July 29, 2012

L essons from the Economics of Crime

Philip J. Cook, Sanford School of Public Policy, Duke Univer sity
Stephen Machin, Department of Economics, University College, L ondon

Olivier Marie, Rescarch Centre for Education and the Labour Market, Maastricht
University

Giovanni Mastrobuoni, Collegio Carlo Alberto, University of Turin

It is not unusual these days to have a group oh@uwoists gather to discuss their research on
crime. In Europe and the Americas, a critical mafssacademic economists have specialized in
the study of crime and its control, and there isvr® steady flow of economics doctoral
dissertations on this topic. As we near th® &Aniversary of Gary Becker's seminal contribution
to this field (Becker, 1968), it is fair to say tlthe economics of crime is no longer a “fringe”
topic, but part of the standard portfolio that m=lke economics.

Among the markers of progress are these:

* The National Bureau of Economic Research (NBERatexd a working group on crime
that has had regular meetings since 2007 and jeblian edited conference volume in
2011 (Cook, Ludwig, and McCrary);

* A new organization within LACEA (the Latin Americaand Caribbean Economic
Association), with the acronym AL CAPONE (The AnwariLatina Crime and Policy
Network) held its first annual meeting in 20411;

* The Transatlantic Workshop on the Economics of €riras been running annually since
20009 (Paris 2009, Bonn 2010, Torino 2011, Rottarda1?2);

* John Jay College of Criminal Justice in New YorkyQiecently added an economics
department, while think tanks like the Vera Inggtof Justice and the Urban Institute are
producing cost-benefit assessments of crime-coptagrams;

» Leading economics journals in Britain and the Whi8tates have been publishing crime
papers on a regular basis for 40 years, and criogyojournals have recently begun
publishing articles authored by economists;

! The principals in the formation of AL CAPONE haatker produced an edited collection through NBERTElla,
Edwards, and Schargrodsky 2010).
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» The conference that produced the papers in thisnwe| sponsored by CESifo as part of
its annual meeting in Venice (2011), is one of salveimilar meetings in Europe in
recent years that, like the NBER crime group and @APONE, are helping create an
international network of scholars.

Of course, the social-scientific study of crime waal established by the time of Gary Becker’'s
contribution. Prior to that, from the 1920s onwafte dominant disciplines were sociology and
psychology, and that continued to be the case iasnalogy departments and schools were
established in the post-war period. Becker choss/pass rather than engage with that tradition,
saying “...a useful theory of criminal behavior caspgnse with special theories of anomie,
psychological inadequacies, or inheritance of gecaits and simply extend the economist’s
analysis of choice (p. 170).” With this bit of diglinary imperialism as a guide, subsequent
economics contributions tended to adopt the vieat ttrime research was virgin territory,
scarcely inhabited. Economists were initially sotwelcome in criminology, and for the most
part were unconcerned about that fact, feeling they had little to learn from the “natives.”
Recently that separation between economics andinoiagy has begun to break down, a
welcome trend that can be traced in part to thevtjroof multi-disciplinary public-policy
programs and think tanks in the United Stétes.

What have the economists contributed to the stddyiminal behavior and crime control? In
what follows, to motivate and describe the contidns to this edited volume, we discuss three
domains:

* A normative framework for evaluating criminal lawda crime prevention, and the
application of sophisticated quantitative methamlsrnalyze the causes of crime and the
effects of crime-control measures in this framework

* The conception of criminal behavior as individuddorce, influenced by perceived
consequences;

* The aggregation of individual choices to a systérasework for understanding crime
rates and patterns.

The papers in this volume are informed by and dout to all of these domains.
A. Policy choice and a normative framework
During the tumultuous years of the 1960s, withsimt the cities and escalating rates of crime

and drug abuse, the U.S. Congress created sevgtalpnofile commissions to assess the
underlying problems and recommend effective reforéen these commissions turned to the

2 Most of the U.S. academic economists for whom erisra long-term specialty have appointments itipyiolicy
schools or other interdisciplinary units (includiiagv schools).
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prominent criminologists of the day, they offerdgit opinions but had little in the way of
relevant evidence. The political scientist JameS\son was a critical observer of criminology
at the time and observed that its sociologicalmagon did not lend itself to evidence-based
policy recommendations (Wilson 1975). Crime wasarathod to be caused by culture and
social structure. An analysis of these “root caus®scrime provided little guidance for
policymakers, whose ability to change structurgleass of society was very limited. Moreover,
the sociologists were highly skeptical of the detece mechanism, denying or disregarding a
role for the criminal justice system in controllingme. In Great Britain the disconnect between
criminology and policy was perhaps even greatercesithe dominant ethos dictated against
policy engagement, in part because of its heaweund on the social context of crime (Muncie,
2005).

Among the social sciences, economics tends to bedugted for addressing issues relevant to
policy design. The economic model presumes tha¢mied behavior is not the inevitable result
of underlying social conditions, but rather resultem individual choices influenced by
perceived consequences. If government policy camgh those consequences, then behavior
change will follow. Furthermore, uniquely among social and behavioral sciences, economic
science incorporates a well-developed normativendsaork that defines the public interest and
lends itself to policy prescription.

Indeed, Becker’'s contribution was primarily in thermative realm. He pointed out that the
social costs associated with crime are the surhefitrect costs of victimization (and the threat
of victimization) and the indirect costs of effotts control and prevent crime. If the goal is to
minimize total social costs, then the optimal amooincrime is unlikely to be zero, since at
some point the marginal costs of additional preeentvill exceed the marginal benefit of an
additional reduction in crime.

This simple and profound insight is relevant todayassessing progress against the crime
“problem” in Western countries. Over the last 2@ngecrime rates have been relatively stable or
falling in most European countries and declininghia United States (Buonanno et al. 2011). In
the United States the decline has been associattd an increase in public and private
expenditure on prevention and control (Cook andwigd2011), most notably (but by no means
limited to) in the form of the burgeoning prisonpptation. Whether théotal social costs have
been going down is thus an open question, sincénttteasing costs of control and avoidance
may make up for the falling direct costs.

The normative framework also provides guidance dealuating specific interventions. The
economic question is not limited to “what worksf”drime control, but “what is worthwhile?”
Cost-benefit analysis provides a set of rules foswaering that question, and more generally
encourages a comprehensive approach to evaluathm.example in this volume is Emily



Owen’s article on the COPS program, which proviteeteral funding in the United States to
some jurisdictions for hiring additional police ioHrs. The question of whether the additional
officers had an effect on crime rates is surelyntérest, but if the answer is yes there remains
the question of whether it passes the cost-betesfit She expands the discussion to consider the
arrest rate, since arrests and subsequent cowdgsiog generate public costs. (The fact that she
finds that arrest rates actually decline along witime rates strengthens the case that COPS is
cost-beneficiaf)

The economist’s normative framework also providaglgnce on the appropriate scope of the
criminal law. The tradition of consumer sovereignbhformed by the utilitarian perspective that
measures the public interest as the sum of indaligteferences, engenders a skeptical view of
sumptuary laws of all kinds. The chapter in thidume on drug policy by John Donohue notes
that Nobel laureate Milton Friedman was a passem@avocate for legalization of marijuana,
heroin, and other drugs, in part because of higfotblat individual adults were the best judge of
their own best interests. That perspective do¢seitie the issue for most observers, including
most economists; for one thing, commodities that laoth harmful to the user and addictive
(such as heroin, crack-cocaine, alcohol and tohapose a particularly stringent test of the
utilitarian perspective. Do we really believe tlyauths who are deciding to shoot up or smoke
have their own best lifetime interests in mind%/d$§, then the damage they end up doing to their
health and careers should not be a concern of gmeart policy. Even starting with a more
equivocal view, the economic normative frameworlp@®rganize a comprehensive accounting
scheme for determining which costs and benefitotsider. Given current practice, the costs of
criminalization and enforcement loom large, whicbtivates a search for more efficient means
of controlling use and abuse.

Evaluation and study of criminal activities in timgrmative framework has recently been greatly
enhanced by two phenomena which economists of chiave been the first to fully integrate
into their research approach: (i) the significanprovement in data availability and data quality;
and (ii) implementation of creative statistical hmeds to directly study causal relations in crime
and crime control.

Increased access to high quality data has greaflyaved the potential to empirically, and more
accurately, study the link between criminal papi@tion and other factors that have theoretically
been identified to influence its prevalence. Reedrgholice crime statistics have historically
been one of the main sources of data used by odsar It is very useful to look at crime rates
over time and across areas when studying if thase been affected by the introduction of a
localized policy initiative. Arrests, and other Cd8ta, have also been extensively exploited

% This is also what Machin and Marie (2011) obserwéen exploring the mechanisms behind the largesiio
robberies they observed after police funding waserhin certain areas of England and Wales (butmothers) to
combat street crime.
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since they has the advantage of providing somec bafirmation on the characteristics of the
offenders (e.g. age, gender, ethnicity). This esmBltudies to focuses on the offending rates of
certain population sub-groups of interest that rmagct differently to stimuli that may
affectcriminal participation. Researchers can asosider how certain policies or exogenous
shocks affected the crime rates of particular cshor of individuals in certain areas using arrest
information.

The latest development in data collection has keenmatching of individual administrative
criminal datasets with other data sources contgimformation on offender characteristics such
as education and employment of very large samdi@bleopopulation. This will for example
enable research into the complex dynamics betwaleoul market opportunities and criminal
participation at the individual level to emergelie very near futuré.

The papers in this volume use or make referentleet@ery wide array of data sources available
across the world to carry out research into theseawf offending used today. Over and above
data related advances, they also all emphasiseintipertance of a solid and coherent
methodology to test the validity of the normativamework.

The other important feature of the application bé thormative framework has been the
contribution by economists of using advanced amadvative statistical methods. The first wave
of econometric studies of deterrence using aggeedata (Ehrlich 1973; Sjoquist 1973; Carr-
Hill and Stern 1973) utilized complex multi-equatimultivariate models estimated by two-stage
least squares — at about the same time that criogists were publishing the results of simple
correlations on the same topic. Still, the firsatwe of econometric research was effectively
critigued by an expert panel of the National RegeaCouncil (Blumstein, Cohen and Nagin
1978) and others (Cook 1977). The essential pnobMas the lack of plausibly exogenous
instrumental variables on which to anchor a causalysis of non-experimental data. As
economics has increasingly embraced the use ofatatnd field experiments, economists have
produced more robust findings on the causes ofecridne of the leaders in the creative use of
plausibly exogenous variation to identify crime sation is Stephen Levitt, whose research (and
emergence as a celebrity, thanks to his der@lakonomickhas done much to inspire subsequent
cohorts of graduate students in economics (Ayreb lavitt 1998; Levitt, 1996, 1997, 2004
2005)

*In the past only a couple of papers, Grogger (199%) Kling (2005), have used individually matcheatadto
explore this relationship and this was focused oalatively small population only composed of offens. Today
certain researchers in Northern European courdgiesieveloping national level matched datasetsroaya large
proportion of the entire population.



When it comes to empirical methods, the leadingeefty economics and criminology has
converged in recent years. “Experimental crimigglois thriving and cuts across disciplires.
In this volume, the chapter by Jens Ludwig, JeffRRy Kling, and Sendhil Mullainathan
discusses the agenda for policy experiments in ecroontrol. Their theme is relevant to
experimental work in criminology as well as econcsni The ultimate objective of policy
experiments is to discover what works and whataostiwhile. Testing innovative interventions
through field experiments is vitally important ilevare to have the possibility of evidence-based
policy. However, the authors point out that pe@gbr programs are usually quite complex, and
their effectiveness may be mediated by a variefactbrs specific to time and place.

What we can learn from a policy experiment, theay e less than meets the eye — even a clear
demonstration that a complex program implemented abyarticular agency in a given
environment is cost-effective (in comparison witie tstatus quo) may leave considerable
uncertainty about whether a similar policy would b#ective, let alone worthwhile, if
implemented by another agency in a different juctsoh. For that reason it is important to
focus the empirical research agenda on the basthanesms that influence crime rates. For
example, if it can be established that the detémeéfact of punishment is more sensitive to the
probability of punishment than the severity of @mlmment (as many of us suspect), then policy
innovations that increase the probability of pumseht will have a better prognosis than those
that increase the severity of punishment. Theaatpoint out that there may be tradeoffs in
experimental design between whether the intervenisorealistic (something that might be
implemented) and isolating a particular mechanisnetaluation. Nevertheless, causal research
focused on basic mechanism may produce generaiZatawledge of the sort most needed in
policy design.

B. Crime as a rational choice

A simplistic but common understanding of crimehattthe population can be divided neatly into
two groups, good guys and bad guys. In this vibs,bad guys commit crime unless they are
incapacitated, and the good guys are reliably lbwliag. This view had particular sway as an
explanation for the surge of youth violence in Yated States during the decade beginning in
1984. The sociologist John Dilulio, together withilN&m Bennett (a member of President
Reagan’s cabinet), asserted that the surge wasodine growing ranks of remorseless killers,
“superpredators” who grew up in poor, violence-eddheighborhoods and broken homes. In
effect, then, the claim was that the surge in muweges the direct result of a surge in the number
of bad guys (Cook and Laub 2002). The only remagpeared to be locking up as many of
these superpredators as possible, and indeed nmsis schanged their laws to facilitate

® For example: Thealirnal of Experimental Criminologpegan publishing in 2005, under David Weisburd’s
direction. Cambridge University created the Jdreg Centre of Experimental Criminology in 2007 untlee
leadership of Lawrence Sherman.



sentencing teenage felons to long prison terms ¢Pd2D08). As it turned out there was no
scientific basis for the “superpredator” claim. eTavidence points strongly to environmental
factors, and the leading contender in that regardthie crack epidemic. However, the
“superpredator” claim was appealing in its simpyi@nd its veneer of social science.

The economic model of crime shifts the focus frdmaracter to the choices that are available to
the individual. While certain aspects of charagter “preferences”) are surely not irrelevant,
criminal activity represents a choice, or set dfichs, that is available to everyone. The choice
of whether to commit crime is driven by the consames, which differ among individuals
depending on the opportunities available to thewr. &ample, a school dropout will have
relatively poor opportunities to earn a legitiméiteng, but lack of schooling is no barrier to
larceny or robbery. For that reason alone we exgdempouts to be over-represented among
active criminals. One type of formal economic modek treated criminal opportunities as
gambles, with a payoff if successful and some pditya of failure entailing arrest and
punishment. If the threatened punishment incliadgsison term, or stigma that reduces access
to good jobs, then the effect will be greater foose with good legitimate prospects. An
alternative approach has modeled crime as analdgouerk, an activity that competes in use of
time with other activities (Ehrlich 1973), but wistrisky set of consequences.

This perspective leads naturally to a presumptibrdeterability — that crime rates will be
inversely related to the likelihood and severitypoinishment. However, the economic model
also incorporates the idea that programs to impleggimate opportunities may have a deterrent
effect through increasing the opportunity cost iofet spent in criminal activity or in prison.
People with something to lose are less likely tewvicriminal participation as attractive and
crime reductions can therefore be achieved by emiting the life opportunities of potential
offenders. Some recent papers, Lochner and Mof@@D4), Machin et al. (2011) and
Hjalmarsson et al. (2012), have for example shdwat education has a large crime reducing
effect on cohorts of individuals that were forcedstay longer at school because of changes in
minimum school leaving age legislation.

So what happened to cause the epidemic increagauth violence in the United States during
the crack era? As noted, an explanation in terfrteenumber of “bad guys” does not fit the
basic fact$. The economic perspective encourages an explanati@mms of an upward shift in
the payoff to gun violence. That may indeed hasenlihe case, as the introduction of crack into
cities had the effect of disrupting establishedgddistribution networks and creating new
contests over turf that in the United States (wnbkher countries).

® For example, Cook and Laub (1998) show that tHeos of youths who were caught up in the epideafic
violence between 1984 and 1993 exhibited normaisraf crime involvement prior to the epidemic, amdpped

back toward the normal level following the cresttbé epidemic. The extreme volatility of homicidees for

young African American men during that period alslies an explanation in terms of long-term tremdshe

conditions of their upbringing.



The economic focus on choices and consequencesidbpseclude the possibility that character
(or what economists are inclined to call “prefesig is also important in influencing criminal
involvement. The potential importance of changingferences is suggested by the very strong
relationship between criminal involvement and abe;age profile of crime commission declines
steeply after age 20 or so, a pattern that mayonsddy be interpreted as reflecting changing
preferences (brain development, hormones) assdcordth the aging process -- although aging
is not a well-controlled experiment. More spedéifig, some crime reduction programs focus
directly on changing preferences, for example {heuic interventions intended to reduce
craving for illicit drugs.

Efforts to rehabilitate criminals may focus eithen increasing the quality of legitimate
opportunities (typically by improving human capitat clearing away barriers to earning a
legitimate living), or on changing cognitive proses and capacities, such as self-control,
empathy, and rationalization. While there have lbragnad evaluations of specific programming
intended to reduce recidivism rates, there remaorssiderable uncertainty about the overall
effect of a spell of imprisonment on subsequengbih. Aurélie Ouss reviews the contributions
of economists to this literature, finding a surpprgsagreement that longer prison terms tend to
reduce recidivism rates. Another chapter, by Stétahler and Daniel &ner, presents new
results on recidivism rates by German youths ag2.8inding that those who are sentenced as
juveniles tend to have higher recidivism rates thiaose who are sentenced as adults (with
greater use of prison). The mechanism by whickoprtime affects post-release recidivism rates
is not clear. It is possible that the actual eiqrere of incarceration changes perceptions about
the likelihood or severity of future sanctions. Bhoere are numerous other ways in which the
regimentation and social interactions of prisom Ifhight influence character or post-release
opportunity.

Crime as a rational choice has recently been appiieunderstand the behavioural response of
anever wider variety of agents facing criminal apation decisions and of the institutions who
aim to prevent offending. In his chapter to thidunoe, Mikael Priks argues that this framing
also serves to explain the activities of certaiorsp fans of who are involved in violent
activitieswhich may at first appear relatively plizg. He discusses how his research into what
he labels ‘hooliganomics’ shows that agents aféliato sports booster clubs are as any rational
agents and will respond to (dis)incentives influegccrime participation.. He makes here the
interesting argument that the club may provide sarheck on its members’ hooliganism,
depending on the composition of membership. If hlo@liganism-prone members come to
dominate, then the internal regulation of behamiar erode.

" The ability of street gangs in the United Statesegulate gun use by their members was exploitedriminal-
justice authorities in Boston’s Operation CeasefiBzaga, Kennedy, Piehl 1997), and has been repadrte
ethnographic work with gangs in Chicago (Cook e2807).
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C. Feedbacks and interactions

Economics is a social science. The theory of indizl behavior serves as a building block for a
theory of aggregate outcomes: the wealth of nationgjuantity and price in a specific market.
The aggregation of individual choices in the conhtelkka complex system can produce some
surprising results — for example, that in a contpetiindustry, the individual producers’ pursuit
of profit maximization drives down prices to themowhere there is no profit to be made. With
respect to crime patterns, there can also be cointative results. For example, it is interesgtin

to observe that vulnerable population groups sametihave relatively low crime victimization
rates; the “little old ladies” living in the inneity are rarely robbed because they have adapted to
the threat by hiding out at home behind locked d¢@ook 1986).

The interacting systems that connect crime-relatexces by individuals to aggregate outcomes
(aggregate rates and patterns) have not beenviliked out by economists, but the literature
provides a start on this project. Criminal activihay be viewed as produced by individuals
(active criminals) at a rate that is limited by thetivities of the criminal justice system and
private security measur@s.The electorate chooses through the politicat@se how many
public resources to devote to the criminal justgstem, and private households and businesses
make myriad individual choices about how much pgeweffort to devote to crime prevention and
avoidance. A further complication is that the efifeeness of the criminal justice system is very
much dependent on private (often voluntary) inpstssh as reporting crimes and providing
information and testimony during investigations.

There are at least three noteworthy feedback laopghis system. First, the capacity of the
criminal justice system to control crime may beutil by an exogenous increase in crime rates,
which then causes a reduction in the likelihoodgererity of punishment — resulting in further
increases in the crime rate. Second, an exogemousase in the crime rate may raise the
political salience of crime, leading to increaseithmal-justice budgets and stricter sentencing,
which may then rein in the crime rate. And thiath, exogenous increase in crime may induce
greater private efforts at prevention and avoidawmiceriminal victimization, including actions
ranging from locking up valuables and carrying aapan, to hiring guards or relocating
commercial activity to safer neighborhoods. Thgs®ate responses can in turn either
exacerbate or curtail the crime increase, depenaimthe specifics. The first two loops of this
conceptualization were incorporated in the econamehodels of the first wave of modern
crime studies (cited above). The third loop, thakes private prevention efforts endogenous,

® Private actions have great potential to influemciene rates and patterns, and increasing privateirisg
expenditures and technology, combined with an exdliaary increase in crime reporting, deserve phthe credit
for the crime drop since the mid-1990s (Cook anad®aald 2011).
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was introduced soon thereafter (Ehrlich 1981; Cb®86), but has been largely neglected in the
economics literature.

Observed crime rates are thus the outcome of a leanteractive system, which may frustrate
the goal of making unambiguous predictions, or ekemping track of all the relevant
mechanisms. A case in point is understanding @dipting how immigration affects crime rates.
The first pass might be to ask “are these immigréaw-abiding people?” (a question that harks
back to the notion, discussed above, that crimesrare proportional to the number of bad
people). A more sophisticated inquiry would atténgpassess the public and private resources
available for crime control and prevention in imnaigt communities, and the likely spillovers to
other communities. (Note that the immigrants amghbusers and contributors to these
resources.) A still more comprehensive analysisildvonclude the effects of the immigrant
groups on labor markets (typically at the low-wagel of the spectrum), since immigrants may
crowd out natives and reduce their incentive tooskoa law-abiding path. In their contribution
to this volume, Brian Bell and Stephen Machin cadel that empirical evidence on the effect of
immigration on crime is scanty, but suggestive tinanigration by groups that have a weak
connection to the labor market may increase prggagiine rates.

In most models of criminal activity, the perpetratare not organized, and unconcerned about
their individual effect on public or private contsystems. But of course some criminal activity
is organized and hence subject to the managemenmhatiever system of control exists within
the criminal organization. Economists have notpatl much attention to criminal gangs, with
the partial exception of the Mafia (Reuter 1988Jobel Laureate Thomas Schelling (1967) was
the first to point out that the business of orgadizrime — the Mafia -- is not to provide illicit
goods and services to the public, but rather to gaintrol and extort money from such
providers. The resulting cartel position in thesion of vice and other contraband actually
creates an incentive to restrict supply in ordepreserve prices (Buchanan 1973), which may
seem like a good outcome from the public interesspective, despite the lethal tactics used to
acquire and preserve that monopoly. One problenthé the wealth and power of the
organization is used to corrupt public officialsvesll limit the activities of the private suppliers
of vice. In his contribution to this volume, Paltmotti provides empirical evidence that the
influence of the Mafia in some areas of Italy exi®deep into the political process, affecting the
quality of candidates who run for office as well tae amount budgeted for easily corrupted
public-works projects.

Among the feedback effects that have figured inguly in crime research is through the
political process, which translates public concabout crime into resource allocation to the
criminal justice system. The influence of criméegon police budgets is well documented, as
shown in the chapter by Paolo Buonanno and Giovisiasitrobuoni. Interestingly, they find that
police hiring in the United States is more respemgd changes in crime than is true in ltaly,
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where hiring and deployment decisions are natignadintralized and subject to perhaps more
red tape than in the United States. Another pitentechanism that links policing to crime is
the process of learning and innovation. Priks nkesethat the police response to hooliganism by
soccer fans has evolved in some jurisdictions, @itbe police have learned that targeting
individuals for arrest and prosecution is a moreative strategy than the traditional crowd-
control approach (using water cannons and the.likB)espite its evident advantages, this
selective approach has not yet been adopted evergwh

The learning and innovation process in policing mayl be subject to political pressure brought
by public concern about crime, just as is the reso@llocation process. Rodrigo Soares and
Igor Viveiros describe the effort to reform poligitn Minas Gerais, the second largest state in
Brazil, under pressure from a surge in crime rdteginning in the mid-1990s. The police
functions in Minas Gerais (as in other states) dmaded between the Military Police,
responsible for patrol and the immediate responserime, and the Civil Police, which is
responsible forinvestigations and general assistandhe judiciary. The lack of coordination
between these two forces reduces effectivenesgfiingtncy. The government of Minas Gerais
was able to overcome bureaucratic inertia andturtstia plan of integration and improved
communication beginning in 2005. The results fine control appear to be favorable.

D. Concluding thoughts

The economists are here to stay in the study ofiesrithe criminal justice system, and crime
prevention. The economists have brought with thestrang presumption that criminal behavior
can be usefully modeled using the same conceptpparatus that economic science has
developed for risky decision making, labor suppignsumer and firm behaviour, and even
market structure and performance. Criminal law amgine-prevention programs can be
evaluated using the same normative apparatusshatitinely applied to education, health, and
environmental regulation. Of course the rules afistical inference require no modifications. In
short, crime is another choice, as Gary Becker estgg in 1968, and crime research using
standard economic methods can be productive.

Our entrance into this arena, led by Gary Beckdr@momas Schelling in the late 1960s, did not
lead to immediate assimilation into the field ahunology, and in fact the differences in agenda
and conceptual frameworks initially produced a gdedl of antagonism. But it is fair to say
that the trend is toward greater mutual influenod sespect. The topics and references of
chapters in this volume reflect the increasinglieetic approach of economists, and increasing
respect for contributions by others social scigatisThose trends are welcome, and offer hope
for efficient development of a sturdy base of emke that can be used for policy design and
evaluation.
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