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The great epidemic of youth violence that sweptrtation’s cities beginning in
the mid-1980s finally crested in 1993 and has lgrgebsided since then. In many cities,
rates of crime and violence are now at levels eetssince the Kennedy era. The
remarkable turnaround has contributed to the cugelden age in New York, Chicago,
and elsewhere.

The epidemic has generated some important lessdmsf{irst is that safe streets
are a necessary platform for neighborhood growthpaosperity. Thus the notion that
poverty is the mother of crime has been turnedohead. Second, a city’s violence
rates can be extraordinarily volatile. The homaciuictimization rate for young black
men increased by a factor of 10 in Washington, Dfing the crack era of the late 1980s
— not because the city was invaded by violent newers, but because of the drug-related
conflict engendered within the existing populatiofhe traditional “root causes” of
crime — poverty, lack of parenting, limited licipportunities — were operating in the
background, but those factors only created a pialdot trouble; the realization of that
potential depended greatly on the immediate cir¢ant®s. Third, police resources and
tactics have a direct effect on the crime rate.

This last lesson is perhaps most surprising anthins contentious.
Criminologists and police chiefs had long agreeaoa thing, that police bore no
responsibility for the everyday violence in theydecause they had no way to prevent it.
But beliefs have changed. New policing strategiege introduced during the epidemic—
most prominently problem-solving “community” poligj and “broken windows” order-
maintenance policing — coupled with a new genematiochiefs who have declared they
are accountable for lowering crime. Criminologisése provided some systematic
evidence in support of their new strategies, algmoitiis less than decisive. (The great
crime decline of the 1990s made most any intereanbiok good.) In any event, there is
solid evidence that more resources devoted toipgliare generally productive in
reducing crime.

The cities have also benefited from a secularigledh crimes like burglary and
motor vehicle theft, for reasons that are evenuesdbkunderstood than the decline of

violence. Private self-protection activities magt gart of the credit. The private security



industry continues to grow faster than public gatic Technical innovations have
improved alarm and surveillance systems, whiclhatsame time have become more
pervasive. These innovations have the effect ofavipg the quality of information that
private citizens provide law enforcement, and henceeasing the productivity of
policing. But there is reason to believe thavaie cooperation remains a scarce
resource, currently undersupplied. One key to maffreient crime control may be
enhanced incentives for households and businesse®perate with the public aspects
of the crime-control task.

The quest for efficiency is motivated in part bg tburgeoning costs of the current
criminal justice system, especially incarceratidine prison and jail population has
quadrupled since 1980, imposing a considerabledmuoth taxpayers, not to mention the
prisoners themselves. For African American maledeu age 40 who lack a high school
diploma, imprisonment is almost as prevalent asdimployment. The quest for
solutions to this evident failure of social policgn take two directions — improve licit
opportunities, or be more parsimonious in the dg®ison. But a third possibility is also

promising, namely finding a more efficient publigyate mix in crime control.
A. Crime Measurement, Patterns, and Trends
This section sets the stage for subsequent asddygroviding a brief

introduction to crime measurement and then chanactg trends and patterns in crime.

Measurement and data sources

The volume, trend, and patterns of crime can basomed by use of three sorts of
data. The best-known source is the FBI's Uniforrm@ Reports (UCR). Thousands of
local law-enforcement agencies keep records ofagireported or otherwise known to
them, and of arrests, and compile this informa#iocording to definitions and guidelines
provided by the UCR system. These compilationdawearded to the FBI directly or
through a state-level agency. Of the various crategories included in the FBI's crime
index, four indicate the volume of serious violercgpe, robbery (muggings, stickups,
and other instances of theft through force or thyeggravated assault (attacks that

inflict or threaten serious injury), and criminarhicide. The UCR also tabulates data on



reported burglaries (break-ins for the purposéefttor other crime), larcenies, and
motor-vehicle thefts.

Most agencies are quite faithful in tabulating &mdvarding UCR data, but those
data are necessarily an incomplete representatiserious crime. While the police are
informed about most homicides, the same thing can@said about property crimes or
even serious crimes of non-fatal violence, onlyaation of which are ever reported to
the police. To unvell this “dark figure of crim#ie US Department of Justice
implemented an alternative system for measurinytth@ne of violence and other
common crime in 1973. Since then the National €rifictimization Survey (NCVS)
has contacted large samples of households (cuyrandiut 45,000) to inquire whether
any members age 12 and over have become crimensidiiiring the preceding six
months, and if so to provide details. The resglestimates tend to be substantially
larger than the UCR counts, and are also usefolariding the statistical basis for
analyzing demographic patterns of violence — bétihe victims, and of the perpetrators
(based on respondents’ reports of their impressidhe age, race, sex, and number of
assailants). The limitations of the NCVS dataianensic to the survey approach — the
data are too sparse to provide reliable estimdtest@s or trends of serious violence at
the state or local level, or to provide sufficieiata on rare events to support even
national estimates. For that reason and for the more obvious reéssurvey requires a
live respondent), the NCVS includes no informatonhomicides.

Fortunately that gap is filled by a third sourttes Vital Statistics system.
Coroners and medical examiners around the natmortréhe results of their
investigations of deaths, which are compiled atstiaée and national level under the
aegis of the National Center for Health Statisti€aese mortality data are generally
considered the most reliable source of informatinrhomicide-victimization rates and
patterns (Wiersema, Loftin & McDowall 2000), altlgbuthey are somewhat limited --
the Vital Statistics provide no information on seefs or circumstances of the homicide.

It is possible to estimate trends and pattertiecommissiorrates of violent
crime for different demographic groups, althougdtt ik necessarily more speculative.
Arrest data provide some guidance, but most viatentes do not result in an arrest and

there is no reason to believe that arrestees @prasentative sample of perpetrators. The



NCVS data on assault and robbery perpetratorsedterbn that respect, but limited by
small numbers and the ability of the respondentedount the demographic
characteristics of their assailant. Perhaps thet ngeful information is once again for
homicide. Most police departments provide detadlath on homicides as part of the
UCR. The Supplementary Homicide Reports (SHR) khelthe demographic
characteristics of one or more suspects, and ttem@cteristics in the remaining cases

can be imputed using reasonable assumptions (Fa; Zbok & Laub 20023.

Trends
Homicide rates, the most reliable indicator oflerwe, have followed a low-high-
low pattern during the post-War period (Figure During the 1950s homicide rates were
about 5 per 100,000 residents. In 1964 rates blegading decisively upward, doubling
by the end of the Vietham era. There was someuwami off this new high level for the
next 20 years, with peaks in 1980 and 1991. A rkaide decline during the 1990s
leveled out in 2000 at a rate approaching thahefearly 19608.
Figure 1 here
For the period since 1973, the NCVS data providgmization estimates that
suggest that non-fatal violence has followed alsintiiend. In particular, victimization
rates for violent crime varied in a narrow rangélur®94, and then dropped to less than
half by 2002 (Figure 2). UCR robbery rates havlfzed homicide rates very closely
throughout this period (Blumstein 2000; BlumsteiiR&senfeld 2007).
Figure 2 here
NCVS data for property crime victimization indiea sustained downward
trajectory since 1980; the current rate is just-timiel the peak level (Figure 3). Crime
trends based on the UCR police statistics teliralar story. For example, the NCVS
burglary rate per 1,000 households declined 70%es1®80 (from 100 to 30); during the
same period, the UCR burglary rate per residentcfwimcludes commercial burglaries)
declined 57%.
Figure 3 here
The extraordinary reduction in violent crime dgrime 1990s has been the object

of extensive exegesis, by economists and othewsr(&kin & Wallman 2000; Cook &



Laub 2002; Zimring 2007; Blumstein & Wallman 20080 expert predicted this
decline, and it remains something of a mystergv&t Levitt (2004) provides a survey
of potential causes. He first notes that the dealvas quite universal, affecting all
demographic groups and geographic areas. Witlece$p urbanicity, he observes that
the greatest percentage improvements occurrednaitietropolitan statistical areas
(MSAs) and especially among large cities with pagiohs over 250,000. In fact, all the
25 largest cities experienced noteworthy declindsomicide rates from their peak year
(mostly in the early 1990s) to 2001, declines thaged as high as 73% for New York
and San Diego. Based on his analysis, Levitt epdswarding credit for the crime drop
to increases in the number of police, the risingger population, the receding crack
epidemic, and the legalization of abortion throigre v. WadeHis claim for the
importance of abortion liberalization is controvals$o say the least (Joyce 2004), but the
rest of the list is widely endorsed by expertss jddgment about what iotimportant

to the crime drop includes the sustained econonauiwit in the 1990s, and the much-
ballyhooed innovations in policing in New York aeldewhere.

Crime rates during the period 1984 to 2001 proadgaphic demonstration of
their potential volatility, particularly for locareas and specific groupsMost notable
was the nationwide epidemic in minority-youth viote that began in the mid 1980s and
peaked in 1993, subsiding thereafter. For Afriéamerican males, homicide
commission rates increased by a factor of fivelier13-17 age group, and by a factor of
nearly three for those aged 18-24 (Cook & Laub 20@r individual cities the swings
were still larger: homicide involvement by younigdk men in Washington DC
increased by a factor of ten during this periothe Temarkable conclusion is that similar
“fundamentals” of socioeconomic status are comgatiith a homicide rate of both X
and 10X, given relatively minor changes in circuanses. Franklin Zimring (2007)
concludes his analysis of the crime drop “Whatelse is now known about crime in
America, the most important lesson of the 1990stasmajor changes in rates of crime
can happen without major changes in the socialdgpr 206).” That observation,
reasonable as it sounds, is a rather profoundioeved pre-epidemic conventional

wisdom.



Patterns in Urban Crime

Despite the volatility of crime rates, the geodmapf crime tends to be rather
stable and predictable. The crime map of any laitydights up in those neighborhoods
that are also characterized by a high concentratialisadvantaged minorities,
joblessness, single-parent households, drug abubstandard housing, inadequate
public services, and high population turnover.is ibnly reasonable to suppose that that
confluence of conditions holds the key to undeditagnthe social and economic
conditions that foster crime. Indeed, communitgreleteristics associated with economic
and social disadvantage are often seen as thecauses” of youth crime and violence.

In the late 1960s, coinciding with the first pdgar surge in crime rates, three
presidential commissions argued in their final repthat redressing such problems was a
necessary pre-condition for reversing the trenbke first of these, known as the
President’'s Commission on Law Enforcement and ttieiAistration of Justice, opined
in 1967 that “The underlying problems are ones tihatcriminal justice system can do
little about. ...They concern the Commission deefaliyunless society does take
concerted action to change the general conditinodsattitudes that are associated with
crime, no improvement in law enforcement and adsiiation of justice, ...will be of
much avail (President's Commission on Law Enforagegraad Administration of Justice
1967).” The 1968 report of the National Advisory@mission on Civil Disorders, the
Kerner Commission, assigned much of the blamehiutrban riots of the 1960s on the
effects of racism, with the call for action couchedhe now-famous observation that
“Our nation is moving toward two societies, onecklaone white — separate and unequal
(United States Kerner Commission 1968).” A dedatkr, the National Commission on
the Causes and Prevention of Violence observedValence is like a fever in the body
politic: it is but the symptom of some more basathwlogy which must be cured before
the fever will disappear (1969: xix).” Furthethé way in which we can make the
greatest progress toward reducing violence in Atads by taking the actions necessary
to improve the conditions of family and communifte for all who live in our cities, and
especially for the poor who are concentrated ingthetto slums (p. xxi).”

Socioeconomic conditions, then, served not onlgrasxplanation for patterns of

violence, but also as the pre-eminent candidateisiervention. Reducing disparity and



disadvantage was presented as a feasible optidrthaanly approach that could do
much good. While the 1960s are long gone, it sdam$o say that that perspective is
still influential. These days we may be more samgabout the ability of the police and
prisons to reduce crime, and less sanguine abeude#sibility of correcting root-cause
conditions, but there remains a sense among mamgl saientists that the community,
shaped in part by the larger societal contextltisately the right place to look for a
satisfactory explanation of crime patterns.

Much of the systematic evidence available on #haionship between crime rates
and environmental or “ecological” (the more comnterm) characteristics derives from
multivariate regression analysis on cross sectdmkata on jurisdictions. (The
jurisdictions may be anything from states down ém§us tracts.) These studies typically
include an eclectic list of explanatory factdré recent example gives the flavor of these
studies. Morgan Kelly (2000) analyzed crime rates991 for the 200 largest U.S.
counties, utilizing a variety of demographic andiseconomic factors as explanatory
variables. | have followed his lead, but with somedifications in his original
regression specificatioh.The results for robbery and homicide for 1990 2660 are
reported in Table 1.

Table 1 here

The crime data are derived from the FBI's Unifddmme Reports, and all other
variables from the decennial Censuses. Sinosaaghbles are in log form, the
coefficients are conveniently interpreted as “étitgts” — the percentage change in the
dependent variable (crime rate) associated witheapgrcent increase in the explanatory
variable. Thus, according to these results, apaneent increase in the county’s
population was associated in 2000 with a 0.11%e@®e in the robbery rate, and a 0.06%
increase in the homicide rate, conditioned on therocexplanatory variables.

These results provide general support for thet“canses” perspective for both
the near-peak year (1990) and the post-decline(2€&0) of the violence epidemic.
Across urban counties, both robbery and homicitesriamcrease markedly with the
prevalence of female-headed (one-parent) famiigs; population instability (as
measured by the percentage of the population treatged addresses in the preceding

five years); with income inequality, as measuredhgyGini coefficient on household



incomes; and with the prevalence of blacks in theutation. The weak relationship with
population and population density is surprisingntcary to expectation, the effects tend
to be quite small and, with one exception, statdly insignificant’ As it turns out, one
consequence of differentially paced crime dropraythe 1990s was to largely eliminate
the long-established association between populatamand violent-crime rates for cities
above 250,000.

This type of study is the statistical equivalehthe crime map, demonstrating
that serious violent crime rates tend to be highreateas with the greatest disadvantage.
Beyond that general finding, the results shouldaken with a considerable dose of salt.
Because different measures of “disadvantage” terwthighly correlated with each
other across jurisdictions, it is difficult to sait the separate effects of, say inequality,
prevalence of female-headed households, and preeatd those with a college
educatior?. And there is a more fundamental problem: a stedisanalysis of natural
cross-section variation, while suggestive, readlysslittle about causation. (For example,
residential turnover may be just as much effecdaase of crime.) That fact was largely
ignored by those panels of experts from the 196@segl above (Wilson 1974).

In any event, the criminogenic factors identifiedhe cross-section regressions
for 1990 and 2000 did not improve during the 1990sfact, national income inequality
increased markedly, as did the prevalence of sipgtent households. Furthermore, in
the 200-county sample, there was little tendencytfe counties that showed relative
improvement in these factors to exhibit a largepdn robberies or murders than other
counties. When the regression is run on decadgdbanges in the variables, the only
statistically significant coefficient is for “% feste headed households” in the case of
murder; for robbery there are two marginally sigmraiht coefficients, for “% black” and
“% college”. An analysis of changes from 1980 89Q also found little in the way of
statistical associatiort.

The 1990s experience — the large across-the-edtattion in crime without
much progress in the socioeconomic fundamentasepeful, in a way. It creates the
possibility that crime rates can change dramaticgllite independently of changes in

the fundamental socioeconomic conditions. Thusetis not only volatile but also
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potentially malleable, with policies more feasialed immediate than those required to

“reshape society.”

B. Costs of crime

In assessing crime policy, the costs of crimethrdcosts of crime prevention are
equally important (Becker 1968). Reducing theltotat of crime and crime prevention
becomes an important public goal, along with thalgjof promoting greater justice and
equity. Thus, whether it is worthwhile to increassources devoted to public law
enforcement depends in part on whether the prajeetuction in crime has value
greater than the additional expenditure. Gettivegaccounting right on the value of

crime reduction is vital to setting priorities.

Public Costs of Crime Prevention

The accounting of relevant crime-prevention cosigins with direct public
expenditures. Table 2 provides a summary for 2063hat year the total expenditure
was $195 billion ($670 per capita), about half dfieth was expended by counties and
cities. Most local expenditures were for policii$®8 billion) although county
governments also have substantial responsibilitgdarts and jails. When compared
with total expenditures by local governments, idahg education, transportation, and all
else, police services account for about 5 percent.

Table 2 here

Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate the considerable griovéxpenditures on criminal
justice over the last quarter century. Adjustiagihflation and population growth,
expenditures per capita have grown most rapidtiietederal level (for which the 2004
level was 3.2 times the 1982 level), then state fithes) and then local (1.9 times),
trending toward greater parity across the threelseof government. Across functions,
the largest growth has been in corrections (whesieexpenditure per capita increased by
a factor of 2.75), reflecting the burgeoning priso jail populations.

Figures 4 and 5 here
There appears to be consensus among experth¢hattraordinary run-up in the

jail and prison population since 1980 (from a mailflion to over 2.2 million) gets some
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of the credit for the crime drop (Blumstein & Walm2006; Levitt 2004). But that has
come at considerable cost, both direct and indifida high rates of imprisonment have
been a particular burden on the African Americamicnity. Steven Raphael and
Melissa Sills report that roughly 11 percent ofcllanen aged 18-40 were imprisoned as
of 2000 (Raphael & Sills forthcoming: 526}. Fdgh school dropouts in this
demographic group, there are almost as many itistitalized as employed; in fact, for
those aged 26-30, 34% were institutionalized coegbarith 30% employed (p. 528).
The high institutionalization rates for black maleaves a demographic gap in poorer
minority communities, with important implicationgrffamily and community life. Those
who are not actually in prison are likely to havielany record, limiting their licit
employment opportunities (Travis 2005; Western 2006hese ancillary effects of
imprisonment should loom large in assessing altemaatrategies to control crime.
Economists may debate whether the current leviehpfisonment is too high or
low, based on a comparison between estimated naugists and benefits, but there is
no reason to believe that the current allocatiomgirisonment is “efficient” from a
crime control perspective. Much of the growthrmprisonment is accounted for by
longer sentences (Blumstein & Beck 2005), whichehsivarply diminishing returns with
respect to both deterrence and incapacitdtionhere is a strong argument to be made
for greater use of “intermediate” sanctions suchrees and intensive supervision in the
community (Morris & Tonry 1990). The fact thaetB00,000 prisoners released each
year usually receive little supervision or supguggests that a larger investment in
prisoner reintegration might help reduce the higgidivism rate (about half returned to
prison within three years}. Furthermore, at the margin there are arguablyernost-
effective uses of the corrections budget in prewensuch as pre-school education or
programs to encourage high-school graduation (DoadéhSiegelman 1998; Lochner &
Moretti 2004). A worthy quest is to identify andpfament an effective crime-control

strategy that economizes on the use of prison.

Private costs of security, precaution and victimora

The private provision of protection against crimelso costly. The Economic

Census (conducted once every five years by the Ce8sus Bureau) provides an
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estimate of receipts of the private security indust 2002 as $30 billion, as compared to
$80 billion in public expenditures on police prdten.** (There may be some overlap in
these numbers, since governments hire private isgforr some purposes.) But
estimates of the number of employees suggest sorgetloser to parity. There were
just over 1 million police employees in 2002 (ofiath75% were sworn officers),
compared with 754,000 private security employeesii@mic Census). In the decade
from 1992 to 2002, private security employment gB2#6, compared to a 27% growth
for police employees. Currently, then, there dreud as many private security
employees as sworn officels.

Costs to businesses, organizations and housetiottisne prevention, avoidance,
and victimization involve much more than the expemds on criminal justice programs
and private security. Crime and especially theahof criminal victimization play a
pervasive role in the life of the city. Shoplifgimnd fraud increase the cost of doing
business for retailers. Vandalism, open-air dreglidg, prostitution, and loitering by
gang members are neighborhood disamenities witfidEnimpacts on real estate values
and patronage of local retailers. Perhaps mosbitapt is the threat of violence; people
who have a choice will avoid dangerous neighborkpogting instead to live, work,
shop, attend school, and recreate in safer plategarticular, the effect of crime on
residential choice was documented by Julie Barje@uwand Steven Levitt (Cullen &
Levitt 1999), who demonstrated that crime has agrweffect on residential decisions.
For people who do not have the means to relocate érime-impacted neighborhoods,
fear and seclusion may become a fact of life. Ppoist was documented by the Moving
to Opportunity experiment (which provided vouch@rgow-income families to relocate
in Boston and four other cities); by far the masportant reason families signed up for
the program was fear of crime and violence in thigsing projects (Katz, Kling &
Liebman 2003).

Estimating the social cost of crime is challerggbecause so much of it is
subjective. One approach to placing a dollar&ano commodities like “safety from
criminal victimization” -- commodities that are noaded in the marketplace -- is the
contingent-valuation method. Economists have tisisdnethod most often in valuing

environmental protection but Jens Ludwig and | &eldphe method to valuing a
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reduction in the threat of gun assault in a comtyui@ook & Jens Ludwig 2000). We
asked a nationally representative survey sampégiessof questions about how much
they would be willing to pay in increased taxesdgsrogram that would reduce
interpersonal gun violence in their community byp@@dcent. Based on the results, we
estimated that the value of a 30 percent redut¢tiondividuals would have been $24
billion in 1995, suggesting that the total burdeasvabout $80 billion. This method has
also been used to value general reductions in di@ogen 2005).

An alternative approach is to construct an estrbgtadding up across the
various elements of crime costs, both tangible éexiiures on security, medical costs
from assault-related injuries) and intangible, gesareful not to double count. A heroic
effort to estimate the total for the United StdigdDavid Anderson (1999) arrived at an
annual figure of $1.1 trillion for the mid 1990mcluded in this figure were the value of
risks to life and health from violent crime ($57#ibn), time spent securing assets ($90
billion), and $397 billion in “crime-induced prodimn” (covering everything from drug
trafficking to small arms purchases to expenditimg®others against Drunk Driving).
Jens Ludwig updated this figure using data cird@420ffering a new total of $2 trillion
(Ludwig 2006), over $6,000 per capita.

Violent crime is a prominent component of thederestes, and reducing serious
violence deserves correspondingly high prioritlyis interesting to place this point in
international context. Compared with other devetbpations the United States has the
reputation of having exceptionally crime-riddenest But in fact the U.S. compares
favorably with other countries for common crimegladft and burglary — it is robbery
and assault in which we tend to be relatively Higimring & Hawkins 1997). For
homicide the victimization rate in the United Ssaite a multiple of that in other
developed nations, combining, as we do, a highudtssde with ready access to guns
(Hemenway 2004). An emphasis on violence is jistified by the American public’s
values. In their contingent valuation study ofationally representative sample of
Americans, Mark Cohen and his associates foundegreallingness to pay for a 10
percent reduction in homicide or rape than a 1@gygrreduction of the far-more-

common crime of burglary (Cohen, et al. 2004).
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These attempts at valuation are static, whileeffexts of crime on a city
neighborhood may well evolve over time. Indeeteaive crime control can do much to
revitalize a blighted neighborhood. Without a dotlie great crime reduction of the
1990s gets some of the credit for the urban reaacgsthat occurred in one large city
after another beginning in that period, with NewRk'being the most notable case in
point (Schwartz, Susin & Voicu 2003). (Presideiit 8linton would not have wanted
his office in Harlem back in 1980.) None of thegable estimates of the cost of crime
successfully captures this dynamic, transformgtvssibility.

Note that we have now come complete circle. Tduwggaphy of crime is closely
linked to socioeconomic disadvantage, as suggéstéae regression results in the
previous section. It is quite reasonable to belignat income inequality, broken families
and limited education create fertile ground fongnal activity. But the reverse may also
be true. If crime rates are brought down to letiedt are more acceptable to middle class
households, then more of them may choose urbansoherban living — a process that
will eventually change the socioeconomic makeuwanys associated with lower crime
rates.

While crime has a large effect on the standaid/iofg in cities, public
responsibility for criminal justice policy is divedl between local, state, and federal
governments. In particular, courts, prisons, amie are state and federal matters. The
most important city and county responsibility is pmlicing.

C. Police and crime control

Police have the lead responsibility for respondmgnd preventing crime.
Criminologists have traditionally questioned whette police in fact have much
influence on crime rates, and when crime is risirany a chief has blamed youth culture,
the breakdown of family life, or unemployment. Buseries of innovations in police
management and methods, to some extent coincidénthe crime drop of the 1990s,
have led to a dramatic change in rhetoric. Nowditg police chiefs publicly embrace
responsibility for controlling crime and seek guida from evaluation research about
how best to do so. Criminologists continue to delbest practice, but have become

more open to the possibility that policing mattednderstanding just how it matters, and

15



how it can be most effective, requires a stratagalysis of how the police interact with

other institutions and the public at large.

More police, less crime

In 1994, David Bayley, one of the leading acadesaxigerts on policing, opined
that “The police do not prevent crime. Expertswn the police know it, but the public
does not know it (1994).” As evidence of the pcilignorance in this respect, in 1994
Congress enacted the Violent Crime Control and Eadorcement Act, which provided
funding to local police departments to hire thowsaof new police officers. Thanks in
part to this federal funding, the number of polité increase substantially during the
decade, peaking at 246/100,000 in 1999 (Zimringr2Q@@8). Along with this expanding
workforce came innovations in police deployment arahagement.

The first question is whether additional resoulicgsolicing tend to be deployed
effectively, without regard to specific techniquestrategy. It has proven difficult to
statistically sort out the crime-control effectpuilice resources, since the causal
connection goes both ways —cities may hire addtipolicein responséo a crime
increase. But several studies have found persaiagys to isolate the causal effect of
police resources on crime. William Evans and Er@ilyens (2005) analyzed the effects
of COPS funding on crime, finding that cities didiéed hire additional police after
receiving federal funding and that the result wetticed crime rates. Another study
analyzed variation in police presence in Washing® resulting from changes in the
terror alert level, finding that the deploymentaolditional police reduced crime rates,
especially on the National Mall (Klick & Tabarrok@5). In England and Wales, the
Street Crime Initiative provided funding for antibebery policing in 10 of the 43 police-
force areas, with large, statistically discerniéliects on robbery rates (Machin & Marie
2005). Other studies have provided additional supipr the conclusion that additional
police suppress crime rates (Levitt 2002; McCrdd@2 Levitt & Miles forthcoming).
The effect sizes are large enough to make a stasg for expanded police funding
(Donohue & Ludwig 2007). While the “black box” na¢ of these estimates is
somewhat troublesome — surely it matters how ex#iod resources are used — it appears

true that police departments know how to put addél resources to effective use.
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It should be noted that most all the evaluatidns@eased policing have been
incomplete, in the sense that they have failede¢agure the ancillary costs and benefits.
The expansion of policing may well result in anreese in downstream costs associated
with additional arrests, convictions, and incarters — but not necessarily, and there is
no good evidence on this matter (Levitt & Milestfmoming)*® Furthermore, the
increase in public policing may well have an effestprivate-security and self-protection

efforts, an area that has been almost entirelyecégd in these evaluations.

Innovations in Policing

Surely the crime-control effects of police manpoaed expenditures depend on
organization and tactics. If so, the answer togiestion of whether it is worthwhile to
expand policing may well be “it depends.” The @vide reviewed in the previous
section suggests that there are cost-effectivefoseslditional police resources and
police chiefs typically know enough to make us¢heim. But there remains a good deal
of debate about thmostefficient use of resources.

A review of the evidence on police practice byeapert panel of the National
Academy of Sciences (Skogan & Frydl 2004: 5) defitreese innovations relative to the
traditional “standard model” of policing, which costs of preventive patrol, rapid
response to 911 calls, follow up investigationgibtectives, and unfocused enforcement
efforts. Police departments innovated away froim shkandard model by adopting more
focused tactics designed to address specific pmdylsuch as gun use by drug-dealing
gangs, or “hot spot” locations where crimes arguently reported. William Bratton,
appointed New York Police Commissioner in 1994kttios approach another step by
combining focused policing with a new managemenbantability system, familiarly
known as COMPSTAT. In this system, precinct comneas@re given considerable
authority, responsibility and discretion over res@s, coupled with responsibility for
reducing crime in their command areas. Weekly mgsetare held at headquarters to
discuss solutions to emerging crime problems it eddche precincts, as documented by
the COMPSTAT Report (a computerized version ofdlaepin map), and a wide range of

gualitative information at the borough and preciegel. The focus on reducing crime,
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rather than on process-oriented performance meag@wsponse times to 911 calls, arrest
rates, complaints) is a profound change.

In many departments, proactive, focused policiag lbeen embedded in one of
two broad strategies. The first is community palic in which the police seek to
develop a productive working relationship with twenmunity that encourages
cooperation in crime prevention, including the idgation and solution of
neighborhood problems. The traditional emblemi@atures of community policing
were Neighborhood Watch organizations and footobaty police in high-crime
neighborhoods; more recently the focus is on infdrom-sharing and problem-specific
operational partnerships with community organizaio The 1994 Act that provided
federal funding for more police also created thed®fof Community Oriented Policing
Services (COPS) in the US Department of Justiees ¢fiving a federal imprimatur to
this strategy.

An alternative strategy known as “broken window$iging” (also known as
“order maintenance,” “zero tolerance,” and “quabfylife” policing) has also garnered
converts among police departments. The approagitdarigin in an essay in the
Atlantic Monthlyby James Q. Wilson and George Kelling (1982). dswdopted by
Bratton and has been credited by him and othetstivé New York “miracle” (Kelling
& Sousa 2001; Bratton & Knobler 1998). The thelepind this approach is that minor
social disorder, such as graffiti, litter, publierking, panhandling, and abandoned
buildings, engenders crime by serving as a sidralriormal social control has broken
down (Harcourt & Ludwig 2006). Its implementationNew York and elsewhere has
taken the form of aggressive policing with numeratrssts for public-disorder
misdemeanors, sometimes at the cost of good retatuith the community.

Objective evaluations of the New York innovatieh€OMPSTAT and
aggressive “order maintenance” policing -- haveled differing conclusions (Harcourt
& Ludwig 2006; Rosenfeld, Fornango & Baumer 2006sénfeld, Fornango & Rengifo
2007; Zimring 2007). A broader consensus has emgesgpporting the efficacy of
concentrating police resources in “hotspots” amdatfing patrol against illicit gun
carrying and other criminogenic activities and girstances (Sherman 2002; Cohen &
Ludwig 2003; Braga 2005; Eck & Maguire 2000; Skogakrydl 2004). And it is hard
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to argue with the “problem solving” approach emberhby most big-city police
departments, that seeks to prevent crime by findiags to intervene where there is an
ongoing source of trouble — a rowdy bar, perhaps, feud between rival gangs, or a
dealer selling guns to youths and criminals. Eifecinterventions may require bringing
in other government agencies (the alcohol licenaurtority, for example) or enlisting
the help of churches and other groups that hawaliliey and influence on the street.

No matter how creative the problem-solving efftdngugh, a zero crime rate is
not a realistic goal. “Zero tolerance” is a mythaced with inevitable scarcity of their
capacity for effective action, and the resultirageoffs, the police necessarily set
priorities with respect to the various services/thpvide the community, and among
different crime problems. A case in point is tllevafamous Operation Ceasefire,
organized by the Boston Police Department workiitf wther law enforcement
agencies and a team of analysts from Harvard. rGot&d with a surge in lethal violence
by drug-dealing gangs, they announced a progratridbased enforcement efforts on
the misuse of guns. In the absence of gunplayggyeould continue dealing drugs
subject to no more than the usual enforcementtefiat gang members were informed
directly that gunplay by any one member of a gangld/result in a heavy police
crackdown on all the gang’s activities (KennedghPi& Braga 1996). The priority on
gun misuse is also a long-standing feature of pawich Chicago (Cook, et al. 2007).
The emphasis on guns over drugs has been widetyseuiby the public. The
appropriate priorities are of course a value judgimehich ideally should in some sense
represent the interests of the community, divdisagh they may be (Moore 2002).

Police chiefs can no longer get away with denyasgponsibility for crime in their
cities. Accountability for crime reduction haswstilated interest in evaluation
information about effective approaches to crimetin But reliable information is
scarce indeed. The “technology” of crime contibihat is the right word) is as complex

as any other social process.
D. Private inputs in crime-control

Private security, and private crime-control effariore generally, constitute an

unwritten chapter in the recent literature on “wdvatrks” in crime-control policy.
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Observed crime rates and patterns reflect priadéces regarding cooperation and self-
protection (Clotfelter 1977; Cook 1986). A systéimapproach to public crime control
requires understanding of the potential interactioetween private efforts and public.

A place to begin the discussion of this comptgxd is with the private security
industry. The current scope of the private segumidustry is difficult to assess, but as
previously recounted, the number of employees lisast as large as the number of sworn
officers. It encompasses proprietary (in-houseysty, guard and patrol services, alarm
services, private investigations, armored car ses/iand security consultants, as well as
security equipment (Cunningham, Strauchs & Van M&890). Private security
supplements and in some cases substitutes forcpadiion: for example, businesses in
many cases investigate and resolve employee théfiraud without ever going public.
More generally, as noted by Brian Forst, “the carftinctions of policing — preserving
domestic peace and order, preventing and respotalicignes — have always been
conducted first, foremost, and predominantly bygte means... Most crimes still are
not reported to the police (1999: 19).”

Private security guards (and police officers whmomlight as private security
guards) serve a narrow purpose, namely to prategbtoperty and people they are hired
to protect. The term of art is “situational crimevention (Clarke 1983).” The guard’s
job is accomplished if the robbers avoid his bamkis corporate executive is not
kidnapped, or rowdy teenagers are successfullyekidut of his shopping mall, or the
would-be burglar does not enter his gated commuriRather than deterring crime
through the threat of detection, arrest, and pumesit, private policing tries to regulate
behavior and circumstances to diminish the possiltiiat crime will occur (Bayley &
Shearing 2001: 18).”

An obvious possibility is that the crime will sitge displaced to other,
unguarded victims and places. If private securdgsinot prevent but only redistributes
crime, then its public value (as opposed to privestail, and it creates serious equity
concerns?

While displacement is a legitimate concern, ita$ the whole story. Lucrative
opportunities, if unguarded, are likely to genexaime that would not otherwise occur.

In Isaac Ehrlich’s (1974) classic formulation, theply of offenses is a function of the
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relative wage rate to licit and illicit activitiesAn increase in the net return (payoff per
unit of effort) to crime will stimulate participatn in criminal activity. He postulates that
the payoffs to property crimes “depend, primariwg,the level of transferable assets in
the community, that is, on opportunities providgdobtential victims of crime (p. 87).”
But if the most lucrative “transferable assets” &edl protected, then the payoff to crime,
and crime rates, is reduced. Of course, it isribet lucrative targets that do tend to be
the best guarded. Banks invest more in secugéynat robbery than, say, travel
agencies. Jewelry stores display costume jewalrgpen racks but keep the real thing in
glass cases wired with alarms. People with measgets do not need bodyguards to
protect against being kidnapped for ransom. Ciedill companies have instituted
elaborate systems for preventing fraudulent use.

In fact there is a reasonable concern that somatprprecautionary activities are
undersupplied due to the moral hazard createdsayramce and even by the police. For
example, a vehicle left unlocked in a public locatinvites theft, but the owner may be
willing to accept that risk knowing that the polwél attempt to recover his vehicle at
public expense if it is reported stolen -- and thainy event he is insured against theft
for most of the vehicle’s value. The same consitiens may dictate against purchasing
alarms and other anti-theft devices. In responseyance companies may provide a
discount on theft insurance to owners who instathsdevices, and 12 states mandate
these discounts. The mandate reflects a percewelt interest in increasing private
precaution in this case.

Not all private actions to prevent or mitigatamei are limited to one’s own
household or business. The notion of “communityjgests neighbors looking out for
each other, including with respect to crime. Atignit community may limit
opportunities for crime by controlling the streats sidewalks, keeping strangers under
surveillance, and placing a check on local teersag€his notion was given a scientific
basis utilizing data from the Project on Human Depment in Chicago Neighborhoods.
A survey-based measure labeled “community efficgay¢ombination of items
measuring informal social control and social cobresivas found to be highly negatively
correlated with crime and violence rates, everr ateounting for some other features of

the neighborhood (Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls 198Wre is great interest and
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apparent success in crafting deliberate intervaatto strengthen social control through
public-community partnerships mobilized to confrohtonic youthful offenders
(Kennedy 2007).

In sum, private security and precautionary adésiteduce crime rates by
reducing the quality of criminal opportunities, andhat sense supplement public
policing. Both are necessary. Private measunesatacope efficiently with anarchy —
they need to be backed up by police with theiraoddlinary power of arrest. Public and
private efforts are further interrelated by thet fhat effective law enforcement requires

close cooperation with the community.

Increasing private input to public law enforcement

One important aspect of the police department’ssian is to reduce crime.
Despite the newfound interest in prevention, mualicp work remains reactive. Crimes
that are not reported to the police by privatezeitis will never be investigated. If the
victim reports but does not cooperate with the stigation, it will likely be dropped, and
if witnesses are not cooperative it is unlikehygtovery far. In this set of transactions, we
might say that public safety is being produced wihuts of both law-enforcement
resources and of information from private citizé@totfelter 1993). The resulting
enhancement of public safety benefits the entirernanity.

While the police depend on the public to repairnes, assist in investigations,
and serve as witnesses in court, these key inpaitsrcompensated and are supplied in
some cases at considerable personal cost, incananiand even risk of retaliation.
Even victims are unlikely to benefit in any tangilway from cooperation with police,
and most victims do not bother to even report tira&'’ In essence the citizens who
become involved in a crime are invited to make aitéble contribution of their time and
possibly their safety, in exchange for knowing thaye done a good deed for their
community. Better cooperation from victims andesthitizens would increase police
effectiveness, but it would help to better aligivate incentives.

A good place to start in eliciting greater co@tiem might be reducing the private
costs of cooperating. State victim-compensatiag@ms provide some incentive for

victims who are injured in violent attacks, sin@yment is contingent on reporting the
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crime. (Private insurance policies often stiputhi police be informed of a property
theft as well.) Witness coordinators in criminalid can assist victims and other state
witnesses in scheduling and understanding coudgeaings. Police can offer some
protection for witnesses that fear retaliatiomaltgh local resources for such efforts tend
to be all too meager (Kocieniewski 2007).

In some cases the information needed for a suitt@sgestigation of crimes
requires some prior action. For example, in treeaa motor vehicle theft, it is helpful to
investigators to be able to prove the rightful ovghé of a vehicle or its constituent
parts. Registered vehicle identification numk®iidNs) do not discourage theft directly
(since they are hidden) but do facilitate buildantpgal case against a chop shop owner
and others involved in the network. In fact, taddral government requires VINS on
various parts of new vehicles. The result is tate a general deterrent to theft, a result
that could not be achieved without government ragi. (The self-interested vehicle
owner receives little benefit from his own vehisl&/IN, and he would not be willing to
pay the cost voluntarily.) A similar logic appligselectronic tracking devices such as
Lojack. lan Ayres and Steven Levitt (1998) demmatstl that Lojack has large positive
externalities in deterring auto theft. Because moitthe benefit is external, the likely
result is that too few people will voluntarily eguheir vehicles with Lojack®

Information is needed to prevent serious crimesealkas solve them. In the
spate of school rampage shootings that culminat€zblumbine, one of the
commonalities was that perpetrators had sharedpglais with classmates, and that the
classmates had not seen fit to report this infolonab authorities (Newman 2004).

While the causes of these distressing events walpihe and diffuse, a targeted
prevention strategy would necessarily give higloniy to persuading adolescents to pass
on such information. Of course there is a stroa@itel here to terrorist conspiracies of
all kinds post 9/11. More mundane is the routirian problem of gun carrying by
dangerous people, where before there is an adttahwvthere is a possibility of
preempting violence by alerting the police. Withttthought a number of police
departments, including New York’s, have establisbextyrams that offer a generous
reward for a tip leading to arrest of a gun viotat@ith guarantees that the tipster remains

anonymous.
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More broadly it is important for the police to iewed as serving the interests
of the community. Developing a healthy workingtparship between police and

community is the essence of the community-poliditegl >

E. Concluding Thoughts

Crime control deserves priority in urban policynmgk High crime rates are a
drag on community development and a great burdedmoaseholds that cannot afford to
move out. Successful control of theft, vandalipablic disorder (often associated with
drug selling), and especially violence sets thgestar increasing property values,
investment, job growth, and a higher standardviridg. The fact that most large cities
are far safer today than in 1990 has contributetiés growth and prosperity. But crime
rates can be remarkably volatile — more so thaarathcial indicators — and require
continuing attention.

What recent history teaches us is that largedltadns in crime rates can occur
without much change in underlying socioeconomicdittons. While crime tends to be
concentrated in low-resource neighborhoods yeandhyear out, crime rates are not
uniquely determined by the socioeconomic conditiofisat is fortunate. If eradicating
entrenched problems of race, class, and culture e@recondition to successful crime
reduction, then the crime agenda would have toub@mp hold for a generation. But that
is clearly not the case. Crime is a problem wdrthmayor’s attention because there is
hope of making progress.

Of course many of the policies that influence eirates in a city are not under
the control of city government. It is the statgi#¢atures that write the criminal code and
establish sentencing rules for judges. Correctispsimarily a state or federal function
as well. A host of other state and federal padi@iad programs outside the criminal
justice system arguably affect crime rates: to narfeav, those influencing immigration,
gun availability, the price of alcoholic beveragesntal health treatment, abortion
policy, child care, school attendance laws, inscearegulation, and regulation of violent
content in the media. But the mayor’s portfolidbjsno means empty.

Front and center is the police department. Ossole from the 1990s crime drop

is that police provide an effective deterrent tioner, and that increasing resources in
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policing has generally reduced crime. Part ofdteglit may go to innovations in policing
tactics and management, although that is not éntitear. With greater respect for the
powers of the police has come a greater demanevidence on what works in terms of
organization and tactics. Police chiefs are baelg responsible for controlling crime,
just as school administrators are now held respta$or improving test scores.

The police operate in the context of the commasithey serve. A strategic
analysis of crime control should consider waysrtooeirage the public to do their part to
restrict criminal opportunities and increase therggth of the criminal justice deterrent.
It cannot be irrelevant that there are as manyapgigecurity guards as sworn officers
nationwide, performing somewhat overlapping funtsio Businesses and households
make myriad decisions that influence their exposoieiminal victimization and the
profitability of crime. The criminal justice systeof course has a key role, but it depends
to a large extent on the voluntary cooperatiorneffublic. Victims and other members
of the public are called on to provide costly aadjely uncompensated inputs in
producing the public good of safe streets. Therauch yet to be learned about how to

enhance the private provision of this public good.
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Table 1
Regression Analysis of Robbery and Homicide Ra@s000 residents
200 Largest U.S. Counties (48 states), 1990 an@ 200

(All variables are in natural log form)

Explanatory Variable Robbery 1990 Robbery 2000  Hishei | Homicide
1990 2000
I nter cept -13.402 -10.57 -8.937 -8.174
Population 0.104 0.114 0.061 0.065
Population/square mile 0.138 0.079 0.080 0.009
Per capita income 0.466 -0.260 -0.401 -0.761
Income inequality (Gini 1.394 1.564 1.685 1.349
Coefficient)
Female head: % of all 1.207 1.648 1.100 1.594
Families
Black: % of Population 0.328 0.125 0.318 0.193
Hispanic: % of Population 0.081 0.026 0.060 0.025
Movers: % of population 1.539 1671 1.598 1.948
that moved in previous 5
years
College: % of population -0.466 -0.162 -0.611 -0.246
age 25+ with 4 years
R-Squared 80% 51% 76% 62%

Bold font indicates significantly different from 0 at$%, 2-tailed test. The sample for
both 1990 and 2000 consists of the 200 largestt@siby population in 1990.
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Table 2

Criminal justice expenditures, 2003

$billions
Total Police Judicial/legal Corrections
Local 94 58 18 19
State 66 11 16 39
Federal 35 20 9 6
Totaf 195 89 43 64

Source: Bureau of Justice StatistiBsurcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics Online

http://www.albany.edu/sourcebook/pdf/t122003.pdf

a. The total entries are computed by summing dhenan entries. Those sums disagree

with the “total” statistics from th&ourcebookwhich are: total, 185; police, 83;

judicial/legal, 42; corrections, 61.
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Figure 1

deaths / 100,000

Homicide Rate 1951-2004
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Source: National Center for Health Statistics
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/tables/hmrttab.htm
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Figure 2

crimes / 1,000 residents

Violent Crime Rate 1973-2005
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Note: Violent crimes included are rape, robbery, aggravated and simple
assault, and homicide.

Source: National Crime Victimization Survey
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/tables/viortrdtab.htm
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Figure 3

crimes / 1,000 households

Property Crime Rate 1973-2005
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Note: Property crimes include burglary, theft, and motor vehicle theft.

Source: National Crime Victimization Survey
http://www.0jp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/tables/proptrdtab.htm
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Figure 4

$ per capita (2004 prices)
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Source: Annual Government Finance Survey & Annual Survey of Public Employment
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/tables/expgovtab.htm
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Figure 5

$ per capita (2004 prices)
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End Notes

! Surprisingly the NCVS “uncovers” fewer of the mestious assaults than are known to
the police. The NCVS estimate of the number offatah gunshot wounds is low by a
factor of 3, probably because so many of the vistare beyond the reach of the survey
sampling frame — they are hospitalized or incateerar have no fixed address (Cook
1985).

% The FBI also manages the National Incident-BasggbRing System (NIBRS), in
which police departments submit specified datastem each crime incident involving
an Index crime. This program has low participatiate, and only covered about 16% of
the U.S. population in 2003 (http://www.ojp.usdoppjs/nibrsstatus.htm).

% It should be noted that the long-term trend in tuitke rates is not an entirely reliable
index of criminal behavior. Technological changdoth medical treatment and in
weaponry have changed the likelihood that a serssault will result in the death of the
victim. On the one hand, trauma care has impravgdod deal, and the current
homicide rate would be somewhat higher but for mepd emergency medical response
and lifesaving procedures for severely woundedmigt On the other hand, the firearms
used by assailants have “improved,” with incregsaader and rapidity of fire

(Wintemute 2000).

* Glaeser, Sacerdote, and Scheinkman (1996) obswt/&The high variance of crime
rates across time and space is one of the oldegtgsuin the social sciences; this
variance appears too high to be explained by clsaimgihe exogenous costs and benefits

of crime (507).” They analyze the effects of sbiiteractions as a possible explanation
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for volatility, finding evidence that such interaxcts are particularly important for crimes
of theft.

® For a systematic search for structural factorsitifuence state-level homicide rates,
see Land, McCall and Cohen (1990).

® In particular, the following changes were madéstFhis “% nonwhite” was replaced
with “% black” and “% Hispanic” for the sake of giter specificity. Second, his variable
on police expenditures per capita was droppedestris plausibly the effect rather than
the cause of crime. Third, also dropped was thef@opulation age 16-24"; he
included it because that is the most crime-proreegagup, but as it turns out its cross-
section variation signals which counties have atinaly large population of college
students — a group that is not particularly crimene. He included the male
unemployment rate, which did not perform well arebwdropped in this specification.
Finally, he reports the results of Poisson regoessihile the results here are from
ordinary least squares — a change that makesdifterence in practice.

" While the unit of observation for these regressiisrthe county, the characteristics of
the state in which the county is located may aksodbievant. State governments provide
a large share of the funding for the courts anchicral corrections, and differ with
respect to criminal law and procedure as it affeaitdery and criminal-homicide cases.
States also differ with respect to the level oftabution to local finances and service
provision. For these reasons | re-ran the regrassieported above controlling for the
state in which the county is located. The resadésvery similar in all respects to those

reported above.
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8although robbery has long been the quintessentizmicrime, in recent years robbery
rates are about the same for mid-sized cities (B0500,000) and larger cities. The
same is true for homicide rates. For an anabfsighy crime (used to) increase with the
population, see Glaeser and Sacerdote (1999).

® The right interpretation of these results is alsmded by the aggregation problem. We
are either observing the sum of individual propeesj or some characteristic that
reflects interactions within the community. Rob®&ampson, Stephen Raudenbush, and
Fenton Earls offered the sociological view thatdhnality of interactions within the
community, and particularly mutual trust, are intpat. They offer the term “collective
efficacy” as a characteristic of communities thatdicts the extent of informal social
control that limits criminal activity (Sampson, iREenbush & Earls 1997; Harcourt &
Ludwig 2006).

191 ran regressions for changes in log crime rat®80-2000, as a function of changes in
the independent variables, also in log form. ltt@same regressions for the period
1980-1990. None of the variables “perform” esplgciaell. For robbery, 7 of the
covariates have estimated coefficients that eglgich signs across the two periods, or
have “perverse” signs in both periods. “% blackignificantly positive for the 1990s,
but significantly negative for the 1980s. TherBnged from 0.4% to 7.0% for the four
regressions.

Doubling prison sentences will have an incapaditaéffect that is less than double,
since criminals tend to “age out” and desist fraime. Doubling prison sentences will

have a muted deterrent effect because of the walndency to discount the future.
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The second five years of a ten-year sentenceevitl to be heavily discounted relative to
the first five years (Cook 1980).

12 A National Research Council report concluded thate was adequate evidence to
support a greater investment in cognitive-behaviotarventions with released
prisoners; further, drug treatment coupled witlyérent testing, and comprehensive
multi-service employment and training programs,endeemed promising (National
Research Council, 2008, p. 85).

13 The receipts and employment for the private sgcindustry are taken from the
Economic Census for 2002, industry NAICS 5616 (edirig locksmiths). See

http://www.census.gov/prod/ec02/ec0256i06 faitfa complete report.

* Two other national surveys also provide estimafeébe number of private security
employees, the Current Population Survey and th€&i%us Bureau’s County Business
Patterns. Estimates for 2002 from the three sguace in rough agreement: 754
thousand (Economic Census), 724 thousand (Curmmil&ion Survey), and 715
thousand (County Business Patterns).

15 In principle the increase in police presence cindgease the number of arrests or
reduce them, since additional police increase tbbability of arrest per crime and
reduce the number of crimes. The effect on thebeurof arrests (the product of
probability per crime and number of crimes) wilpgéad on the relative proportionate
changes in these two variables. Possible reldtipadetween crime, arrest, and policing

are explored in Freeman, Grogger and Sonstelie6)199
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18 Further, there is a danger that affluent peoplebgome less willing to support public
policing if they are purchasing private protect{@ayley & Shearing 2001: 30).

" The National Crime Victimization Survey for 2008uhd that 40% of property crimes
and 47% of violent crimes were reported to theqaoli

18 It should be noted that self-protection activities havenegativeexternalities.
Particularly problematic is the inclination to kempd carry firearms for self-protection
purposes. Although the matter is hotly contediesl best evidence suggests that a high
density of private gun ownership in a community@ases both the homicide rate (Cook
& Ludwig 2006) and the burglary rate (Cook & Ludvwd@03); the latter is probably due
to the fact that firearms are easily fenced looth&t communities with a high density of
gun ownership are relatively lucrative to burglaFar a contrary view, see Philipson and
Posner (1996).

19 For example, Durham, North Carolina has organthedCommunity Response to
Violent Acts for those crimes likely to engendedat@ation. The Response consists of a
door-to-door canvassing of the neighborhood whegectime occurred and the victim’s
residence by the Durham Police Department, partigexgencies and organizations,
clergy, and concerned citizens. The canvass igdediprimarily to develop

investigative leads in the case by asking neightmocome forward with information that

may assist investigators in solving and prosectttiegcase.
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