Campaign 0 .45 0 .45

CIFAS 0 .5 0 .5

FSA - 42 .0

Smart cards 113 .3 113 .3

Private  se ctor sub-to tal 114 .2 156 .2

Total resource costs 1 ,215 1 ,641

TRANSFER COSTS

Public sector

Benefits fraud 556 .00 2 ,118 1 ,509 .00 5 ,123

Civil service employee fraud 0 .58 2 .2 0 .58 2 .2

Customs & Excise & VAT 885 2 ,500

Local Authorities 0 .64 10 .8 0 .64 10 .8

NHS 0.25 2 .7 3 ,000 .00 150

Inland Revenue 1 .8 19 .4

Public se ctor sub-to tal 557 .47 3 ,020 .5 4 ,510 .22 7 ,805 .4
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Table 4.6 –  continued

Low Estimate High Estimate

Volume Cost Volume Cost

000s £  million 000s £  million

Private sector

ABI 432 .90 650 .0 432 .90 650 .0

APACS plastic card fraud 3 ,845 .61 189 .3 3 ,845 .61 189 .3

BBA 29 .73 32 .4 29 .73 32 .4

Ernst & Young Survey 100 .0 100 .0

KPMG  fraud barometer (excl SFO ) 0 .06 257 .8 0 .06 257 .8

Commercial Victimisation Survey 393 .00 147 .2 393 .00 147 .2

Private  se ctor sub-to tal 4 ,701 .30 1 ,376 .7 4 ,701 .30 1 ,376 .7

Serious fraud

SFO 0.02 107 .2 0 .03 1 ,137 .5

Total transfer costs 4 ,504 10 ,320

O ther misallocation o f resources

(tax distortion) 1 ,030 .3 1 ,858

Total economic cost of fraud 6 ,750 13 ,818

(resource + transfer + other misallocation)

Total volume of fraud offences 5 ,259 9 ,212

o f which:

Recorded o ffences - England and W ales 279 .51 279 .51

Recorded o ffences - Scotland 24 .00 24 .00

Recorded o ffences - Northern Ireland 5 .00 5 .00

O ffences not reported to  po lice 4 ,950 8 ,903

Note: to tals in bo ld have been rounded to  the nearest thousand.

Source: NERA (2000 ), p54 .

It is possible in principle to  divide the estimated to tal cost o f fraud by the to tal estimated

vo lume o f fraud to  arrive at an average cost figure per incident. Due to  the huge diversity in

types and costs o f fraud, and wide variations in the quality o f the data used, this is likely to

be more misleading than informative. For this reason, average cost figures for fraud have

not been estimated.
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Drug crime

This study does not attempt to  estimate the cost o f drug o ffences to  society, except for the

criminal justice system response to  drugs, which is estimated to  cost the CJS, including the

po lice, a to tal o f £1 .2  billion a year (Table 4 .7 ).

Table 4.7: Estimated Criminal Justice System costs for trafficking and possession of drugs

Drug o ffences (£  million)

CJS costs (excluding po lice) 616

Police costs 516

Total 1 ,200

Drug o ffences fall into  three categories in Criminal Statistics 1998 – trafficking in contro lled

drugs, possession o f contro lled drugs and o ther drug o ffences. O ffences that are committed

in order to  fund a drug habit are included in the relevant property crime sections, but no

attempt has been made to  separate out the percentage o f property crimes that are estimated

to  be drug-related.

The drug o ffences included here do  not invo lve a direct “victim” , except in the sense that

drug users are victims o f drug traffickers and suppliers, and in the sense that drug users are

victims o f their o wn criminal activities. The co sts o f drug  crime include co sts to  health

services, rehabilitation services and criminal justice agencies’  activities against traffickers,

suppliers and users o f contro lled drugs. They also  include any loss o f productivity or output

as a result o f drug users not contributing to  G DP, or contributing less than they would have

done in the absence o f drug use.

Traffic and motoring offences and other non-notifiable offences

During  initia l discussio ns abo ut the o ffence co verag e o f a  co st o f crime perfo rmance

measure fo r the CJS, it was noted that there were a few o ffences in the vast number o f

summary o ffences c o mmitted  where  eco no mic  and so c ia l c o sts were  sig nificant.  In

particular, accidents caused by illegal speed34 have high costs, and, although little time is

spent by the CJS per case, the high number o f o ffences invo lved leads to  significant criminal

justice costs.

34 Illegal speed (i.e. driving above the speed limit) is differentiated from “ inappropriate”  speed (i.e. driving too  fast

for the conditions, but not above the speed limit) here.



A report by the DETR (1 9 9 8 ), Ve hicle  Spe e ds in G re at Britain 1997 , shows that illegal

spe e d  is e nde mic  o n Brita in’s ro a ds.  O ve r 5 0 % o f c a rs o n mo to rw a ys a nd  dua l

carriageways exceed the speed limit o f 70  miles per hour (mph). Nineteen per cent o f cars

on motorways and 13% on dual carriageways travel at over 80  mph. In urban areas, 70%

of cars exceed 30  mph speed limits, with 35% o f cars exceeding this limit by over 5  mph.

Twenty-seven per cent o f cars exceed 40  mph speed limits, with 9% exceeding 40  mph by

over 5  mph.

It is estimated in the DETR Annual Report 1999  that “ inappropriate and excessive speed

helps to  kill aro und 1 ,2 0 0  peo ple every year and injures a  further 1 0 0 ,0 0 0 ”  (DETR,

1999a, paragraph 7 .44 ). Assuming that half o f these accidents would not occur if speed

had not been inappropriate or excessive, and that half o f the remaining accidents were due

to  illegal speed, we estimate that 300  people are killed and 25 ,000  are injured each year

due to  illeg al speed. Using  fig ures fro m the Hig hways Eco no mics N o te 1 9 9 8  (DETR,

1999b) on the human cost (emotional and physical impact), lost output and health service

co sts per ro ad traffic  acc ident casualty, we can derive estimates fo r the to tal co st o f

accidents invo lving illegal speed. Table 4 .8  gives details.

Table 4.8: Total casualty costs for road traffic accidents involving illegal speed, 1998

(£  million) Lost output Medical and Human costs Total

ambulance

Fatal 108 0 206 314

Serious 44 27 303 373

Slight 32 14 152 198

Total 184 40 661 885

This study has not attempted to  estimate the costs o f o ther traffic, motoring or non-notifiable

o ffences o ther than the costs incurred by the CJS in response to  these crimes. These o ffences

do  have real costs to  society o ther than the CJS – this study does not estimate them due to

time and data  co nstra ints.  Po lice  co sts have  been estimated by assuming  the  same

proportion o f the po lice crime-related budget is used for these crimes as the proportion o f

to tal CJS costs expended on them. Table 4 .9  shows the to tal estimated costs to  the CJS

(including the po lice) for five groups o f o ffences.
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Table 4.9: Total CJS costs of traffic and motoring/ other non-notifiable offences

O ffence (£  million)

CJS costs excluding po lice Po lice costs

O ther indictable non-motoring o ffences 420 390

Indictable motoring o ffences 60 60

Summary non-motoring o ffences 380 360

Summary motoring o ffences 480 450

All o ffences not in main analysis 1340 1260

Wider economic distortions

Crime has impacts o ver and abo ve tho se captured in the co st o f specific o ffences. The

existence o f crime, or o f chronic rates o f victimisation, in particular areas or groups can

have big  effects o n that gro up o r area that are no t captured in the co sts o f particular

o ffences. W e have attempted to  pull to gether these vario us impacts under the heading

“ wider eco no mic  disto rtio ns” .  Altho ug h these  wider eco no mic  disto rtio ns have been

identified, and possible methods proposed to  value their impacts, no  actual figures have

been produced. This is partly due to  the complex and nebulous nature o f these impacts, and

partly due to  time constraints. A brief overview o f the types o f cost falling under “wider

economic distortions”  is provided below:

We have attempted to  identify the costs that are borne by individuals, rather than those

borne by o ther economic agents (e.g . businesses), because these o ther agents can o ften

transfer the costs onto  o ther individuals (e.g . by charging higher prices). A “comparative

static”  analysis has been used – comparing a high-crime neighbourhood with the expected

situation in the same neighbourhood with low crime.

● Individuals bear wider co sts o f crime thro ug h reduced pro visio n o f lo ca l

amenities in high-crime areas. The council and o thers are less likely to  provide

these  amenities due to  the  increased co st o f maintenance  and repa ir o f

vandalism, and the victimisation o f users. Examples include parks, libraries,

playgrounds and community centres.

● In a similar way, fewer shops and services are likely to  be provided in high crime

areas. Those that are supplied will be supplied at a higher cost to  cover insurance

and security, although these costs are already included in the ‘costs o f crime ’
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estimates. Individuals in high-crime areas therefore face less choice, higher prices

or the extra cost of transport to  neighbouring shops and services.

● Fewer businesses and services in an area  mean fewer lo cal emplo yment

opportunities for local residents. Individuals will have no  job, a worse job than

she/ he would o therwise have had, or will have to  travel further for a job. All

three imply lower disposable incomes for individuals.

● If public sector goods and services are still provided in a high-crime area, it

may be that public sector workers require wage premiums to  encourage them

to  work there.

● The extra taxation required to  fund the criminal justice system, other government

crime prevention work, health services and victim support services distorts the

investment and savings decisions o f individuals, the price mechanism and the

efficient allocation o f goods and services. Less crime, and lower criminal justice

costs, means lower taxation and consequently a smaller tax distortion.

There are two  broad measurement techniques that could conceivably be brought to  bear on

valuing wider economic disto rtions. The first is a system o f “matched pairs”  – matching

neig hbo urho o ds with different c rime rates but similar in o ther ways.  Prices,  wag es,

employment and transport data would be required to  carry out such an analysis. This is

unlikely to  be a realistic method o f valuation.

The second method invo lves trying to  find the impact o f crime rates on the price o f some

expensive go o d that ties an individual to  a neighbo urho o d. Ho use prices are the mo st

o bvio us example o f this.  If we were able  to  accurately “ net o ut”  a ll o ther effects o n

differences in ho use prices between neighbo urho o ds such as size, age, transpo rt links,

weather, income, and o ther aspects o f private and social amenity, we could then iso late the

impact o f crime rates. In practice it is likely to  be too  difficult to  net out these effects.



Total cost of crime

Overview

The to tal cost o f crime is important in assessing the scale o f the impact o f criminal activity on

England and W ales. Table 4 .10  summarises the to tal costs o f crime. It can be used to  find

o ut to tal co sts by o ffence type (e.g . fo r burglary), o r by type o f co st (e.g . fo r pro perty

sto len). It can also  be used to  find out the cost o f one cost category for one o ffence type

(e.g . the to tal value o f pro perty sto len in burglaries). W here po ssible, co sts have been

exhaustively allocated to  crimes. For example, security costs were estimated at £4 .9  billion

for the commercial and public sector. This £4 .9  billion has been exhaustively allocated –

there is no  residual security expenditure for “general deterrence” .

For all estimates derived from a total figure, such as security costs, the total costs o f crime

simply reflect these estimates. For estimates derived from a unit cost, such as the cost o f

pro perty sto len per witnessed theft fro m a  sho p,  to ta l co sts have  been estimated by

multiplying the average cost by the estimated total number o f crimes. In our theft example, the

£50  per incident o f witnessed theft from a shop is multiplied by 31  million (the total estimated

number o f thefts from a shop, including thefts by customers, employees and others). The cost

figure is therefore sensitive to  the estimates o f the number o f o ffences committed.

Costs of crime by cost category

The to tal cost o f crime to  England and W ales in 1999 / 00  is estimated at £60  billion. This

figure is by no  means comprehensive – costs o f precautionary behaviour, quality o f life,

drug crime, low-level disorder, undiscovered fraud, costs in terms o f attitudes and social

structures and o ther costs are not included in this figure.

Around £19  billion o f the total cost o f crime is the cost o f property sto len or damaged. O ver

£10  billion o f this relates to  money illegally transferred through fraud, with the remainder split

roughly evenly between crimes against households and individuals, and crime against the

commercial and public sector. £18  billion o f the total is the direct emotional and physical

impact on victims o f crime. O ver £14  billion o f this is incurred as a result o f vio lent crime.

The response to  crime by the criminal justice system constitutes nearly 20% o f the to tal cost

o f crime, at £11 .6  billion. Identifiable costs in anticipation o f crime – security expenditure

and insurance administration costs – came to  over £5  billion, with the bulk o f this as security

expenditure. Note that some proportion o f po lice costs will be “preventative”  in nature, and

should fall under the “ in anticipation o f crime”  category too . It has not proved possible to

estimate this proportion.
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O ver £3  billion worth o f productive output was foregone as a result o f crime in 1999 / 00 ,

with over £2 .5  billion o f this due to  time o ff work recovering from the effects o f vio lent crime.

A further £1  billion or more was borne by health services dealing with the effects o f vio lent

crime. Figure 4 .3  shows the contribution o f each cost category to  the total cost o f crime.

Figure 4.3: Cost of crime by cost category, as a proportion of total costs

Note: percentages may not exactly match those in Table 4 .1  due to  rounding, and because the percentages

in the table do  not include a small proportion o f fraud and forgery costs, which cannot be allocated to  cost

categories.

Costs of crime by offence type

Around £32  billion o f the to tal estimated cost o f crime arose from crimes against individuals

and househo lds. O f this, £23  billion was for vio lent crime and £9  billion for property crime.

The most costly individual crime category was serious woundings. Even though these made

up only 100 ,000  o f the 16  million crimes against individuals and househo lds, they cost a

to tal o f over £14  billion. Vehicle theft (thefts o f and from vehicles and attempts) was the next

most costly o ffence, costing a to tal o f around £3  billion. Nearly £1 .8  billion o f this was due

to  thefts o f vehicles, and £1 .2  billion due to  thefts from vehicles.

Commercial and public sector victimisation cost a to tal o f over £9  billion. O ver £3  billion o f

this was estimated to  be due to  thefts from shops. Even at an average o f only £100  per

inc ident,  the  hug e  number o f inc idents make  this the  mo st co stly c rime  ag a inst the

commercial and public sector. Both criminal damage and burglary not in a dwelling cost

businesses and o ther organisations approximately £2 .6  billion.
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Table 4.10: Summary of total cost estimates, by crime type and cost category

In response Total Percentage of

In anticipation of crime (£) As a consequence of crime (£m) to crime (£m) cost total cost

Property Emotional and Criminal (£ billion)

Security Insurance stolen and physical impact Lost Victim Health Justice System

O ffence type expenditure administration damaged on victims output services services (incl. Police)

Crime against individuals and households

Vio lence against the person 2 - - 11 ,000 2 ,200 10 1 ,100 2 ,400 16 .8 28%

Homicide - - - 780 410 5 1 30 1 .2 2%

W ounding (se rious and slight) 2 - - 10 ,000 1 ,800 5 1 ,100 2 ,400 15 .6 26%

Serious wounding 2 - - 10 ,000 1 ,500 1 900 1 ,400 14 .1 23%

O ther wounding 0 - - 100 310 5 160 970 1 .5 3%

Common assault 0 - - 780 70 20 - 870 1 .7 3%

Sexual o ffences 0 - - 1 ,600 270 2 160 510 2 .5 4%

Robbery/ Mugging 0 20 130 990 180 2 80 580 2 .0 3%

Burglary in a dwelling 460 140 1 ,200 770 60 5 - 680 2 .7 4%

Theft 260 250 2 ,200 1 ,200 70 0 - 450 4 .4 7%

Theft (not vehicle) - 70 480 380 20 0 - 340 1 .3 2%

Vehicle theft 260 180 1 ,800 780 60 0 - 110 3 .1 5%

Criminal Damage - 70 560 600 90 0 - 180 1 .5 2%

TOTAL INDIVIDUAL 

AND HOUSEHOLD (£ billion) 0 .7 0 .5 4 .1 17 .0 2 .9 0 .0 1 .3 5 .7 32 .2 54%

Commercial and public sector victimisation

Burglary not in a dwelling 870 50 1 ,100 - 40 - - 470 2 .6 4%

Theft from a shop 1 ,100 - 1 ,500 - - - - 620 3 .1 5%

Theft o f commercial vehicle 120 50 160 - 2 - - 2 0 .3 1%
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Theft from commercial vehicle 10 6 20 - 1 - - 2 0 .0 <1%

Robbery or till snatch 90 7 110 40 8 - 3 100 0 .4 1%

Criminal damage

(public/ commercial) 1 ,000 60 1 ,300 - 90 - - 180 2 .6 4%

TOTAL COMMERCIAL/

PUBLIC SECTOR (£ billion) 3 .2 0 .2 4 .2 0 .0 0 .1 0 .0 0 .0 1 .4 9 .1 15%

TOTAL FRAUD (£ billion) 1 .1 - 10 .3 - - - - 0 .6 13 .8 23%

Traffic and motoring/

other non-notifiable offences

Drug o ffences - - - - - - - 1 ,200 1 .2 2%

O ther indictable

non-motoring o ffences - - - - - - 810 1 .0 2%

Indictable motoring o ffences - - - - - - - 120 0 .5 <1%

Summary non-motoring o ffences - - - - - - - 740 0 .4 1%

Summary motoring o ffences - - - 660 180 - 40 930 1 .7 3%

TOTAL TRAFFIC/

MOTORING/  OTHER (£ billion)- - - - 0 .7 0 .2 - 0 .0 3 .9 4 .8 8%

TOTAL COST OF CRIME (£ billion) 4 .9 0 .6 18 .6 17 .7 3 .3 0 .0 1 .3 11 .6 59 .9 100%

Percentage o f to tal cost 8% 1% 31% 30% 5% <1% 2% 19% 100%

Note:

Figures may not sum to  to tals due to  rounding.

O rganised crime has two  principal effects on the to tal cost o f crime. Firstly, it has a ‘multiplier’  effect on vo lume crime, by sustaining and creating criminal markets.

Secondly, it has distinct indirect effects through, for example, infiltration o f business and the threat to  the City o f London’s reputation, posed by fraud and money

laundering. Thirdly, it imposes social costs, including treatment, victim trauma and social conflict.

The National Criminal Intelligence Service (NCIS) have studied the impact o f crime in which O rganised Crime is invo lved. The degree to  which O rganised Crime is

responsible for the aggregate impact in each category varies. Thus, NCIS’s overall figure o f £22  billion includes some vo lume crime. We estimate that £5 -10  billion

is additional to  our estimate o f £60  billion. Much o f the additional cost is attributable to  intellectual property theft, which includes counterfeiting. Further work is

required to  verify the differential.



Traffic, motoring and o ther non-notifiable o ffences cost around £3 .5  billion in 1999 / 00 .

The majority o f this was costs to  the criminal justice system, including the po lice, at a to tal o f

around £2 .5  billion. Nearly £1  billion was due to  road accidents caused by illegal speed.

Figure 4 .4  shows the to tal cost o f crime broken down by o ffence type.

Figure 4.4: Cost of crime by offence type, as a proportion of total costs

The to ta l co st o f c rime fig ure  o f aro und £ 6 0  b illio n is likely,  o n ba lance ,  to  be  an

underestimate o f the true costs o f crime to  England and W ales. Although it is possible that

some costs such as the emotional and physical impacts o f crime could be overestimates, the

cost categories where no  estimates are available, such as fear o f crime and precautionary

behaviour, are likely to  outweigh any possible overestimation o f costs.

The to tal is slightly more than has been estimated for England and W ales, the UK or Britain

in recent years. This is unsurprising, since this study has attempted to  estimate the costs o f

crime in a more comprehensive manner than most o ther studies.
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Section V Using and developing the estimates

Why the estimates are useful 

The average cost o f crime estimates in Section IV represent an important first step towards

better-informed appraisal and evaluation o f new and existing po licies to  reduce the level o f

crime and to  mitigate its impact. These estimates, for the first time in the UK, bring together

the best available evidence on a number o f important impacts o f crime across a wide range

o f o ffence categories. They allow us to  compare directly the impacts o f crimes on society

with the costs o f preventing them and o f dealing with their consequences.

The G overnment launched its Crime Reduction Programme (CRP) in 1998 , with the objective

o f cutting crime by investing in techniques known to  be effective, and cost effective; and by

testing new techniques on which there is less evidence. Each o f the initiatives in the Crime

Reduction Programme will be rigorously evaluated to  improve the evidence base on what

works and what is cost-effective in cutting crime and its impacts. It is important that as far as

possible the costs and benefits o f initiatives can be measured on a common basis. The cost

o f crime framework set out here can potentially be employed for all initiatives. The benefit to

society from a reduced risk o f burglary in an area where CCTV has been installed can be

compared on a common metric with the benefits o f a behavioural programme, where the

impact is measured in terms o f reduced o ffending o f a group o f individuals likely o therwise

to  commit a particular ‘mix’  o f crimes.

O ne example o f the wide applicability o f the appro ach is in va luing  the benefits o f

behavioural programmes with o ffenders or children. Many CRP initiatives focus on trying to

change o ffending behaviour, either by concentrating on early risk factors or through new

priso n o r pro batio n behavio ural pro g rammes. W here an o ffender pro g ramme has a

mea sura b le  impa c t (thro ug h fewer reco nvic tio ns) o n reo ffending ,  the  c o st o f c rime

framework can be employed. If we can estimate the distribution o f different types o f crime

committed by o ffenders on the programme, a reduction in the percentage o f programme

participants who  re-o ffend in a given time period compared with a contro l group can be

translated into  the numbers o f each type o f crime prevented. These crimes can then be

costed using our estimated average costs, and compared with the costs o f implementing the

programmes to  see whether the benefits outweigh the costs.



Cost o f crime estimates will be, and are already being, used in many different contexts in

the field o f crime reduction, and the demand for analysis using the estimates is likely to

gro w further. An analysis o f the co sts and benefits o f all Crime Reductio n Pro gramme

pro jects will be a key part o f the evaluation and future development o f the programme.

Crime and Disorder Partnerships, lo cal government o fficials, crimino logists, po lice o fficers,

community safety o fficers, and those in various operational agencies are already carrying

out cost-benefit analyses on the basis o f the estimates. This study will bring the estimates to

the attention o f a wider audience, and should therefore help to  encourage more consistent

and comprehensive appraisal and evaluation work in the future.

Estimates o f the to tal cost o f crime also  throw up useful insights into  the relative impacts o f

different types o f cost, and for different o ffence categories. These insights can help to  shift

the debate over priorities for the Criminal Justice System and crime reduction, and focus

attention on previously neglected areas where significant gains may be possible.

Publishing these findings is also  an important step in identifying key gaps in our knowledge

o f the impacts o f crime, and in engaging the academic community in the research problems

posed in developing more robust cost estimates.

Pitfalls to avoid in using the estimates

W hilst information on the total and average costs o f crime is extremely useful, average cost o f

crime estimates in this study need to  be treated with some caution, for a number o f reasons.

● Diffe re nt crime s within the  same  o ffe nce  cate go ry are  like ly to  have  vastly

diffe rent costs. Average cost estimates, by their very nature, are aggregations

o f the costs o f sub-categories o f crime, and o f individual crimes, which have

very different impacts. For example, the notifiable o ffence category o f ‘ theft

and handling sto len goods’  includes ‘ theft o f vehicles’  and ‘shoplifting ’ , and the

‘ vio lence ag ainst the perso n’  categ o ry inc ludes bo th ‘ murder’  and ‘ o ther

wounding ’ . Even within the sub-category o f shoplifting, for example, there are

huge variatio ns in co st fo r different o ffences – so me will invo lve valuable

goods, and a custodial sentence, and o thers will invo lve stock o f little value

and may not be reported, or even detected.

● Particular crime  re duction initiative s may impact on diffe re nt type s o f crime

within the  same  o ffence  category. If an initiative thwarts o ffenders, it could be
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that the number o f unsuccessful attempts rises and the number o f successful

attempts falls. W ithout disaggregation o f attempted and successful crimes, the

real saving to  society due to  the lower cost o f attempts may not be picked up in

the analysis, since the to tal number o f crimes may not have fallen. Researchers

should therefore be extremely careful when using cost o f crime estimates for

cost-benefit calculations on specific initiatives. Q uestions that would need to  be

a nswe re d  in a ny e va lua tio n inc lude  the  type s o f c rime  tha t a re  b e ing

p re ve nte d ,  the  d iffusio n o f b e ne fits o r d isp la c e me nt o f c rime ,  b o th

geographically and in terms o f types o f o ffence committed. A crucial question

is how any fall in crime would be measured. If, as is o ften the case, the best

so urce o f info rmatio n is lo cal reco rded crime statistics, assumptio ns wo uld

need to  be made about how many unrecorded crimes o f what type have been

prevented. Mo re details o f appro priate techniques and assumptio ns when

undertaking cost-benefit analyses o f crime reduction measures can be found in

Dhiri and Brand (1999 ).

● Average  cost e stimates given in this study are  be st e stimates o f costs given the

information available . However, due  to  lack o f good information in a number

o f areas, the  e stimates are  inevitably imprecise . This lack o f information also

makes it difficult to  provide any evidence on the level o f uncertainty around the

estimates. Lower and higher estimates have been given in the average cost

tables in Appendix 1 . These are based on alternative figures that are already

available, rather than on judgments about the quality o f data sources. As such,

the  lo wer a nd hig her estima tes sho uld  no t b e  ta ken to  imply sta tistic a l

confidence. Neither should they be taken as lowe st and highe st conceivable

estimates. They are designed to  show the level o f uncertainty over particular

estimates, and to  show where alternative data sources may give a different

answer. Inevitably there are a number o f estimates in the tables that are not

robust, and where there are no  alternative estimates available to  give a feel for

the deg ree o f uncertainty. These estimates have been included where we

believe the estimates are based in evidence, reflect some information, and are

no t misle a d ing ,  o n the  b a sis tha t “ so me  kno w le dg e  is b e tte r tha n no

knowledge” . Nevertheless their inclusion should not be regarded as implying

any degree o f confidence about their accuracy.

● The  co sts o f an ide ntical crime  may fall diffe re ntially o n different so c ia l,

eco no mic  o r g eo g raphic  g ro ups – repeat vic tims,  o r e lderly peo ple ,  fo r

example, may suffer greater psycho logical costs than o ther members o f society.

Using and developing the estimates
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● Some crimes are  inevitably costed le ss accurate ly than others, and unquantified

costs exist which may diffe r be tween crimes. A comparison o f average costs

between different crimes could therefore be misleading. A higher average cost

for one crime than for another could reflect the size o f quantified, rather than

unquantified costs, rather than a real difference in the costs o f the crimes to

society, although to  some extent this is unavoidable in an exercise o f this nature.

Development of cost of crime w ork programme

Further work needs to  be done if average cost o f crime estimates are to  be used with any

confidence in the cost-benefit analysis o f crime reduction initiatives, o r in CJS and Home

O ffice po licy analysis mo re generally. In particular, better estimates are needed fo r the

emotional and physical impact on victims o f crime, the quality o f life impact on potential

victims (including the fear o f crime), the cost o f precautionary behaviour undertaken by

potential victims, po lice costs, health service costs and costs to  o ffenders and their families.

Emotional and physical impact on victims

There is particular scope for more work on the emotional and health impact on victims. For

vio lent inc idents, current co st estimates are taken fro m co nting ent valuatio n estimates

derived from studies o f road traffic accidents (which have different characteristics from those

o f vio lent crime incidents). Fo r pro perty crimes, o ur estimates are taken fro m a survey

question in the BCS (Appendix 3  gives details). This study acknowledges that both these sets

o f estimates are only a first step in finding more meaningful estimates. They are intended to

give an idea o f the broad order o f magnitude o f costs.

It is clear, that estimates o f the value o f avo iding fatalities, serious injuries and slight injuries

based on road traffic accidents are not ideal in the context o f vio lent crime. Apart from

questions over how people are likely to  value the same injury sustained in a vio lent crime

rather than a road traffic accident, the types o f physical and emotional impact suffered may

be substantially different. Vio lent assault can lead to  physical injuries o f varying degrees o f

disfigurement, pain and disablement. Many assaults invo lve only superficial injury (e.g .

bruising). However, a significant proportion o f vio lent assaults result in more severe injury

and trauma that may require ho spital treatment. Fo r example, Shepherd et al. (1 9 9 0 )

studied the severity and aetio logy o f various injuries sustained by assault victims in a survey

o f male and female victims attending the accident and emergency department at an English

hospital. Bruises and lacerations were the most frequent form o f injury, with one third o f

victims sustaining a bone fracture and two  thirds receiving facial injuries. These injuries are

unlikely to  be representative o f those sustained in road traffic accidents.



Vio lent crimes can also  lead to  psycho logical distress o f varying degrees o f severity. W hilst

there are likely to  be psycho logical impacts associated with the actual process o f a crime

(e.g . exposure to  threatening behaviour or a physical assault), there is growing evidence

that a major source o f mental distress for victims arises from the development o f acute or

chronic psychiatric symptoms. The most comprehensive study o f such symptoms to  date is by

N o rris and Kaniasty (1 9 9 4 ),  who  fo und that in the  US expo sure  to  vio lence  was a

significant predictor o f the persistence o f acute psycho logical distress over time, including

sympto ms o f depressio n and anxiety. Indeed, 2 5 % o f victims o f vio lent crime repo rted

extreme distress as measured on clinical scales o f depression and anxiety with a further 22 -

27% reporting moderate distress.

The Home O ffice has therefo re, commissioned research into  the physical and emotional

impact o f vio lent crime, which will report in July 2001 . It will provide the Home O ffice with

average values for the emotional and physical impacts o f common assault, wounding and

robbery, and will examine some potentially important contextual effects such as the location

o f the incident and whether a weapon was used. It will also  examine the consistency and

sensitivity o f responses to  explore how much faith can be put in results obtained in this way.

Sexual offences

Estimates o f the average cost o f sexual o ffences in this study are, at best, subject to  wide

margins o f error. In particular, estimates o f the emotional and physical impact o f sexual

o ffences have been based on the figures estimated for the average wounding.35 In the same

way that vio lent crime incidents are likely to  differ in nature from road traffic accidents,

sexual o ffences by nature are quite different from other types o f vio lent crimes. It is worth

reiterating that it is nevertheless important at least to  attempt to  estimate the impact o f sexual

o ffences, in o rder to  ensure that sufficient prio rity is g iven to  preventing sexual o ffences

compared with o ther kinds o f crime. In the long term, however, new research to  improve our

understanding o f the victim trauma resulting from sexual o ffences should be a priority.

Quality of life and fear of crime

The estimation of the impact of crime on the quality of life (or more specifically the fear of crime)

of communities and potential victims has long been a stumbling block for research into the cost

o f crime. Definitions o f fear o f crime, precautionary behaviour and quality o f life, and the

interactions between them, are unclear. Any future work would need to address these problems,

perhaps drawing on a wider range of expertise across government and other institutions.
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35 Specifically, the average o f the costs o f serious and o ther woundings detailed in Table 4 .4 .



Police costs

Estimates o f po lice costs in this study are very much top-down as little information on the

allo catio n o f co sts and expenditure within fo rces is available (tho ugh so me fo rces do

produce information). In this study, the to tal po lice budget is split into  crime- and non-crime-

related components, and the crime component is then split between o ffence types based on

the proportion o f o ther CJS resources spent on each o ffence.36 This is a far from accurate

metho d o f estimating  co sts. There are likely to  be g o o d reaso ns why po lice reso urce

allocation differs from the way in which o ther CJS resources are used. A great deal o f work

is underway, bo th centrally and in individual po lice fo rces, to  obtain better info rmation

about po lice activity, through analysis o f activity sampling systems. W hen this work has

bedded down and become more widely accepted, data from it could be used to  cost po lice

activities by o ffence type more accurately and realistically than at present.

Health services

The medical co sts o f vio lent crime need further research, since, like the emo tio nal and

physical impacts o f victimisation, they are currently based on estimates o f the cost o f road

traffic  acc idents fro m DETR. A separate study to  assess the co sts o f vio lence to  A&E

departments and o ther services would be useful.
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36 For example, if 20% o f CJS resources (excluding po lice) were spent on burglary, then we assume that 20% o f

the po lice budget would also  relate to  burglary.
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Section VI Appendices

Appendix 1: Best, low  and high average cost estimates for selected offence types

Table A1.1: Average cost estimates for burglary in a dw elling

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High

In anticipation of crime 330 430 520

Defensive expenditure Various 240 330 420

Insurance administration ABI Insurance - 100 -

Statistics Yearbook

As a consequence of crime - 1,400 -

Value o f property sto len BCS 1998 - 580 -

Property damaged/ destroyed BCS 1998 - 270 -

Property recovered BCS 1998 - -20 -

Lost output BCS 1998 - 40 -

Emotional impact BCS 1998 - 550 -

Victim services NAVSS Annual

Report 1998 - 4 -

In response to crime 440 490 510

Police activity Various 190 240 250

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 8 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 5 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 10 -

Jury service Various 1 2 5

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 20 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 3 7 10

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 20 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 160 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 10 -

TOTAL cost per burglary 2,200 2,300 2,500
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Table A1.2: Average cost estimates for theft of and from vehicles and attempts

(£  per incident)

Category of cost Data Source All vehicle crime Theft of vehicle Theft from vehicle Attempted theft

Estimate: low best high low best high low best high low best high

In anticipation of crime 120 120 200 - 690 1,100 - 70 110 - 30 50

Defensive (security) Mintel “UK 

expenditure Security Market ‘99” - 70 140 - 370 730 - 40 90 - 20 40

Insurance admin. ABI Ins. Stats Y’book - 50 - - 320 - - 20 - - 9 -

As a consequence of crime - 730 - 3,000 4,000 4,400 - 480 - - 240 -

Value of property stolen BCS 1998 - 460 - - 3 ,800 - - 200 - - 0 -

Property dam./ dest’d. BCS 1998 - 150 - 0 460 - - 110 - - 120 -

Property recovered BCS 1998 - –110 - –1,800 –1,200 –780 - -10 - - 0 -

Lost output BCS 1998 - 20 - - 60 - - 10 - - 7 -

Emotional impact BCS 1998 - 220 - - 890 - - 180 - - 120 -

Victim services NAVSS Ann’ l Rep’t ‘98 - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -

In response to crime 20 30 40 60 70 80 20 30 30 10 10 -

Police activity Various 10 20 - 30 40 40 10 10 20 5 7 -

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 1 - - 2 - - 1 - - 0 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 1 - - 1 - - 1 - - 0 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 1 - - 2 - - 1 - - 0 -

Jury service Various 3 6 10 - 0 1 - 0 - - 0 -

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 2 - - 4 - - 2 - - 1 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted - 0 1 0 1 2 - 0 1 - 0 -

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 2 - - 6 - - 2 - - 1 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 6 - - 20 - - 6 - - 3 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 1 - - 1 - - 0 - - 0 -

TOTAL cost per vehicle crime 890 890 970 3,700 4,800 5,500 570 580 620 280 280 300



Table A1.3: Average cost estimates for other theft and handling

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High

In anticipation of crime - 20 -

Defensive (security) expenditure Unknown - - -

Insurance administration ABI Insurance Statistics

Yearbook - 20 -

As a consequence of crime - 230 -

Value o f property sto len BCS 1998 - 150 -

Property damaged/ destroyed BCS 1998 - 7 -

Property recovered BCS 1998 - -30 -

Lost output BCS 1998 - 4 -

Emotional impact BCS 1998 - 100 -

Victim services NAVSS Annual

Report 1998 - 0 -

In response to crime 80 90 90

Police activity Various 8 10 10

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 4 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 3 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 4 -

Jury service Various - 1 2

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 9 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted - 2  5

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 10 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 40 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 3 -

TOTAL cost per non-vehicle theft 330 340 340
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Table A1.4: Average cost estimates for criminal damage against individuals and households

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High

In anticipation of crime - 30 40

Defensive (security) expenditure Estimate based on

arson prevention - 10 20

Insurance administration ABI Insurance Statistics

Yearbook - 20 -

As a consequence of crime - 420 -

Property damaged/ destroyed BCS 1998 - 190 -

Lost output BCS 1998  adapted - 30 -

Emotional impact BCS 1998 - 200 -

Victim services NAVSS

Annual Report 1998 - 0 -

In response to crime 50 60 60

Police activity Various 20 30 30

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 1 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 1 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 1 -

Jury service Various - 0 1

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 2 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs 0 1 2

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 2 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 9 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 20 -

TOTAL cost per incident 500 510 520

68

The economic and social costs of crime



6
9

A
p

p
en

d
ices

Table A1.5: Average cost estimates for homicide

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Low estimate Best estimate High estimate

In anticipation of crime 0 0 0

Defensive expenditure Unknown - - -

As a consequence o f crime 800 ,000 1 ,100 ,000 1 ,300 ,000

Physical and emotional impact Highways Economics Note 1  (1998 ) 520 ,000 700 ,000 870 ,000

Victim services NAVSS Annual Report 1998 - 4 ,700 -

Lost output Highways Economics Note 1  (1998 ) 270 ,000 370 ,000 460 ,000

Health services Highways Economics Note 1  (1998 ) 470 630 790

In response to crime 19,400 22,000 23,000

Police activity Various 8 ,600 11 ,000 11000

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 410 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 100 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 720 -

Jury service Various 50 90 180

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 1 ,100 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 130 250 510

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 430 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 4 ,200 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 1 ,700 -

Criminal injuries compensation admin CICB - 2 ,000 -

TOTAL cost per homicide 820,000 1,100,000 1,400,000
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Table A1.6: Average cost estimates for all violence against the person £  per incident

Category o f cost Data Source Serious wounding O ther wounding All wounding

Estimate: Low Best High Low Best High Low Best High

In anticipation of crime - 10 350 - 0 0 - 2 40

Defensive expenditure Mintel “U.K S.M 1999 ”  - 10 350 - 0 2 - 2 40

As a consequence of crime 90,000 120,000 150,000 550 730 910 11,000 15,000 19,000

Physical and 

emotional impact Highways Economics 

Note 1  (1998 ) 73 ,000 97 ,000 120 ,000 90 120 150 8 ,800 12 ,000 15 ,000

Victim services NAVSS Annual Report 1998 - 6 - - 6 - - 6 -

Lost output H’ways Econs. N.1  (1998 ) 11 ,000 14 ,000 18 ,000 300 400 500 1 ,500 2 ,000 2 ,500

Health services Highways Economics

Note 1  (1998 ) 6 ,400 8 ,500 11 ,000 150 200 250 900 1 ,200 1 ,500

In response to crime 12,000 13,000 14,000 1,100 1,300 1,300 2,400 2,700 2,800

Police activity Various 5 ,300 6 ,700 7 ,000 490 620 650 1 ,100 1 ,400 1 ,400

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 250 - - 20 - - 50 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 60 - - 6 - - 10 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 440 - - 40 - - 90 -

Jury service Various 30 60 110 3 5 10 6 10 20

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 650 - - 60 - - 130 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 80 150 310 7 10  30 20 30 60

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 260 - - 20 - - 50 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 2 ,600 - - 240 - - 520 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 1 ,100 - - 100 - - 220 -

Criminal injuries 

compensation admin CICB - 1 ,200 - - 110 - - 250 -

TOTAL cost per incident 100,000 130,000 160,000 1,700 2,000 2,200 14,000 18,000 22,000



Table A1.7: Average cost estimates for sexual offences

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High

In anticipation of crime - 2 40

Defensive expenditure Mintel “UK Security 

Market 1999 ” - 2 40

As a consequence of crime 600 15,000 150,000

Physical and emotional impact Highways Economics

Note 1  (1998 ) 90 12 ,000 120 ,000

Victim services NAVSS Annual Report

1998 - 20 -

Lost output Highways Economics

Note 1  (1998 ) 300 2 ,000 18 ,000

Health services Highways Economics

Note 1  (1998 ) 150 1 ,200 11 ,000

In response to crime 3,400 3,900 4,000

Police activity Various 1 ,500 1 ,900 2 ,000

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 60 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 7 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 180 -

Jury service Various 10 20 40

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 200 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 30 50 110

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 60 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 1 ,200 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 160 -

TOTAL cost per sexual offence 4,300 19,000 150,000
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Table A1.8: Average cost estimates for robbery of individuals

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High 

In anticipation of crime - 40 50

Defensive expenditure Mintel “UK Security

Market 1999 ” - 0 10

Insurance administration ABI Insurance

Statistics Yearbook - 40 -

As a consequence of crime 1,200 3,300 35,000

Physical and emotional impact BCS 1998 /  Highways

Ec. Note 1  (1998 ) 540 2 ,400 30 ,000

Value o f property sto len BCS 1998 - 330 -

Property damaged/ destroyed BCS 1998 - 30 -

Property recovered BCS 1998 - -50 -

Lost output BCS 1998 /  Highways

Ec. Note 1  (1998 ) 100 420 4 ,300

Health services BCS 1998 /  Highways

Ec. Note 1  (1998 ) - 190 420

Victim services NAVSS Annual Report

1998 - 6 -

In response to crime 1,200 1,400 1,400

Police activity Various 530 680 710

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 20 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 4 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 40 -

Jury service Various 3 7 10

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 60 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 9 20 40

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 20 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 450 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 70 -

TOTAL cost per robbery 2,400 4,700 36,000
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Table A1.9: Average cost estimates for common assault

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High 

In anticipation of crime - 0 1

Defensive expenditure Mintel “UK Security

Market 1999 ” - 0 1

As a consequence of crime - 270 -

Physical and emotional impact BCS 1998 - 240 -

Victim services NAVSS Annual Report 1998 - 6 -

Lost output BCS 1998 - 20 -

In response to crime 240 270 280

Police activity Various 100 130 140

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 5 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 1 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 9 -

Jury service Various - 1 3

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 10 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 2 4  8

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 5 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 50 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 20 -

Criminal injuries compensation

adminCICB - 20 -

TOTAL cost per common assault 510 540 550
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Table A1.10: Average cost estimates for burglary not in a dw elling

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High 

In anticipation of crime - 950 -

Defensive (security)

expenditure BSIA estimate adapted - 900 -

Insurance administration ABI InsuranceStatistics Yearbook - 50 -

As a consequence of crime - 1,200 1,200

Value o f property sto len CVS 1994  adapted - 1 ,200 -

Value o f property

damaged/ destroyed

Lost output BCS 1998  adapted - 40 60

In response to crime 440 490 510

Police activity Various 190 240 250

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 8 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 5 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 10 -

Jury service Various 1 2 5

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 20 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 3 7 10

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 20 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 160 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 10 -

TOTAL cost per burglary not in a dw elling 2,600 2,700 2,700
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Table A1.11: Average cost estimates for theft from a shop

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High

In anticipation of crime 20 30 40

Defensive (security) expenditure BSIA estimate adapted 20 30 40

As a consequence of crime 20 50 50

Value o f property sto len Retail Crime Survey 1998 20 50 50

Lost output Unknown

In response to crime 10 20 20

Police activity Various 6 7 8

CPS Flows and Costs - 1 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 0 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 0 -

Jury service Various - 0 -

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 1 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted - 0 1

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 2 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 4 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 0 -

TOTAL cost per theft from a shop 50 100 110
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Table A1.13: Average cost estimates for criminal damage against commercial or public

sector property

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High 

In anticipation of crime 30 360 -

Defensive (security) expenditure BSIA estimate adapted 10 340 -

Insurance administration ABI Insurance Statistics

Yearbook - 20 -

As a consequence of crime 220 470 -

Property damaged/ destroyed CVS 1994  adapted 190 440 -

Lost output BCS 1998  adapted - 30 -

In response to crime 50 60 60

Police activity Various 20 30 30

Prosecution Flows and Costs - 1 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 1 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 1 -

Jury service Various - 0 1

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 2 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 0 1 2

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 2 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 9 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 20 -

TOTAL cost per incident 300 890 890

76

The economic and social costs of crime



Table A1.14: Average cost estimates for robbery of commercial or public sector premises

Category o f cost Data Source £  per incident

Estimate: Low Best High 

In anticipation of crime - 1,300 -

Defensive (security)

expenditure BSIA estimate adapted - 1 ,200 -

Insurance administration ABI Insurance

Statistics Yearbook - 100 -

Precautionary behaviour Unknown

Reduced quality o f life Unknown

As a consequence of crime 1,800 2,300 9,200

Value o f property sto len CVS 1994  adapted - 1 ,500 -

Value o f property

damaged/ destroyed CVS 1994  adapted - -

Lost output BCS 1998  adapted - 120 -

Health services BCS 1998 /  Highways Ec.

Note 1  (1998 ) - 50 -

Emotional/ o ther impact BCS 1998  adapted 140 590 7 ,400

In response to crime 1,200 1,400 1,400

Police activity Various 530 680 710

CPS Flows and Costs - 20 -

Magistrates courts Flows and Costs - 4 -

Crown court Flows and Costs - 40 -

Jury service Various 3 7 10

Legal aid Flows and Costs - 60 -

Non legal-aid defence Flows and Costs adapted 9 20 40

Probation Service Flows and Costs - 20 -

Prison Service Flows and Costs - 450 -

O ther CJS costs Flows and Costs - 70 -

TOTAL cost per robbery 4,300 5,000 12,000
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Appendix 2: Construction of a CJS performance measure

A cost o f crime performance measure must be capable o f accurately capturing changes in

the cost o f crime over time. It must therefore be robust – subject to  relatively small margins o f

error – so  that we can be confident that any change we see is real and not attributable to

measurement error. It must also  be as comprehensive as possible. If the measure omits large

components o f cost, then changes in the missing components may outweigh any changes in

those components we are measuring. Moreover, attention may be perversely fo cused on

those components that are included, to  the detriment o f those that are not.

Some impacts o f crime are outside the direct influence o f the criminal justice system and

crime prevention activities. If we want to  influence the costs o f crime in a positive way, to

drive down the impacts o f crime on society, we need to  know which costs we can affect,

how we can affect them, and whether these costs are go ing up or down. We also  need, for

the sake o f clarity and simplicity, to  judge the performance o f the CJS in a given year on the

basis o f costs that are incurred as a result o f crimes committed in that year.

O ne way to  construct a measure that meets these requirements is to  attach (average) fix ed

cost w eights to  different types o f crime, and then to  multiply these cost weights by the

number o f crimes o f each type in each year. These co st weights are equivalent to  the

average cost o f crime estimates in this paper. To  maintain a consistent cost o f crime series

that can track CJS performance over time, revisions made to  reflect improved information, or

regular updates in the fixed co st weights (reflecting  changes in the average impacts o f

crimes), will be applied back o ver the entire series. This allo ws us to  break do wn any

change in the to tal cost o f crime into  its component parts – changes in the average costs o f

crime or changes in the number and mix o f different crimes.

Updating the cost weights at regular intervals will also  allow us to  assess the performance o f

the CJS in mitigating the impacts o f a given number o f crimes (as well as performance in

cutting  the number o f crimes). Fo r example, a  CJS that dealt with victims quickly and

sympathetically and supported them immediately after a crime could reduce the emotional

trauma felt by the victims, and thereby reduce the impacts o f crime. The cost o f crime to

society would then fall even without a fall in the number o f crimes.
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Appendix 3: Data sources and w orkings

Crimes against individuals and households

Security expenditure

Information is available from the British Security Industries Association on the market size o f

various security products and services, and from various sources including a 1999  Mintel

Market Intelligence Special Report, ‘The UK Security Market’ . For burglary in a dwelling,

information on ownership o f security products and their unit costs, taken from the British

Crime Survey and informal discussions with manufacturers, have been used to  estimate a

cost per o ffence.

Insurance  administration

The Association o f British Insurers ‘Insurance Statistics Yearbook 1988 -1998 ’  (1999 ) has

basic information on the to tal amount o f commission and expenses incurred by insurers for

different types o f insurance cover. Estimates o f the administrative costs o f insurance can be

derived from this.

Property sto len/damaged

Estimates for the bulk o f o ffences can be derived from the British Crime Survey 1998 . Some

estimates are a lso  available  fro m the Co mmercia l Victimisatio n Survey (Ho me O ffice

Research Study 146 ) and the annual Retail Crime Survey carried out by the British Retail

Consortium.

Emotional and physical impact on victims

Estimates o f the cost to  victims, employers and health services o f fatalities and serious and

slight injuries in road traffic accidents can be taken from Highways Economics Note No . 1

1998 , published by the Department o f Environment, Transport and the Regions. These can

be used to  map onto  vio lent crime types as a first approximation o f costs. A Home O ffice-

sponsored research pro ject on the feasibility o f applying a similar methodo logy used by

DETR to  derive estimates specific to  vio lent crime will report in July 2001 . The emotional

upset to  victims is also  captured by the British Crime Survey for property o ffences against

individuals and househo lds. The BCS asks all victims o f crime, “  Apart from your financial

lo sses what would be a reasonable financial sum to  compensate you fo r the upset and

inconvenience you and/ or your househo ld suffered?”  

Lost output

DETR estimates cover lost output from vio lent crimes. For property crimes, the British Crime

Survey yields data on the average time o ff work per incident. This can be multiplied by the

average wage rate from the New Earnings Survey 1999  (and a factor for employment “  on-

costs”  included) to  derive estimates.
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Victim se rvice s

To ta l fina nc ia l suppo rt fo r vic tim suppo rt (a  Ho me  O ffic e  g ra nt) is c o mb ined  with

assumptions about the cost o f vo lunteer time to  derive an estimate o f the to tal resource cost

o f victim support services. This to tal is split by o ffence type according to  the relative to tal

seriousness o f each o ffence to  victims. For example, if to tal victim costs fo r robbery are

twice the victim costs for burglary, then victim support costs are assumed to  be twice as

great, in to tal, fo r robbery. The to tal for each category is then divided by the number o f

o ffences in that category to  derive average cost estimates.

Health se rvice s

DETR estimates from Highways Economics Note No . 1  1998  are used.

Police  costs

Police costs have been split into  crime-related and non-crime-related costs, using an adapted

activity sampling exercise fo r Humberside Po lice. The crime-related costs have then been

split according to  relative CJS costs per o ffence. For example, if CJS costs for burglary are

three times those for theft, then po lice costs will also  be three times as great.

CJS costs (e xcluding po lice )

The Home O ffice Flows and Costs Model (Harries, 1999 ) contains information on costs by

o ffence type for CJS activities post-charge. W here costs are required below these broad

o ffence types, information from the Home O ffice Crime and Criminal Justice Unit on types o f

disposal and average sentence lengths fo r sub-categories (e.g . theft o f and theft from a

vehicle) have been used to  estimate the proportion o f costs go ing to  each.

Commercial and public sector crime

Security costs were taken from British Security Industry Association figures for to tal security

industry turnover. It was not possible to  allocate the different types o f security to  specific

o ffence types. Total costs were instead allo cated to  o ffence types by relative victim costs

(sto len pro perty etc ).  Insurance co sts were estimated fro m the ABI Insurance Statistics

Yearbook 1988 -1998 , where figures for commercial property were available.

Average pro perty lo sses were largely drawn fro m the Co mmercial Victimisatio n Survey

1994 . An alternative estimate o f average value o f property sto len in thefts from shops was

taken from the Retail Crime Survey 1998 . Lost output was adapted from the estimates for

crimes against individuals and ho useho lds. Health services and emo tio nal and physical

impact for robberies and till snatches were also  adapted from robbery against individuals

and househo lds estimates.
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CJS costs and po lice costs were estimated in the same way as for crimes against individuals

and househo lds.

Fraud and forgery

All estimates were taken from a report by National Economic Research Associates, jo intly

commissioned by the Home O ffice and the Serious Fraud O ffice, estimating the economic

cost o f fraud.

Drug crime

No  estimates were made in this study. Tho ugh o ther catego ries o f crime influenced o r

motivated by drug misuse (e.g . property crime) are included in the relevant category.

Traffic and other non-notifiable offences

CJS costs were taken from the Home O ffice Flows and Costs Model (Harries, 1999 ). Po lice

costs were adapted in the same way as fo r crimes against individuals and househo lds.

Costs o f accidents caused by illegal speed were taken from Highways Economics Note No .

1  1998  (DETR, 1999 ).

Wider economic distortions

No cost estimates were made in this study.
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