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Executive Summary 
 
Crime costs society billions of dollars every year.  The estimated cost of crime ranges widely, 
depending on the factors included in the calculations.  These costs include cost of government 
services, accumulated fees for medical and psychological care, property loss, productivity losses, 
and pain and suffering.  The Citizens for an Ethical Minnesota (Citizens4MN), an initiative led 
within a non-profit, statewide organization called Synergy & Leadership Exchange (Synergy), 
seeks to “document the cost to society for unethical decisions linked to the lack of good character.”1 
 
Citizens4MN began out of concern for what the organization views as the growing number of 
unethical behaviors being reported and the need to create a more ethical workforce and citizenry.  
In order to address these concerns, Synergy and a Capstone group from the Humphrey School of 
Public Affairs partnered to create a set of building blocks upon which Citizens4MN could further 
their mission.  The project goals included: 

1. Identifying a model to calculate the estimated financial cost of the criminal justice 
system in response to adult crime; 

2. Conducting a literature review of the social costs of crime; and 
3. Examining a possible correlation between character and crime. 
4. Providing recommendations based upon research and findings. 

 
Cost of crime modeling can be powerful and can be used by policy makers to impact policies, 
draft criminal codes, prioritize resources, and to assess effectiveness of programs.  Models can 
also be a valuable tool to quantify contentious and value laden policy and resource debates.  
However, identifying applicable and reliable models for these purposes can be challenging. 
Models are often multifaceted and highly complex.  Due to the widely varying nature of model 
inputs and applications, each model carries an inherent risk to provide inaccurate or misleading 
information if used incorrectly or for a purpose the model was not intended.  
 
Calculating the social cost of crime is multifaceted and complex.  However, such efforts can be 
beneficial and provide a more thorough picture of the cost of crime to the citizens of Minnesota.  
The cost of crime to society remains controversial amid varying opinions and methodologies, 
which result in calculations with inconsistent perspectives and formulas.  Even the definition of 
the social cost of crime includes conjectures, which alter the results when adding up the actual 
costs of crime to society. 
 
The American Psychiatric Association (APA) provides reliable scientific evidence to define 
character and to correlate character with crime.  The APA estimates that up to 16 percent of 
children have Oppositional Defiant Disorder, which often develops by age eight.  About 10 
percent of children have a Conduct Disorder sometime during adolescence.  About three percent 
of adult males have Antisocial Personality Disorder.  This group of character-disordered people 
routinely engages in criminal activity.  While those with Oppositional Defiant Disorder and later 
Conduct Disorder do not necessarily become antisocial, those who do become antisocial often 
had Oppositional Defiant Disorder as a child, and always had a Conduct Disorder.  In essence, 
problems with character have early beginnings and manifest in early childhood and adolescence.  
Those with flawed character are far more likely to violate the rights of those around them 
compared to those whose character has developed successfully. 
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Key Recommendations: 
 
To further their mission, it is recommended that Citizens4MN: 

1. Conduct an assessment to further define the purpose and need for collecting crime data. 
2. Utilize existing cost of crime data. 
3. Review the Ramsey and Dakota County cost of crime models with key stakeholders. 
4. Increase stakeholder base in the criminal justice system, including identifying a very 

senior or high ranking internal “champion” to advocate on behalf of the effort. 
5. Develop a detailed implementation plan to calculate the cost of crime. 
6. Develop a comprehensive and compelling strategy to communicate the relevance of 

crime data. 
7. Adopt an operational definition of character based on the attributes that describe a person 

with well-developed character. 
8. Develop intervention strategies to support parents in the earliest stages of a child’s life. 
9. Develop strategies to identify and support families most at risk to have difficulties with 

parenting. 
10. Further research beyond the focus of criminal behavior; to include unethical behavior. 

 
Additional information for each recommendation can be found in the “Recommendations” 
section of this report. 
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Introduction and Project Overview 
 

The first part of this report, Model Framework, focuses on the cost of society’s response to 
crime.  More specifically, the tangible cost of crime to taxpayers incurred through the criminal 
justice system.  These costs represent a small, yet tangible, baseline to the costs of crime.  The 
second section of this report provides a brief literature review highlighting the social costs of 
crime. Social costs may be considered more controversial with differing perspectives and 
contrary opinions.  The importance of intangible, indirect, and external costs of crime are also 
discussed.  These costs account for up to four times the costs directly related to the criminal 
justice system.  The third section of this report provides an in-depth examination of character and 
its correlation to crime. 
 
BACKGROUND 
Synergy & Leadership Exchange (Synergy) is a non-profit, membership-based organization 
“dedicated to fostering collaboration to advance the development of ethical citizens, providing 
educational resources, and celebrating achievement and best practices in Minnesota schools, 
businesses and communities.”2 

Synergy’s mission is: 
To foster collaboration, provide resources and celebrate achievement. 

Synergy’s vision is: 
Helping Minnesotans be their best.3 

 

Formerly known as the Center for Academic Excellence, Synergy’s goal for developing ethical 
citizens is supported through their efforts to “create school cultures that value academic 
achievement while supporting the development of the whole person.”  Their philosophy is that 
by encouraging the cultivation of good character and ethical leadership in Minnesota’s young 
people and adults, citizens will develop the necessary skills to facilitate good decision-making 
and the desire to excel as contributing members of society. 
 
Three strategic areas of focus for Synergy include: 1) Education enrichment; 2) Celebrating 
students, teachers and champions; and 3) Collaborating with key partners (see Appendix A).  For 
the purpose of this report, the focal point concentrates on a nonpartisan, statewide initiative led 
within Synergy called The Citizens for an Ethical Minnesota (Citizens4MN), which began out of 
concern for the growing number of unethical behaviors being reported and the need to create a 
more ethical workforce and citizenry.  This effort falls under the third strategic area of 
“Collaborate” and is led by a steering committee consisting of key stakeholders (see Appendix B).   
 

The Citizens4MN’s mission is: 
Develop Minnesotans to be good citizens and ethical leaders. 

The Citizens4MN’s vision is: 
Good character and ethical leadership are the cultural norms in Minnesota where citizens make 

decisions that positively affect themselves and others.4 
 
To achieve this mission, Citzens4MN has outlined five goals, the fourth one ultimately being the 
primary focus of this research. 

1. “Ensure that ethical citizenship and good character are embedded in the culture of all 
Minnesota communities. 
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2. Develop active partnerships between businesses, educators, community 
organizations and youth in support of the mission.  

3. Identify tools and resources to bring the language of ethics and responsibility into 
education and community conversations.  

4. Document the cost to society for unethical decisions linked to the lack of good 
character.  

5. Provide evidence of the effect of character education on academic, civic and 
workplace achievement.”5 

 
PROJECT OBJECTIVE AND GOALS 
To narrow the scope of this very broad goal (documenting the cost to society for unethical 
decisions linked to the lack of good character6), while addressing the complexity of 
Citizens4MN’s initiative, this research focused on four main objectives: 

1. Identifying a model to calculate the estimated financial cost of the criminal justice 
system in response to adult crime; 

2. Conducting a literature review of the social costs of crime;  
3. Examining the possible correlation between character and crime; and 
4. Providing recommendations based upon findings. 

 

This research will provide Citzens4MN with critical building blocks to support and more 
precisely articulate their mission.  
 
Research and examination of each goal produced the following: 

1. A model to calculate the estimated financial cost of the criminal justice system in 
response to adult crimes. 

2. A summary of research and findings related to the social costs of crime. 
3. An examination of the possible correlation between character and crime; including: 

a. An operational definition of “character,” as derived and understood by the social 
sciences. 

b. A description of the processes through which “character” either develops 
successfully, or fails to develop. 

c. A description of the constellation of behaviors one can realistically expect to 
observe from a person whose character has developed successfully. 

d. A description of the constellation of behaviors one can realistically expect to 
observe from a person whose character has failed to develop successfully. 

4. Recommendations based upon findings as it relates to the Citizens4MN’s goal to 
document the cost to society for unethical decisions linked to the lack of good 
character.7 

 
Methodology 
 
The literature review focused on three objectives; researching cost of crime models, analyzing 
the potential social costs associated with crime, and examining the possible correlation between 
character and crime.  The findings of this report were collected by conducting book and journal 
reviews, consulting with key stakeholders of the criminal justice system, and reviewing 
international, national and state of Minnesota costing models.  This report relies on previous 
meta-analysis of cost of crime studies to evaluate each model’s validity.    
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Model Framework 
 
INTRODUCTION TO COST OF CRIME MODELS 
Models designed to calculate the cost of crime can be powerful and can be used by policy 
makers to impact policies, draft criminal codes, prioritize resources, and to determine 
effectiveness of programs.  Models can also be valuable tools to quantify contentious and value 
laden policy and resources debates.  However, identifying applicable and reliable models for 
these purposes can be challenging.  Further complicating matters is the often complex and 
resource intensive process required to gather data and calculate the cost of crime. 
 
There is no one uniform methodology to calculate the cost of crime.  Models can vary widely 
based upon factors including, but not limited to: 

 Scope  
 Assumptions and level of sensitivity 
 Characterization of crimes 
 Definitions of costs of crime  
 Types of costs incorporated into model 
 Quality of data 

 

As illustrated by the factors listed above, cost of crime models have the potential to measure a 
wide variety of crime costs.  Costs  may include tangible costs relating to property loss, medical 
costs, government costs, private security measures, and other indirect or intangible costs such as, 
“quality of life” or “pain and suffering.”  Even the most respected and cited cost models have 
vocal critics because costs estimates are highly sensitive to assumptions and quality of data.  For 
example, how does one quantify the cost of a human life or the pain and suffering of a parent 
whose child has been abducted?  Due to the widely varying nature of model inputs and 
applications, each model carries an inherent risk to provide inaccurate or misleading information 
if used incorrectly or for a purpose the model was not intended. 
 
History 
The first widely recognized cost of crime model was completed in the early 1900s by Eugene 
Smith8 for the National Prison Association of the United States.  Smith’s model focused on 
tangible crime-related public costs incurred by entities such as law enforcement, courts, and 
prisons.  As statistical and economic modeling improved, cost models were developed to identify 
costs of specific subsections of crime.  Many of these studies required advanced statistical and/or 
economic modeling combining multiple databases (e.g., police data, property values, real estate 
transactions, health records, GIS mapping, vandalism, and transfer payments). 
 
A small sampling of crime models focusing on specific aspects of crime include: 

 Cost for victim services9 
 Single incidences of specific crimes to include arson.10  

 
Additional crime-specific models are referenced in Appendix C. 
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These detailed studies have provided researchers with an opportunity to quantify the aggregate 
costs of crime.  For purposes of this study, it is important to note that prior to the late 1990s 
many national studies reflecting costs to local (city and county) units of government were 
developed using county and city data from the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics.  This 
information was readily available and collected in a uniform method.  However, this data is no 
longer available through the federal or state government and must be collected manually by 
researchers or local units of government.  Many current cost of crime studies still utilize the data 
from the late 1990’s and update the data using an inflation calculator. 
 
Cost of crime findings can vary widely depending upon model assumptions (e.g., which costs are 
calculated).  For example, one 1997 aggregate cost of crime model reported the cost of crime as 
$102 billion; “Overt annual expenditure on crime in the United States included $47 billion for 
police protection, $36 billion for corrections, and $19 billion for the legal and judicial costs of 
state and local criminal cases.”11  A second 1997 study noted that “the aggregate burden of crime 
is $1,705 billion.”12  Another indication of the lack of a uniform methodology to calculate the 
cost of crime is the variation of results over time.  For example, a 2002 study of the cost of crime 
estimates the annual cost to the criminal justice system at $78 billion per year;13 over $1600 
billion less than one of the 1997 models.  These examples are provided not to judge one model or 
another, but rather to underscore the importance of understanding each model’s scope and 
assumptions.  A thorough understanding of each model informs the use of respective data.  
Additional examples of cost of crime models can be found in Appendix D. 
 
THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM & RELEVANT TERMS 
The criminal justice system refers to the institutions or agencies that an accused individual 
passes through from the point they are arrested until they have completed probation or are 
paroled.  The criminal justice system consists of three main parts:  

1. Law enforcement (police and sheriffs); 
2. Adjudication (courts which include judges, prosecutors, defense lawyers); and  
3. Corrections (prison officials, probation officers, and parole officers). 

 
“Crime: an act or the commission of an act that is forbidden or the omission of a duty that is 
commanded by a public law and that makes the offender liable to punishment by that law; 
especially: a gross violation of law.”14 
 
“The FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program is a nationwide, cooperative statistical 
effort of nearly 18,000 city, university and college, county, state, tribal, and federal law 
enforcement agencies voluntarily reporting data on crimes brought to their attention.”15  The 
UCR Program divides offenses into two groups, Part I and Part II crimes. 

 “Part I Crimes, also known as violent or property crimes include murder and non-
negligent homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, motor 
vehicle theft, larceny-theft, and arson 

 Part II Crimes include simple assault, curfew offenses and loitering, embezzlement, 
forgery and counterfeiting, disorderly conduct, driving under the influence, drug 
offenses, fraud, gambling, liquor offenses, offenses against the family, prostitution, 
public drunkenness, runaways, sex offenses, stolen property, vandalism, vagrancy, 
and weapons offenses.”16 
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COST OF RESPONSE TO CRIME BY CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM  
Cost of crime can be defined in a variety of ways and many researchers broadly divide crime 
costs into three major categories: 

1. “Cost of Crime Itself (pain and suffering, stolen/damaged property, health  
consequences for victims);  

2. Cost of Society’s Response to Crime (costs of criminal justice system: police, 
prosecutors, judges, prisons, and other correctional facilities); and 

3. Costs in Anticipation of Crime (costs of avoidance behavior and 
precautionary expenditures).”17 

 

This report focuses on one subsection of the cost of society’s response to crime; more 
specifically, the tangible cost of crime to taxpayers incurred through the criminal justice system.  
These costs represent a small, yet quantifiable, baseline to the cost of crime. 
 

“There are a number of crime costs that are borne by society generally 
through government-sponsored public safety programs and institutions.  
These include the costs of providing police protection, emergency medical 
services, criminal court processes, prosecution and public defense services, 
victim services programs, and correctional institutions and programs.”18 

 
For the purposes of this report, costs in response to crime are examined in the general context of 
the criminal justice value chain below.  As an offender moves through the criminal justice 
system, costs are incurred by multiple agencies within the criminal justice system.  

 
 Arrests:  costs associated with apprehending an offender 
 Arraignments:  costs associated with bringing charges against an offender 
 Detention:  costs associated with pre-trial incarceration of an offender 
 Dispositions:  costs associated with convicting and sentencing an offender 
 Probation or Placements:  costs associated with incarceration and/or supervision of 

an offender 
 

International, national, and local cost of crime models were reviewed.  This report relied heavily 
on previous meta-analysis of cost of crime studies to evaluate each model’s validity.  A number 
of factors were reviewed to identify two models, most of which were informed by 
representatives of Synergy and the Ramsey County Sheriff’s Department.  It should be noted that 
a rigorous examination of user requirements by Synergy and the Ramsey County Sheriff’s 
Department was not conducted for two reasons.  The first is that it was unclear how Synergy 
wanted to use the model or the specific type of data they were looking to obtain.  The second is 
that the timeline was prohibitive to connect with multiple stakeholders in the Ramsey County 
criminal justice system, obtain and vet feedback, and identify a model.  The two models 
presented for possible use by Synergy to calculate the cost of crime are: 

Probation or 
Placement Disposition Detention Arraignment Arrest 
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 Ramsey County Model as identified in “An Ounce Of Prevention:  Taxpayer Costs 

Avoided Through Preventing Crime” by Victoria Ann Reinhardt (2007). 
 Dakota County Model as identified in, “Dakota County’s Business Case Analysis of 

the Jail Re-entry Program” by Accenture, The Bush Foundation, and Dakota County 
(2012). 
 

These two models were primarily chosen due to the following factors: 
1. Focus on costs to public taxpayers;  
2. Ability to be replicated in the State of Minnesota by counties of any size;  
3. Ability to focus on a particular category of crime (e.g., Part One vs. Part Two); 
4. Utilization of Minnesota data systems to obtain information; 
5. Ability to be replicated without advanced statistical or economic modeling expertise; 
6. Conservative nature of cost estimates; 
7. In the case of Ramsey’s model, their ability to compare longitudinal data; and 
8. Access to immediate Minnesota cost of crime data. 

 
Key Variations Between Models 

Ramsey County Model Dakota County Model 
Cost of Crime for Crime Categories (broad) Calculates average cost per offense for a 

particular cohort of offenders (granular) 
Costs calculated using an assumed recidivism 
rate for all crimes 

Costs calculated using actual recidivism rate 
for a particular cohort of offenders 

Calculates juveniles crime costs  Does not calculate juvenile crime costs 
Includes actual costs from municipalities Assumptions used to identify costs for 

municipalities 
Longitudinal comparison data available  No longitudinal data available 
 
Model One: Ramsey County Model 
The Ramsey County model, as identified in Reinhardt’s study, was originally developed to 
determine the, “quantitative outcomes for crime prevention”19 for taxpayers as it related to the 
criminal justice system and included cost drivers of juvenile crime.  In order to determine the 
outcomes of prevention Reinhardt first identified the cost of crime to the public taxpayer for 
particular categories of crimes. 
 
According to Reinhardt, major costs to public taxpayers for felony and misdemeanor gross 
misdemeanor criminal acts are incurred by: 

 County and municipal law enforcement 
 County and municipal prosecution 
 State public defense 
 County, State and Federal incarceration 
 County, State and Federal Probation 
 County out-of-home placements for children in need of protection as a result of 

parental or guardian criminal activity 
 State jury and court trials 
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Key stakeholders necessary to obtain data include City Mangers/Administrators, County 
Administrators, County Attorneys, County Sheriff’s, Court Administrator, Minnesota 
Department of Corrections, Minnesota Office of Public Defense, and the Minnesota Supreme 
Court.  
 
A detailed description of the scope (costs excluded and included), methodology, data points, 
assumptions, and definitions of this model can be found in Appendix E.  
 
Model Two: Dakota County Model  
The Dakota County model was created as one component of a larger study designed to examine 
the return on taxpayer investment for a jail re-entry program.  In order to calculate the return on 
taxpayer investment, it was necessary to identify the cost of moving an offender through the 
criminal justice system.  This model creates an opportunity to define a cohort of offenders based 
upon a specific crime (as defined by UCR Codes) or category of crimes (Part I or Part II crimes).  
The Dakota County model has the potential to provide a greater level of detail than the Ramsey 
County model.  It was also developed with and vetted by a wide range of key stakeholders, 
including partners in the criminal justice system.  However, it is more complex and requires 
partners who have access to offender level data, and will likely require a higher number of staff 
hours to collect data. 
 
According to the Dakota County model, major costs to public taxpayers are incurred by: 

 County and municipal law enforcement 
 County and municipal prosecution 
 State public defense 
 County, State and Federal incarceration 
 County, State and Federal Probation 
 State jury and court trials 

 
A detailed description of the scope (costs excluded and included), methodology, data points, 
assumptions, and definitions of this model can be found Appendices F, G and H.  
 
Key stakeholders necessary to obtain the data include City Mangers/Administrators, County 
Administrators, County Attorneys, County Sheriff’s, Court Administrator, Minnesota 
Department of Corrections, Minnesota Office of Public Defense, and the Minnesota Supreme 
Court.  
 
The models are both comprised of quantitative data and no pretest or control groups are required 
if their only purpose is to calculate the cost of crime.  This method will provide a feasible way to 
gather basic information on the cost of crime to taxpayers without being overly complex and 
burdensome from a human resources perspective.  This is not to suggest that calculating the cost 
of crime will be a simple or fast task.  Even the most elementary cost of crime models require 
extensive cooperation from agencies within the criminal justice system and staff time to 
coordinate, collect, analyze and interpret.   
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Quality and accuracy of data resulting from the models will be dependent upon data collected 
from or submitted by criminal justice system partner agencies.  Both models provide an 
opportunity to gather data over time or to be used as part of a larger effort to measure the impact 
or effectiveness of particular programs.  It should be noted that measuring impact and 
effectiveness of programs would likely require the use of control groups.  Examining and 
describing the appropriate detailed methodologies of this type of application are outside the 
scope of this report.  
 
Both the Ramsey and Dakota County models take a conservative approach to calculating cost of 
crime and explicitly state that costs identified represent a baseline cost of crime to the criminal 
justice system.  Both models also emphasize that many taxpayer costs are not included in the 
model because the costs are either indirect (e.g., support to family member of offenders) or 
require advanced statistical and economic modeling (e.g., costs to the educational attainment of 
children whose parents or guardians are incarcerated).  Calculating these types of costs on an on-
going basis is highly complex and unlikely to be feasible for Synergy or the average Minnesota 
County to replicate on an on-going basis.  The criminal justice cost calculations of both models 
were designed to be replicated without the need of highly advanced statistical expertise. 
 
Key Limitations of the Ramsey and Dakota County Models  
All cost of crime models have limitations.  These limitations guide responsible uses of each 
particular model.  In general, cost estimates are: 

 “Best estimates” given information available. 
 Sensitive to changes in assumptions and quality of data. 

 
Ramsey and Dakota County Models: 

 Do not take into account the full scope and costs of the criminal justice system. 
 Provide a valuable reflection of the lower end baseline of the direct cost of crime but 

only reflect a small portion of the aggregate cost of crime.  The models do not take 
into account costs in anticipation to crime (e.g., insurance, burglar alarms), costs as a 
consequence of time, (e.g., lost productivity hours ) or social costs of crime (e.g, 
physical and psychological cost to victims as a result of crime).  Social costs of 
crime will be further discussed in the next section of this report. 

 Per incident costs represent only an “average” incident for a particular crime 
category (Ramsey model) or offender cohort group (Dakota County).  It would be 
misleading to use these costs to represent the actual costs of a specific incident. 
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Literature Review: Social Costs of Crime 
 
This literature review provides the reader an overview of the cost of crime to society separate 
from, and/or compared to, the costs incurred through the criminal justice system.  The research 
presented here cites several methods of calculating the social cost of crime to offer a broad 
perspective, allowing the reader to understand the complexity and importance of determining 
what crime comprehensively costs.  Placing a dollar value on pain and suffering or determining 
the amount one would be willing to pay to avoid being the victim of a violent crime “allows us to 
compare crimes with other social ills such as poverty, health risks or illiteracy.”20 The ability to 
make this comparison illustrates, for policy makers, stakeholders and potential supporters, the 
value in addressing the costs of crime to society. 
 
Overview 
The cost of crime to society remains controversial amid varying opinions and methodologies 
resulting in calculations with inconsistent perspectives and formulas.  Even the definition of the 
social cost of crime includes conjectures, which alter the results when adding up the cost to 
society.  Experts, such as Mark A. Cohen, author of several books and articles calculating the 
cost of crime to society, and Jacek Czabanski, author of the recent book, Estimates of Cost of 
Crime: History, Methodologies and Implications, express their corresponding and contrasting 
logic of who or what to include in the social costs of crime and how to most accurately calculate 
those costs.  For example, some researchers argue that the cost to society is best calculated using 
a macro approach where “the reduction in crime (and social costs) is observed at the societal, 
rather than individual level.  Thus, the approach measures public safety, rather than aggregated 
individual harm.  By contrast, the cost-of-illness and jury awards approaches estimate social cost 
from aggregated individual-level data, and thus the approach can be described as a micro-level 
study.  Calculation of crime prices from jury awards applies a relatively straightforward 
algorithm, where average treatment effects are transformed into a monetized value.”21  It is to be 
expected, when experts travel on separate paths and tally up costs, they arrive at very different 
conclusions. 
 
Not only do opinions differ regarding whom to count when measuring the cost of crime, 
differences also exist regarding what to count and when to start counting.  Some analysts have 
included preventative measures such as building fences, enrolling in self-defense courses or 
installing alarm systems.  Others exclude offender costs, arguing that the productivity lost from 
an offender’s absence from society should not be counted; contending only victim costs are 
valid.  Some research calculates the cost using only short-term direct expenses such as medical 
bills or property replacement, while other research includes long-term damages such as property 
values and moving expenses, which may be considered indirectly related to crime.  
 
DEFINING SOCIAL COSTS 
With fluctuating opinions of what to include in social costs of crime, comes varying 
interpretations in defining what “social cost of crime” means.  

 A social cost may be defined as “costs that reduce the aggregate well-being of 
society.”22  The term “social cost” is sometimes used interchangeably with  
“external cost.”  
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 External costs are defined as “costs imposed by one person on another, where the 
latter person does not voluntarily accept this negative consequence.”23  

 
Although the line between the two distinctions is gray, it is important to note that an external cost 
may or may not also be identified as a social cost.  For example, when considering an offender, 
the social and external costs may become blurred.  When the offender is in jail, society loses the 
productivity of a member of society working and contributing to the community.  The offender 
loses wages while being locked up in jail.  The family of the offender may suffer both 
psychologically and monetarily.  The external cost is inflicted since the family did not 
voluntarily accept the psychological impact; the social cost is realized in losing the potential 
financial contribution of an otherwise law-abiding community member.  
 
To aid in distinguishing the social and the external costs of crime, consider the Columbine High 
School Shooting.  The well-being of society was shaken by this tragic event and is still manifest 
today in schools across the country.  This one crime has “affected the way schools, law 
enforcement and communities deal with K-12 campus safety and security issues.”24  The social 
cost of Columbine is evident in the millions of dollars that continue to be spent to avoid a similar 
catastrophe in the future.  This investment is apparent through school security cameras, metal 
detectors, staff and student training and police presence in schools.  The external costs of the 
event included funeral arrangements, lost time from work and school, and the ultimate payment 
of the life of the mother who committed suicide after her daughter was critically wounded in the 
attack.25  
 
The samplings of social and external costs of Columbine exemplify how categorizing the two 
costs as either social or external are a frequent topic of contention.  Separate from the cost of 
crime to the criminal justice system, the cost of crime to society is complicated to calculate and 
difficult to identify.  They are however, fundamental costs to consider when attempting to 
understand the true cost of crime.  Many of those costs are included when calculating the 
tangible and intangible costs of crime. 
 
TANGIBLE VERSUS INTANGIBLE COSTS 

 Tangible costs of crime are usually considered out of pocket costs such as “medical 
expenses, cash losses, property theft or damage, and lost earnings because of 
injury.”26  

 “Intangible costs include costs that are not normally exchanged on the public or 
private market such as fear, pain and suffering and diminished quality of life.”27  The 
jury compensation method developed by Cohen is used to calculate intangible costs 
based on jury awards and using a multivariate regression model to identify the 
proportion of costs attributed to pain and suffering.28 

 
In 2010, Kathryn McCollister, Ph.D. conducted a study calculating cost per offense and includes 
a wide range of expenses as a result of crime.  Her work allows us to compare tangible and 
intangible costs in several crime categories.  Three offenses with consistent comparisons, 
rape/sexual assault, aggravated assault and robbery, are shown in the Tables 1 and 2 to 
demonstrate comprehensive costs of crime. 
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Tangible Costs of Crime 
The tangible cost in each crime category (Table 1) consists of victim costs including the out-of-
pocket costs previously mentioned; “criminal justice system costs at the federal, state and local 
levels”29 - police protection, prosecution, public defense, court costs, incarceration, and 
corrections; and crime career costs, which accounts for productivity loss associated with 
perpetrators.  Crime career costs are not typically measured.  However, McCollister proposes, 
“society is worse off if an individual chooses to engage in illegal activities as opposed to legal 
employment that contributes to Gross Domestic Product.”30  

 
Intangible Costs of Crime 
The intangible cost in each crime category (Table 2) includes pain and suffering costs using 
Cohen’s jury compensation approach.  This approach calculates the difference between the direct 
losses to a victim (medical costs and lost wages) and indirect psychological effects on a victim 
(fear, diminished quality of life) based on jury awards from 1980-1991.  The intangible costs 
also include the corrected risk of homicide costs, which is a statistical calculation that accounts 
for the “probability of homicide for each offense type multiplied by the new cost of premature 
mortality to produce risk-of homicide costs.”  To exemplify this concept consider, 
“Hypothetically, if a burglary has a 1 in 1,000 chance in becoming a homicide and the value of a 
statistical life is $7,000,000, then the product of that probability means that there is an additional 
$7,000 in costs associated with the burglary.”31  Researcher Jonathan Kilbourn Roman questions 
the validity of the risk of death calculation, as it can appear to be double counting when homicide 
does in fact occur during a robbery or assault.  He also argues that this calculation is unnecessary 
noting that all crime has an inherent risk of escalation and may potentially become more 
serious.32  Included in the table is a total intangible cost, which combines the pain and suffering 
cost with risk of homicide cost.  
 
Tangible Per Offense Costs  
Table 1: (Costs in 2012 Dollars using CPI inflation calculator.) 

 

Intangible Per Offense  
Table 2:  (Costs in 2012 Dollars using CPI inflation calculator.) 

Type of Offense Pain and Suffering   
Cost 

Corrected Risk of 
Homicide Cost 

Total 
Intangible Cost 

Rape/Sexual Assault  $211,572  $  1,526  $213,098 
Aggravated Assault  $  14,431  $87,087  $101,518 
Robbery  $    5,311  $18,785  $  24,096 
Information from the compiled research of K.E. McCollister using an average and formulae based on Cohen (1988)34 

 

In calculating tangible and intangible costs there are disparities in the numbers between different 
researchers.  One reason differences occur is because some studies count future costs for medical 
care while others only calculate immediate out-of-pocket medical costs.  The methodology used 
by McCollister and illustrated in Tables 1 and 2 provides a comprehensive perspective and 
employs standardized techniques to allow the reader to clearly identify the highest costs and gain 

 
Type of Offense 

Crime 
Victim Cost 

Criminal 
Justice Cost 

Criminal 
Career Cost 

Total 
Tangible Cost 

Rape/sexual Assault  $5,930  $28,264  $9,833  $44,027 
Aggravated Assault  $9,286  $  9,223  $2,269  $20,778 
Robbery  $3,521  $14,759  $4,560  $22,840 

Information from the compiled research or K.E. McCollister using an average and formulae calculations of Rajkumar and French (1997)33
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an appreciation of the importance of intangible costs.35  In 1996, tangible costs of crime totaled 
$105 billion while intangible costs were estimated at $450 billion,36 more than four times the 
tangible calculation. 
 
DIRECT VERSUS INDIRECT COSTS 

 Direct costs are defined as expenses that can clearly be associated with the offender 
and incurred by the victim.   

 Indirect costs are not as easily identified since they can’t be irrevocably attached to 
one crime, one criminal and one victim.  

 

Considering the Columbine shootings, costs of medical bills for the victims who were injured are 
direct costs of that crime.  The victims seeking medical care would have obviously not needed 
the care had the crime never happened.  An indirect cost may be a potential family who was 
planning to move to the school district but chooses a different school or town in response to the 
crime.  Another example of an indirect cost would be the moving expense of a family who 
moves out of Columbine because they no longer feel safe in the community.  Although the 
decision to choose another school or move out of the school district can be directly associated 
with the offenders, it is still considered an indirect cost since the decision was made by the 
victim, not for the victim by the offender.37  
 
WILLING TO ACCEPT VERSUS WILLING TO PAY  
Imagine if the residents in Littleton Colorado were given the opportunity to see the devastation 
about to occur in Columbine High School.  How much would those families, and the broader 
community, have been willing to pay to escape such a tragedy?  For most, the answer would be 
an infinite amount, especially for those who lost loved ones or their own lives.  This concept of 
paying to avoid a crime after the fact or offering money in exchange for victimization is referred 
to as an ex-post cost or “Willing to Accept” (WTA) cost.  Since there is no sure thing, meaning 
we can’t know for sure who will specifically be the victim of a future crime, WTA is not a 
realistic way to measure the amount of money society would be willing to front to avoid 
victimization.  
 
The more appropriate method is to determine the amount society is willing to spend to avoid 
victimization using the ex-ante cost or “Willing to Pay” (WTP) cost.  The WTP cost was 
developed as an attempt to balance the inconsistencies of the widely used, heavily cited jury 
compensation method (WTA), made popular by Cohen.  Since the jury compensation method 
relied on a formula, which included jury awards, out-of-pocket expenses, and risk-of-death 
calculations, some have criticized the approach as unreliable.  Czabanski challenges us to look 
differently at the WTP method.  In the pursuit to compensate for the subjectivity of jury 
decisions and in an effort to include costs that are not awarded by juries, such as fear of crime, he 
suggests a formula to calculate WTP through “contingent valuation, where people are asked 
through a public survey how much they would pay to reduce a specific crime by a set 
percentage.”38  
 
A study cited by Czabanski and done by Cohen in 2004 found that each household would be 
willing to pay $153.00 for a 10 percent reduction in sexual assaults.  Using this calculation 
society would be willing to pay $288,300 to avoid one sexual assault.39  The calculation uses a 
complicated formula through which the person who is taking the survey assigns a monetary 
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value related to WTP.  Depending on the value assigned, a follow up question is asked and the 
amount is increased or decreased based on the response.  The answers are manipulated further by 
multiplying percentages and dollar amounts resulting in an average and an “implied willingness 
to pay to avoid one crime.”40  
 
There is a less complicated definition in the WTP methodology simply stated, it is a finite 
monetary amount that one is willing to pay to prevent crime.  An exercise to explain this concept 
can be found in Appendix I. 
 
ANALYSIS  
When presenting data to stakeholders it is important to consider each approach, the macro view, 
which calculates the cost of crime on a societal level, and the micro approach, which focuses on 
the cost of crime related to individual harm. The macro view takes more public safety costs into 
account and has the possibility to show a greater savings to taxpayers through crime reduction.  
However, the micro approach, which focuses on the cost of crime related to individual harm may 
be more congruent with Synergy’s vision to “help Minnesotans be their best” and Citizens4MN’s 
vision to support Minnesota’s cultural norms “where citizens make decisions that positively 
affect themselves and others.”41 
 
The micro approach is complex in the sense that it includes data that may be viewed as 
subjective. The individual harm case will plead more to the heart than to the head of 
stakeholders.  It will also give potential supporters a more personal and human perspective. 
However, it has more potential to be questioned since it places a monetary value on life and 
assigns a dollar value to make a victim whole again after being subject to a violent crime.  By 
focusing on individual harm, it ties the crime to a human being and potentially justifies the cost 
of preventing such crime in the future. 
 
Cost-benefit or return on investment studies can be a useful and effective method to inform or 
influence policy decisions. However, when presenting data to stakeholders it is important to 
understand how the data was calculated (micro vs. macro approach) and consider how varying 
approaches convey the cost of crime.  It is also critical to be aware that there is disagreement 
regarding which costs should be considered to arrive at the total social cost and the process of 
“introducing a new metric such as intangible costs takes a considerable amount of time before it 
becomes mainstream."42 
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Examination: Character and Crime 
 
RELEVANT TERMS 
To have a clear understanding of the dynamics and development of character, and its relationship 
to crime, it is necessary to be familiar with terms used to define the components of character. 

 Adaptive verses maladaptive behavior 
 Developmental tasks 
 Cultural norms 
 Attachment and bonding 

 
The words adaptive and maladaptive describe behavior and thinking that is useful, healthy and 
functional, or disruptive and unsuitable to circumstances.  Adaptive behavior is that which 
develops in positive ways and adjusts successfully to changing circumstances of life; to 
transition from education to employment, for example, or from being childless to having 
children.  Maladaptive behavior is that which is poorly suited, faulty or inadequate with regard to 
the requirements of current circumstances.  Those with maladaptive behavior typically 
experience impairments in functioning socially, interpersonally, occupationally or legally.  
Adaptive and maladaptive behaviors are relevant to discussion of character because to 
successfully adapt to changing life circumstances one must effectively navigate a predictable set 
of developmental life tasks.  A developmental task is a physical or cognitive skill that a person 
must integrate during a particular stage of life in order to continue successful development.43 

 
Erik Erikson was a scholar and psychoanalyst who taught at Harvard, Yale and the University of 
Southern California.  He died in 1994 at the age of 92.  He was a prolific researcher and writer, 
and he is well known for his research describing eight stages of human development from birth 
to death.44  Five of these eight stages take place from birth to age eighteen.  Erikson concluded 
that each stage of development involves a developmental task and that each task is dependent 
upon the task preceding it.  “Anything that disturbs one stage affects all the following stages.”45 
The foundation for the development of character occurs in the very early developmental stages.  
The upcoming section on “The Development of Character” describes the first three 
developmental stages as they relate to the development of character. 
 
Essential to the understanding of character is the concept of cultural norm.  The National 
Association of School Psychologists (NASP) has written that character “must be considered 
within the context of cultural beliefs and values.”46  The APA has concluded that one’s mental 
and behavioral health must be evaluated within the context of the “expectations of the 
individual’s culture.”47  Cultural norms are: 

“Behavior patterns typical of specific groups. Such behaviors are learned from 
parents, teachers, peers, and many others whose values, attitudes, beliefs, and 
behaviors take place within the context of their culture.  Cultural norms often are 
so strongly ingrained in an individual's daily life that the individual may be 
unaware of certain behaviors.  Until these behaviors are seen in the context of a 
different culture, with different values and beliefs, the individual may have 
difficulty recognizing them.”48  
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Common aspects of culture include:  appropriate personal space between individuals, use of 
direct or indirect communication, modes of dress/appearance, eating habits, relationship to time 
consciousness, orientation to family of origin or extended family, values regarding orientation to 
individuals verses groups, conformity verses independence, orientation to power hierarchically 
or egalitarian, and work habits emphasizing tasks verses relationships.49 

 
The early foundational building blocks of character are attachment and bonding (also called 
attachment behavior).  In attachment theory an attachment is a tie based on the need for safety, 
security and protection.  This need is paramount in infancy and childhood.  Attachment is “not 
synonymous with love or affection.”50  Attachment has to do with safety.  A child who is well 
attached to his or her caregiver feels safe.  Bonding is simply the set of behaviors that result in or 
create attachment.  Attachment behaviors include rocking, cooing, smiling, holding, kissing, 
gazing, singing and eye contact, for examples.  Vera Fahlberg, M.D., Director of Forest Heights 
Lodge, treatment center for children, reports that the “bond that a child develops to the person 
who cares for him in his early years is the foundation for his future psychological development 
and for his future relationships with others.”51  Failure at the early developmental tasks can set in 
motion a cascade of maladaptive thinking and behavior having life-long consequences.  The 
section on “The Development of Character,” describes the cycle of bonding.  Included is a 
description of common symptoms when attachment fails.  
 
UNDERSTANDING CHARACTER 
Since 1952, the APA has published a manual called “The Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of 
Mental Disorders” (DSM).  The manual has been revised four times and is currently being 
revised in a fifth version to be published in 2013 or 2014.  “More than any other nomenclature of 
mental disorders, DSM-IV is grounded in empirical evidence.” 52  In other words, the DSM-IV 
relies on good science to formulate ideas about mental and behavioral health within the context 
of cultural norms.  The DSM-IV describes a category of disorders called personality disorders.  
Psychologists commonly refer to these disorders as character disorders.  Eleven such disorders 
currently exist, including one that is reserved for disorders that meet the general criteria for a 
disorder but do not neatly fit into one of the specific categories. 
 
As stated above, character is defined within the context of one’s culture.  Since cultures vary 
widely with regard to a full constellation of norms, character is defined differently, depending 
upon one’s culture.  A quality or trait that may be desirable in one culture may be seen as 
negative in a different culture.  Yet, compliance with cultural expectations may not necessarily 
be highly moral.  See discussion below regarding moral reasoning. 
 
CHARACTER DISORDERS 
Character disorders share common features.  Each specific disorder manifests variations of the 
common features.53  Common features are: 

a. Maladaptive cognition.  A person has maladaptive cognition when he or she has 
thoughts, beliefs or values that deviate markedly from the expectation of the culture 
in which he lives.  Character disordered individuals hold beliefs and have ideas that 
healthy individuals do not.  One could say that character disordered people have 
rules for life, or core beliefs, that are maladaptive, causing distress for themselves or 
for others. 
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b. Maladaptive affectivity.  Character disordered individuals ineffectively manage the 

range, intensity and lability of their emotional responses.  
 
c. Maladaptive interpersonal functioning.  As a result of maladaptive cognition and 

maladaptive management of mood, character disordered individuals have impaired 
ability to sustain functional relationships. 

 
d. Maladaptive impulse control.  Because of difficulty managing emotions, character 

disordered individuals act on their impulses without sufficient forethought.  Their 
behavior is mood-driven.  This, combined with maladaptive cognition, results in 
problematic behavior. 

 
Character disorders exist when the maladaptive patterns described above occur across a broad 
range of personal and social situations and cause personal distress.  These maladaptive patterns 
cause impairment in social, occupational, or other important areas of functioning, and they often 
begin to manifest in early adolescence. 
 
MORAL THINKING 
A definitive component of character has to do with one’s capacity to think critically or to reason 
morally; to think critically about cultural norms.  One may depart from the expectations of one’s 
culture, and be highly moral, if sound moral reasoning focuses on what is believed to be a higher 
moral good.  Compliance with cultural norms is not inherently moral. 
 
Lawrence Kohlberg, a well-known psychologist from Harvard, studied and wrote extensively 
about moral development.54   Kohlberg concluded that morality is determined more by the 
reasoning or thinking underlying a behavior than by the behavior itself.  He identified six levels 
of moral reasoning, moving from unsophisticated reasoning to highly sophisticated reasoning. 
 
The least sophisticated moral reasoning is often referred to as the obedience-and-punishment 
orientation.  At this level of sophistication a person makes his or her choice about how to behave 
based exclusively on whether or not the behavior will result in punishment.  For example, a child 
chooses not to steal candy because such an act would result in punishment from someone in a 
position of authority.  The child engages in appropriate behavior simply out of concern regarding 
punishment.  The child concludes that the misbehavior is “wrong” because punishment may take 
place.  
 
The second level of moral sophistication involves fair exchange.  Often this level of moral 
reasoning is thought of as you-scratch-my-back, I’ll-scratch-yours.  At this level an individual is 
focused primarily on his/her individual interests and has not internalized the idea that he/she is a 
member of society.  At this level of reasoning, the individual engages in behavior that will result 
in positive behavior from others in return.  Positive behavior is simply understood as a “good 
deal” for the individual. 
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The third level of moral reasoning moves beyond simply avoiding punishment and ensuring a 
good deal in return for positive behavior, and now begins to include the establishment of good 
relationships.  Individuals at this stage now are motivated to engage in positive behavior because 
such behavior will ensure approval by others of importance.  Individuals at level three of moral 
reasoning engage in positive behavior in order to avoid rejection. 
 
Kohlberg believed that level four reasoning focuses on maintaining the social order.  At this level 
of moral reasoning the individual becomes more broadly concerned with society as a whole.  At 
this level individuals more keenly perceive themselves as members of the larger society.  The 
emphasis is now placed on obeying laws, respecting authority and performing one’s duties in 
order to maintain social order.  Individuals at this level engage in positive behavior because it’s 
the law and because various sources of authority, such as religious leaders, have established 
norms to live by. 
 
The fifth level of moral sophistication focuses on a larger social contract and individual rights.  
While individuals at this level desire a well-functioning society, as at level four, level five 
thinkers now develop the ability to reason more critically about ensuring that the social order is 
beneficial to all members of the society.  Individual rights are now more fully incorporated into 
moral thinking.  Individuals at this level begin to believe that laws may not always be just and 
that those in positions of authority may not necessarily be morally just.  Individuals at level five 
think more critically about what society ought to value. 
 
The most sophisticated level of moral reasoning, level six, is called universal-principles.  While 
level five individuals think of the good society, those at level six incorporate thinking about 
justice.  They have moved past simply avoiding punishment, ensuring a good deal, or ensuring 
approval (i.e. the first three levels of moral reasoning).  They have also moved past simply 
ensuring social order and focusing on individual rights.  At the pinnacle of moral reasoning, 
individuals now focus on ensuring that justice is universal, applying to all.  Individuals at this 
level of reasoning can see the world through the eyes of others.  Individuals at this level of 
reasoning have developed the ability to be impartial because they have well-developed empathy.  
Yet, with a moral compass focusing on justice they are able to choose decisively how to behave.  
They genuinely set aside biases in an effort to understand and live by larger universal principles 
of justice.  Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr. and Dorothy Day are examples of thinkers at this 
level of moral reasoning.  They incorporated civil disobedience and non-violent, non-cooperation 
into their efforts to seek justice.  They broke laws while in the pursuit of universal justice.  
 
OPERATIONAL DEFINITION OF CHARACTER 
Given what is known about character disorders through the science of the APA, and about moral 
thinking through the science of Lawrence Kohlberg, a person of well-developed character is a 
person who holds ideas, beliefs and values that are generally consistent with cultural norms.  
Such ideas, beliefs and values generate behavior that is consistent with these norms.  However, 
one may depart from behavior that is consistent with norms while in the pursuit of universal 
justice.  This is true only when such a departure is based on sound moral reasoning.  A person of 
character manages emotions well and can manage impulses associated with emotions.  A person 
of character has well-established ability to sustain successful interpersonal relationships and can 
see the world through the eyes of others.  The hallmark of well-established character is empathy, 
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and sophisticated moral reasoning flows from empathy.  A person of character has a well-
established ability to learn from experience and to adapt successfully to changing circumstances 
of life.  
 
THE DEVELOPMENT OF CHARACTER: THE EARLY STAGES OF LIFE 
Erik Erikson believed that during each of the eight developmental stages of life a person either 
successfully achieves or masters the developmental task relevant to that stage or he/she fails to 
do so.  He believed that successful mastery of a developmental task is dependent upon mastery 
of the tasks preceding it.  While stages occur in order, some may overlap and a child may be 
encountering more than one developmental task at a time.  Five of the eight stages take place 
between the ages of zero and eighteen.  Early stages of development have direct implications 
regarding the development of character.  An understanding of these early developmental tasks is 
necessary in order to grasp the relationship between character and behavior. 
 
The first stage of developmental takes place from birth to approximately18 months of age.  The 
developmental task of this stage is the establishment of trust.  During this stage bonding or 
attachment behaviors take place if the infant is being cared for by a reliable, available and 
responsive caregiver.  These behaviors on the part of the caregiver result in attachment.  
Attachment is essentially the infant’s experience of safety, security, and protection.  If the 
caregiver’s attachment behaviors are insufficient, absent, or disordered in some way, the infant 
will fail to establish attachment.  Rather than achieving the developmental task of trust, the 
infant will be left with mistrust.  Attachment is thought to exist on a continuum from complete 
failure to attach to complete attachment.  Those who fail to attach commonly fail to develop 
trusting relationships and fail to experience their world as a safe place.  Such a failure, if not 
rectified, results in disordered, sometimes dangerous behavior, and inability to sustain  
functional relationships. 
 
The cycle of bonding or attaching begins with the infant’s experience of distress related to an 
unmet need.  The infant needs to be fed, rocked, clothed, changed, and held, among other things.  
The infant expresses distress or need by crying.  In a healthy environment a functional caregiver 
provides the necessary input.  “Input” comes in the forms of eye contact, touch, smiles, cooing or 
holding.  Food, warmth, and stimulation are forms of input.  When the input is timely, and 
appropriately meets the infant’s need, the infant experiences a sense of temporary relief from 
distress.  He or she experiences comfort.  Through this repetitive cycle the infant makes a direct 
connection between expressions of need, and the experience of comfort, safety and protection 
resulting from a responsive caregiver.  The infant internalizes the experience of trust.  This 
developmental task sets the foundation for trust in future relationships.  Erikson believed that the 
basic virtue coming from the ability to trust is hope.  Failure results in despair.  Erikson believed 
that this stage of development is the most important of the eight stages and it shapes the infant’s 
personality. 
 
As an infant grows into a toddler he may change the ways in which distress or need is expressed.  
Rather than crying, for example, the toddler may grunt, whine, or otherwise gesture, without 
crying.  The process of bonding remains the same.  A functional caregiver provides the necessary 
input in a timely fashion thereby ensuring ongoing experience of trust and attachment; the 
experience that the world is a safe place and that the child will be protected.  The experience of 
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having one’s needs met when those needs are expressed prepares the child for trust in later 
relationships.  Failure to trust results in the inability to communicate what one wants later in life. 
 
Success at the first developmental task of trust sets the foundation for the child’s eventual ability 
to think of others; the child’s eventual development of empathy at a later stage of development.  
Failure to successfully meet the first developmental task results in mistrust and poor attachment.  
Because of this failure the child will remain in a heightened state of anxiety or distress and will 
be preoccupied with unmet needs.  This preoccupation, over time, results in maladaptive 
behavior and failure at relationships.  When bonding processes fail, the unattached infant grows 
into a person with little or no empathy and little or no conscience; the epitome of failed 
development of character.39 

 
As described previously, a disordered person typically manages emotions poorly and engages in 
impulsive behavior associated with these badly managed emotions.  The second stage of human 
development, in Erikson’s view, takes place from around age two through age three.  The 
developmental task of this stage is autonomy.  The basic virtue coming out of this stage, if 
successful, is effective use of one’s will.  In other words, a child who successfully meets the 
developmental task of this stage will develop the basis for self-control.  A child who achieves 
autonomy feels a sense of security and confidence.  Successful completion of this developmental 
task sets the foundation for independent decision making.  If the infant has successfully achieved 
the first developmental task (i.e. trust), the child is then prepared to exercise or practice self-
control and independent decision making.  Because of the establishment of trust, the child now 
feels secure enough to exercise increased independent thinking.  Such independent thinking is 
necessary at later stages, as the child matures, if the child is to successfully utilize adaptive 
behaviors to adjust to changing life circumstances. 
 
Failure at the second stage of development results in the child’s internalization of shame and 
doubt.  The child then concludes that he cannot successfully do things for himself.  The child 
fails to develop appropriate will and self-confidence.  Similar to failure in the first stage of 
development, failure at the second stage leaves the child in a heightened state of anxiety or 
distress, preoccupied with unmet needs.  A person preoccupied with unmet personal needs is not 
prepared to attend well to others. 
 
The third stage of development from age three to five results, if successful, in the child’s 
development of initiative.  When successful, the child develops the ability to take appropriate 
risks to explore his environment.  In particular, the child develops a sense of purpose.  At this 
stage a child learns how to make plans and face challenges deliberatively.  If caregivers stifle the 
initiative of the child at this stage, the child develops feelings of guilt and embarrassment.  The 
ability to develop adaptive thinking and behavior is critical at stage-three development.  Success 
will result in the ability to adapt successfully at later life stages.  As in earlier stages, failure to 
successfully meet the developmental task of this stage leaves the child in a heightened stage of 
anxiety and distress, preoccupied with unmet needs. 
 
One can see that the first three developmental tasks of life (i.e. trust, autonomy, and a sense 
personal initiative), directly affect the development of character.  Those who have trust, who 
experience their world as essentially safe and have internalized a sense of personal competence, 



24 
 

are prepared to successfully master later developmental tasks utilizing adaptive behaviors to 
adjust to new social or academic demands.  Success at early developmental tasks prepares one to 
succeed at later tasks having to do with intimacy, work, and, in the last stage of life, a sense of 
fulfillment.55 

 
WHAT CHARACTER FAILURE LOOKS LIKE56 
Individuals with a character disorder have a combination of maladaptive thinking or cognition, 
maladaptive management of emotions, poor impulse control, and inability to sustain 
relationships.  These general characteristics often manifest in various combinations of specific 
symptoms.  While viewing the following list of common symptoms it is helpful to remember the 
first three developmental tasks of life: trust, autonomy, and initiative.  Some symptoms of 
character disorders reflect problems with trust, while other symptoms reflect problems with a 
sense of personal competence.  Problems with impulse control and failure to sustain relationships 
are reflected in these symptoms.  Individuals with a character disorder not only cause distress for 
themselves, but also for others. 
 

1. Excessively suspicious 
2. Preoccupied with unjustified doubts about the loyalty of friends 
3. Excessive reluctance to confide in others 
4. Misinterprets remarks of others 
5. Persistently holds grudges 
6. Does not desire or enjoy close relationships 
7. Almost always chooses solitary activity 
8. Take pleasure in few activities 
9. Persistently lacks friendships 
10. Indifferent to praise or criticism 
11. Excessively odd manners of speech 
12. Excessively narrow and constricted affect/mood 
13. Excessively odd manners of dress 
14. Anxiety being around others does not diminish even with familiarity 
15. Repeated behavior that could be grounds for arrest (even if not arrested) 
16. Deceitfulness 
17. Impulsivity and persistent failure to plan ahead 
18. Excessive irritability and aggressiveness (get into fights easily) 
19. Reckless disregard for personal safety or safety of others 
20. Consistent irresponsibility (work, money, obligations) 
21. Lack of remorse 
22. Indifference to causing hurt to others 
23. Thefts 
24. Frantic efforts to avoid abandonment 
25. Chronic underlying anxiety about abandonment 
26. Consistently unstable relationships 
27. Intense relationships alternating between overly idealizing others to dramatically 

devaluing the same person 
28. Impulsivity: sex, money, driving, eating, substance abuse 
29. Recurrent suicidal thinking, gestures or self-injurious behavior 
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30. Affective/mood instability, marked reactivity, and rapid mood changes 
31. Chronic feelings of emptiness 
32. Inappropriate and intense anger inconsistent with the circumstances 
33. Discomfort if not the center of attention 
34. Inappropriate sexual seductive or provocative behavior 
35. Consistent use of physical appearance to draw attention to self 
36. Style of speech that is overly dramatic but lacking in detail 
37. Excessive self-dramatization; theatricality 
38. Exaggerated expression of emotion 
39. Considers relationships to be more intimate than they actually are 
40. Grandiose sense of self-importance 
41. Exaggerates achievements 
42. Preoccupied with fantasies of success, power, brilliance, beauty 
43. Excessive sense of self as “special” 
44. Requires excessive admiration 
45. Sense of entitlement:  unreasonable expectations that others comply with expectations 
46. Interpersonally exploitive: takes advantage of others 
47. Lack empathy:  is unwilling to respect the feelings or needs of others 
48. Excessively envious 
49. Arrogant, haughty behaviors and attitudes 
50. Preoccupied with being criticized or rejected 
51. Excessively inhibited in interpersonal situations 
52. Views self as inept, unappealing or inferior 
53. Can’t make everyday decisions without excessive support or advice 
54. Tries to get others to assume responsibility for self 
55. Can’t do basic activities of life independently 
56. Goes to excessive lengths to obtain nurturance or approval 
57. Feels helpless 
58. Excessively preoccupied with rules, details, order, organization 
59. Excessively perfectionistic to the point that relationships suffer 
60. Excessively devoted to work or productivity 
61. Inflexible ideas about matters of morality 
62. Can’t delegate tasks because others won’t do it properly 
63. Excessively miserly in spending 
64. Rigid and stubborn 

 
CHARACTER AND CRIME 
The operational definition of character described previously indicates that a person of well-
developed character: 

1. Holds ideas, beliefs and values that are generally consistent with broadly held 
cultural norms; 

2. Makes decisions and uses behavior that are generally consistent with these norms;  
3. Only departs from norms with sound moral reasoning while in the pursuit of higher 

order justice; 
4. Regulates his/her emotions well and, in particular, manages the impulses associated 

with emotions; 
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5. Sustains successful interpersonal relationships; 
6. Sees the world through the eyes of others, using moral reasoning that flows from 

well-developed empathy; 
7. Uses adaptive skills and behaviors to ensure successful adjustment to new and 

changing life circumstances. 
 
Those with well-developed character live, within reasonable variation, according to the broadly 
held norms of the culture in which they are raised.  They depart from these normative behaviors 
only when in pursuit of higher order good.  Those with poorly developed character are more at 
risk to engage in thinking and behavior that violates basic norms of propriety. 
 
A useful way to understand character and its relationship with crime is to understand some of the 
earliest indicators that character is developing poorly.  Poorly developed character in childhood 
may persist into adult life and become manifest in criminal behavior.  Ben Lahey, from the 
University of Chicago, has reported that early childhood temperament is the earliest 
developmental indicator of (later) behavioral dysregulation.  In particular, Lahey concluded that 
a child’s functioning during the first year of life accurately predicted conduct problems from age 
4 through 13.57 

 
The APA has determined that up to 16 percent of children manifest symptoms of Oppositional 
Defiant Disorder (ODD), which is usually evident by age eight.  Such a disorder involves 
frequent outbursts of temper, excessive arguing, general rule defiance, blaming others, excessive 
irritability and vindictiveness.  Oppositional symptoms typically emerge in the home.  According 
to the APA, “a significant portion” of those with ODD eventually develop a more significant 
Conduct Disorder (CD),58 which involves behavior similar to ODD but with more severity.  CD 
children often behave as bullies.  They initiate physical fights and are more at risk to use 
weapons.  Relative to those with ODD, children with CD are more likely to be cruel to people or 
animals.  They more often steal from others in direct contact with the victim or they steal 
clandestinely.  They destroy property at a higher rate than those with ODD and they are more 
often deceitful.  They run away from home and are truant from school more often.59 

 
According to the APA, CD appears to have increased during recent decades.  While rates of CD 
vary, the APA estimates that up to 10 percent of children have symptoms indicative of this 
disorder.  “CD is one of the most frequently diagnosed conditions in outpatient and inpatient 
mental health facilities for children.”60 

 
For a majority of individuals with CD, symptoms lessen in severity or remit entirely by the time 
of adulthood.  However, “a substantial proportion continues to show behaviors in adulthood that 
meet the criteria for Antisocial Personality Disorder” (ASPD).61  When the onset of CD is later 
in childhood, rather than early, chances of developing ASPD are lower.  As with other behavioral 
disturbances, the earlier the onset the more likely the condition is to be severe and lasting. In a 
10-year follow-up study of 157 boys, ages 12 through 18, the risk for violent crime was higher 
for boys who manifest early psychopathology.62 

 
 



27 
 

Around three percent of all men have ASPD.  Fewer women develop this disorder.63  Studies 
have found a strong association between boys with early CD and later involvement in crime.  In 
one study adult females with felony convictions were 20 times more likely to have ASPD than 
those without arrests.64 

 
While ASPD exists in only a small percentage of the population, such individuals account for 
significant criminal behavior.  Those with ASPD generally fail to conform to social norms with 
regard to lawful behavior.  They break the law frequently although they may not be arrested. 
They are deceitful and engage in repeated lying or conning of others for personal profit.  They 
are impulsive, fail to plan ahead, and are often irritable and aggressive, as indicated by repeated 
physical fights.  They are typically irresponsible, have repeated failures at employment, and 
often do not honor financial obligations.  In particular, those with ASPD fail to demonstrate 
empathy or remorse.  They are indifferent to those they hurt and they commonly rationalize their 
antisocial behavior. 
 
Finally, there is good evidence that crime tends to run in families, suggesting that those with 
poorly developed character raise children with poorly developed character.  A reliable, 
consistent, and responsible caregiver is necessary for a child to successfully navigate the first 
essential developmental tasks of life; the tasks that set the foundation for character.  A study of 
1395 Pittsburgh boys, aged 8, 11, or 14, demonstrated that prior arrests by a family member 
predicted delinquency on the part of the boy.  Prior arrests by siblings, parents or grandparents 
all predicted a boy’s eventual delinquency.  The most important relative was the father.  Arrests 
of the father predicted boy’s delinquency independently of all other arrested relatives.65 

 
LIMITATIONS 
The reader is encouraged to note that several important factors associated with crime were not 
explored in this writing.  Issues of race, poverty and chemical dependency were not discussed in 
detail because they are outside the scope of this report.  Yet, it seems prudent to note several 
statistical realities regarding crime in the United States.  Overall, gender, race, age, and financial 
status all are highly associated with crime.  According to the U.S. Office of Justice Programs, 
Bureau of Justice Statistics, murders are overwhelmingly committed by males.66   Hate crimes 
are overwhelmingly committed by white people against black people or against Jews.67  In 2007, 
The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) reported that 26 percent of victims of violent 
crime believed that the perpetrator was using drugs or alcohol at the time of the crime.68  Dr. 
Elizabeth Brown, Assistant Professor in the Department of Criminal Justice at San Francisco 
State University, and Dr. Mike Males, Senior Research Fellow for the Center on Juvenile Justice 
and Criminal Justice, report that “Higher rates of crime … relate more to low socioeconomic 
status than to innate characteristics …”69  
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Conclusions 
 
Crime costs society billions of dollars every year. The estimated cost of crime ranges widely, 
depending on the factors included in the calculations. These costs include cost of government 
services, accumulated fees for medical and psychological care, property loss, productivity losses, 
and pain and suffering.  
 
Cost of crime modeling can be powerful and can be used by policy makers to impact policies, 
draft criminal codes, prioritize resources and to determine effectiveness of programs.  Models 
can also be a valuable tool to quantify contentious and value laden policy and resource debates.  
However, identifying applicable and reliable models for these purposes can be challenging. 
Models are often multifaceted and highly complex, and if outputs from models are used 
incorrectly, they can provide inaccurate or misleading information. 
 
Calculating the social cost of crime is multifaceted and complex.  However, such efforts can be 
beneficial and provide a more thorough picture of the cost of crime to the citizens of Minnesota. 
The cost of crime to society remains controversial amid varying opinions and methodologies 
resulting in calculations with inconsistent perspectives and formulas. Even the definition of the 
social cost of crime includes conjectures, which alter the results when adding up the actual costs 
of crime to society. 
 
The foundation for character takes place very early in life, prior to the age one enters 
kindergarten.   Early life maltreatment or neglect is associated with mental health problems, 
personality disorders and delinquency.  In order to engage in high-order moral thinking as an 
adult, one must develop the ability to think empathically about others.  Empathy is dependent 
upon having one’s needs met in very early childhood.  When very early childhood needs for 
safety, security and protection are not adequately met, the child is left in a state of heightened 
anxiety and distress, preoccupied with unmet needs, and unable to focus on the needs or feelings 
of others. 
 
Character disturbances and criminal behavior tend to run in families, suggesting the poor 
character begets poor character.  The most serious failures of character are those with Antisocial 
Personality Disorder (ASPD).  Their crimes are committed without remorse or care for the 
victim.   The lives of those with ASPD can be traced backwards through childhood or adolescent 
Conduct Disorder (CD) and, often, to early childhood Oppositional Defiant Disorder (ODD). 
 
The APA estimates that up to 16 percent of children have ODD, which often develops by age 
eight.  About 10 percent of children have a CD sometime during adolescence.  About three 
percent of adult males have ASPD.  This group of character-disordered people routinely engages 
in criminal activity. While those with ODD and later CD do not necessarily become antisocial, 
those who do become antisocial often had ODD as a child, and always had a CD.  In essence, 
problems with character have early beginnings and manifest in early childhood and adolescence.  
Those with flawed character are far more likely to violate the rights of those around them 
compared to those whose character has developed successfully.  
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Recommendations 
 
COST OF CRIME  
 
Short-Term Recommendations 

1. Conduct an assessment to further define the purpose and need for collecting 
crime data.  While cost of crime data can be incredibly powerful, it is not easy or 
simple to collect and analyze.  Clarity of need and purpose will assist in the 
collection of the most effective and impactful information to attain goals and ensure 
efficient allocation of resources. 

 
Intermediate Recommendations 

2. Utilize existing cost of crime data.  Developing a model and collecting and 
analyzing data requires a significant amount of coordination and resources.  Synergy 
is a small organization and existing staff would need to devote a substantial amount 
of their time to collect and analyze data. The Ramsey and Dakota County models 
each present reliable, local data that can be used immediately to illustrate the cost of 
crime to taxpayers incurred through the criminal justice system. It should be noted 
that neither model presented in this report makes a link between crime costs and 
character or unethical behavior.   

 
3. Review the Ramsey and Dakota County cost of crime models with key 

stakeholders.  The research team discussed key cost drivers of the models with 
representatives from Synergy and the Ramsey County Sheriff’s Department, but an 
in-depth review and analysis of each model was not conducted with the Ramsey 
County Sheriff’s Department.1  It is recommended that key stakeholders review the 
models before any type of implementation plans are initiated.  Preliminary 
discussions of the models have noted the following points for future discussion: 

 Crime Victim Service costs have not been identified as a key cost driver and 
may be a data point to incorporate into a model. 

 Pre-trial Services data points could be expanded. 
 Public Defender data points could be expanded. 

 
Long-Term Recommendations 
If Synergy decides to calculate the cost of crime: 

4. Increase stakeholder base in the criminal justice system, including identifying a 
very senior or high ranking internal “champion” to advocate on behalf of the 
effort.  Coordinating and gathering data for a cost of crime model can be incredibly 
time intensive for both the individuals providing the data and for those analyzing the 
data.  An internal champion with the ability to solicit cooperation or the authority to 
compel criminal justice partners to provide data will be critical to the success of the 
project.  

  
                                                            
1 The Dakota County Model did have extensive review by representatives from all areas of the criminal justice 
system and government partners whose departments incur many social costs not quantified by the model (e.g., child 
support, public assistance, housing, social services). 
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5. Develop a detailed implementation plan to calculate the cost of crime.  
Developing an implementation plan will allow Synergy to establish priorities, 
timelines, and ensure adequate resources are available. 

 
6. Develop a comprehensive and compelling strategy to communicate the relevance 

of crime data; to inform and garner support from policy makers and stakeholders. 
 
CHARACTER DEVELOPMENT 
 

7.   Adopt an operational definition of “character” based on the following attributes 
that describe a person with well-developed character:  

a. Holds ideas, beliefs and values that are generally consistent with broadly held 
cultural norms; 

b. Makes decisions and uses behavior that are generally consistent with these norms; 
c. Only departs from norms with sound moral reasoning while in the pursuit of 

higher order justice; 
d. Regulates emotions well and, in particular, manages the impulses associated 

with emotions; 
e. Sustains successful interpersonal relationships; 
f. Sees the world through the eyes of others, using moral reasoning that flows 

from well-developed empathy; and  
g. Uses adaptive skills and behaviors to ensure successful adjustment to new and 

changing life circumstances. 
Citizens4MN will realize their goals best if key stakeholders have integrated 
knowledge about “character.”  An operational definition of character provides shared 
language to enable meaningful discussion, planning, and development of the mission. 

 
8. Develop intervention strategies to support parents in the earliest stages of a 

child’s life.  Three of the eight developmental stages of life take place prior to a 
child’s entry into kindergarten.  These early childhood developmental tasks set the 
foundation for character.  Failure at these early tasks can set in motion a cascade of 
maladaptive thinking and behavior resulting in a lifetime of negative consequences. 
Early childhood parenting support may make a significant contribution to the 
development of character. 

 
9. Develop strategies to identify and support families most at risk to have 

difficulties with parenting.  Research suggests children are most at risk to violate 
the law if other members of their family have violated the law.  Crime in families 
and crime as an adolescent predict crime as an adult.  Support for high risk families 
and high risk children may have a positive impact on the development of character. 
Citizens4MN may further its mission by identifying and supporting these families. 

 
10. Conduct further research.  The current project narrowed its focus to criminal 

behavior rather than a more generic focus on unethical behavior.  Those interested in 
understanding the cost of “unethical” behavior may consider a project geared 
exclusively to developing an operational definition of “unethical behavior.”
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Appendices 
 
 

A. Synergy & Leadership Exchange Strategic Areas of Focus 

B. Citizens for an Ethical Minnesota Steering Committee 

C. Recent Statistics on the Cost of Crime 

D. Summary of Previous Crime Cost Studies 

E. An Ounce of Prevention: Taxpayer Costs Avoided Through Preventing Crime 

F. Dakota County Re-Entry Assistance Program: Business Case Analysis 

G. Dakota County Re-Entry Assistance Program: Business Case Model User Guide 

H. Dakota County Model Results 

 
 
 
 
  



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Helping Minnesotans be their best through collaboration, education and celebration. 

 

Collaborate 
 Citizens for an Ethical Minnesota  

Synergy supports this initiative to develop ethical citizens for Minnesota’s future.    
 

 Strategic Partners  
Support from strategic partners enables us to advocate for, acknowledge and celebrate academic 
excellence and expand educational opportunities. 
 

 Work for Water  
Together with the Freshwater Society, Synergy coordinates this art and design contest for high school 
students to inspire Minnesotans to take action to protect our waters.  

Educate 

 Minnesota Academic League  
Synergy provides administrative support for the council, which meets regularly to review and endorse 
programs/activities and advocate for academic enrichment.  

 
 Reach for the Stars 

This free guide lists nearly 100 academic outreach programs, competitions, awards and recognitions, 
conferences, leadership development and classroom enhancement opportunities that have received 
the Minnesota Academic League's endorsement. It is created, published and distributed as a public 
service by Synergy with generous support from Lifetouch Publishing and other partners.  
 

 Tregoe Education Forum 
Synergy engages in a partnership with the Tregoe Education Forum to equip K-12 leaders and students 
with proven analytic skills for addressing tough issues. 
 

Celebrate 
 Gathering of Champions 

Each year K-12 students who are consistent top academic performers, have shown significant 
improvement in achievement or have overcome barriers to academic achievement or are local, regional 
or state champions in a Minnesota Academic League endorsed event are named Minnesota Academic 
All-Stars and recognized at a free event hosted by Synergy and its partners.  
 

 Minnesota Schools of Character & Promising Practices Awards 
This program recognizes schools and/or districts that excel in exemplifying one or more of the Eleven 
Principles of Effective Character Education and demonstrate outstanding character education initiatives 
in an awards ceremony at the Minnesota State Capitol. 
 

 WEM Outstanding Educator Awards Program 
Synergy, in partnership with The Minnesota Service Cooperatives (MSC), administers this awards 
program on behalf of the WEM Foundation in support of teachers and their important role in helping all 
students achieve academically and seeks to bring recognition to the often "unsung heroes" who meet 
the challenges of teaching in a variety of settings.  
 

 
2075 Lookout Drive, North Mankato, MN 56003 ● www.synergyexchange.org 

Synergy is a non-profit organization dedicated to 
fostering collaboration to advance the development 
of ethical citizens, providing educational resources, 
and celebrating achievement and best practices in 
Minnesota schools, businesses and communities.  
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Steering Committee 
  
Laura Bloomberg, Executive Director, Center for Integrative Leadership, University of Minnesota 
Matt Bostrom, Ramsey County Sheriff 
Don Craighead, cofounder/retired business owner Power/mation, Rotary 5960 member 
Chuck Ericksen, Community Education Director, ISD 622  
John Harrington, State Senator, former St. Paul Police Chief (new to board 6/2012) 
Todd Lyscio, Executive Director, National Joint Powers Alliance 
Stan Mack, Executive Director, Minnesota Board of School Administrators 
Bill Mittlefehldt, Consultant, Northeast CERTs (Clean Energy Resource Teams) Coordinator 
Deborah L. Montgomery, Retired Senior Commander, Saint Paul Police Department (attended 12/2010 
community forum, unable to attend steering committee meetings) 
Doug Thomas, Executive Director, EdVisions Schools 
Stephen B. Young, Global Executive Director, Caux Round Table (Steering Committee Chair) 
Asad Zaman, Education  and Senior Consultant at Designs for Learning, Policy Fellow at Minnesota 2020  

 
 

Former and Interim only* (1/2011 – 6/2011) Steering Committee Members 
 

Wendy Behrens, Minnesota Department of Education, Gifted & Talented Education/ Character Education 
*John Buettner, Senior Research and Development Engineer, Donaldson Company 
Michelle Kamenov, Minnesota Department of Education, Service Learning specialist 
Jean Kyle, Minnesota Department of Education, Business Education specialist 
*Ann Postlewaite, Director of Student Leadership, (MASSP), MN Assoc. of Honor Societies/Student Councils 
Carl G. Peterson, CPA, Peterson, Peterson & Associates, PLC 
*Dorothy McCargo Freeman, State 4-H Program Leader, Assistant Director for the Center for 4-H Youth 
Development, University of Minnesota (attended only one meeting due to meeting conflicts) 
*Leanna Nelson, Social Studies Teacher, Wayzata High School (provided input, conflict with mtg times) 
Karen J. Rusthoven, Executive Director, Community of Peace Academy 
*Thomas Walkington, Adjunct Professor Organizational Leadership and Public Policy, Hamline University 
School of Business  
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Recent Statistics on the Cost of Crime: 

The National Center for Victims of Crime is an excellent website to access cost of crime data. 

(http://www.victimsofcrime.org/library/crime-information-and-statistics/cost-of-crime) 

 In a 2008 report (most recent year this data was collected), for crimes both reported 
and not reported to the police, the total economic loss to victims was $1.19 billion for 
violent crime and $16.21 billion for property crime.1 

 In 2010, an estimated $456 million in losses were attributed to robberies reported to 
the police. The average dollar value of property stolen per robbery offense was 
$1,239.2 

 In 2010, there were an estimated 6,185,867 larceny-thefts reported to the police 
nationwide. The average value of property taken during larceny-thefts was $988 per 
offense. Nationally, the loss to victims was over $6.1 billion.3 

 In 2010, the average dollar loss due to arson was $17,612.4 
 In 2010, households in the lowest income category (less than $7,500 per year) had a 

higher overall property victimization rate (168.7 per 1,000 households), compared to 
households earning $75,000 or more (119.3 per 1,000).5 

 An estimated 27,500 fires were intentionally set to structures in 2010, an increase of 
3.8 percent from 2009. These fires resulted in 200 civilian deaths and $585 million in 
property loss (a decrease of 14.5 percent from 2009).6 

 Approximately 14,000 fires were intentionally set to vehicles in 2009, resulting in 
$89 million in property damage, a 17.6 percent decrease from 2009.7 

 In 2010, the average dollar loss per burglary offense was $2,119. The total amount 
lost to burglaries was an estimated $4.6 billion.8 

 Victim compensation programs distributed $499.9 million in 2010.9 
 In 2009, the total amount of money lost from all cases of Internet fraud referred to 

law enforcement for investigation was $559.7 million. This was more than double the 
amount of $264.6 million reported in 2008. The median dollar loss in 2009 was $575 
per complaint.10 

 In 2009, consumers reporting fraud to the Federal Trade Commission lost a total of 
more than $1.7 billion dollars.11 
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TABLE 1 
Summary of Previous Crime Cost Studies 

Previous Study Focus Not Included $ (Billions) 
 

 
Previous Study   Focus    Not Included    $ (Billions) 
 
Colins (1994)   General   Opportunity costs and   728 

miscellaneous indirect 
components 

 
1Cohen, Miller, &  Victim costs of violent  Prevention, opportunity,   472 
Wiersema (1995)   and property crimes  and indirect costs 
 
U.S. News and World  General    O pportunity costs and   288 
Report (1974)      miscellaneous indirect 

components 
 
Cohen, Miller, & Ross-  Cost of rape, robbery,  Prevention, opportu-   183 
man (1994)   and assault   nity, and indirect 

costs 
 
Zedlewski (1985)   Firearms, guard dogs,  Residential security,   160 

victim losses, and  opportunity costs, 
commercial security  and indirect costs 

 
Cohen (1990)  Cost of personal and  Prevention, opportu-   113 

household crime to  nity, and indirect 
victims    costs  

 
President’s Commis-  General    Opportunity costs and   107 
sion on Law Enforce-     m iscellaneous indirect 
(1967)      com ponents 
 
Klaus (1994)   National Crime Victim-  Prevention, opportu-   19  

ization Survey   nity, and indirect 
crimes* costs 

 
* National Crime Victimization Survey crimes include rape, robbery, assault, larceny, burglary, and 
motor vehicle theft. 
 

                                                            
1 The Aggregate Burden of Crime 
Author(s): By David A. Anderson 
Reviewed work(s): 
Source: Journal of Law and Economics, Vol. 42, No. 2 (October 1999), pp. 611-642 
Published by: The University of Chicago Press for The Booth School of Business of the University of Chicago 
and The University of Chicago Law School 
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1086/467436 . 
Accessed: 22/07/2012 14:03 
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Dakota County Re-Entry Assistance Program (RAP) 
Business Case Model User Guide 

 
1. Navigation Tab (Summary of Key Sections) 

The Navigation tab includes a summary of key tabs in the business case model, listed below. Click on the 
round buttons to navigate through the case, and click the back arrow (at the top of each tab) at any time to 
return to navigation. 

EXAMPLES: ,  

2. Quantitative Assumptions and Sensitivity Analysis 

At Top: Detailed Summary Table. This is a full summary of costs and benefits, broken down by stakeholder  
 Dakota County 
 Other Counties 
 State of Minnesota 
 Federal government 

 
Main Tables: Below the Detailed Summary Table, the body of this tab contains over 300 quantitative 
assumptions as inputs to the model. Some of these are hard-coded (coming from outside data) while others 
link directly to Raw Data tabs. For example, Row 254 is the Projected number of recidivism instances 
per person (Comparison Group), which is calculated on the Recidivism Trends and Forecast Tab.  
 
Alternative Number Cells: Any quantitative assumption in the model can be changed without losing the 
original number. To temporarily input an alternative number, type the number into one of the light blue cells. 
 

EXAMPLE:   
 
Sensitivity Analysis – Breakeven Rates: Several key variables are hard-coded into Rows 317-319. They are 
the result of performing a “Goal Seek” on these key variables to set the Net Benefit to $0. This is one way 
of testing the reasonableness of key assumptions.  
 
Sensitivity Analysis – Data Tables: Several key variables are presented in data tables in rows 320-416. The 
bolded values represent the original number for the variable and the original Net Benefit. The other values 
represent the change in Net Benefit as the original number is varied by a set amount in the positive and 
negative direction. The results of this adjustment on the bottom line are graphed to the right.  

3. Summary Dashboard 

Summarizes results from each key tab in terms of the overall Value Chain.  

4. Recidivism Risk Mitigation 

4.1 Summary 

The Summary Tab presents the results of the Instances per Person and Overall % Recidivism analyses for 
both the Intervention Group and the Comparison Group. These analyses yield the total instances of 



Dakota County Re-Entry Assistance Program (RAP) 
Business Case Model User Guide 

 
recidivism prevented over 3 years and the total number of additional individuals re-entering the community 
as a result of RAP.  

4.2 Recidivism Trends and Forecast 

The Recidivism Trends and Forecast tab demonstrates the methodology behind how empirical time-series 
reoffending data on Steele County CARE participants (Intervention Group) and on the Dakota County RAP-
similar population (Comparison Group) was projected out to a full 3 years.  

5. RAP Program Cost (Investment) 

5.1 Detailed Results 

The Detailed Results tab for RAP Program Costs contains a detailed view of calculations to arrive at the 
total monetary and personnel investment planned for the RAP Program Expansion Proposal. Costs are 
organized by year (Columns I, K, and M), by whether they are Fixed or Variable (Column E), and by each 
“Pillar” of the approach laid out in the RAP Expansion Proposal (Column F).   
Key input(s): Annual # of RAP Participants (Row 11) 

5.2 General and Overarching Costs and RAP Pillars I – IV 

These tabs represent dynamic Excel-based versions of financial summary tables that appear in the Dakota 
County RAP Business Case presentations.   

6. Criminal Justice Cost Avoidance (Benefit) 

6.1 Detailed Results 

The Detailed Results tab for Criminal Justice Cost Avoidance contains a detailed view of calculations to 
arrive at the total amount of cost avoidance due to RAP’s preventing expected instances of recidivism 
(Columns F-H). It also includes a detailed breakdown of sources of tax funding for each type of action in the 
criminal justice system (Columns J-R) based on which agency performs the action.  
Key input(s):  

 Instances of Recidivism Prevented (Row 12) 
 Dakota County’s Share of each cost (Column K).  

6.2 Tax Funding Breakdown 

This tab presents the percentage breakdown of tax funding for different government stakeholders (Dakota, 
Other Counties, State of MN, and Federal Government). The detailed breakdown of tax funding sources 
discussed in the previous tab draws upon this analysis. The numbers are derived from financial statements 
and other publically-available information on the following agencies: 

 Minnesota Public Defender 
 Minnesota Department of Correction 
 First District Court 
 Minneapolis City Attorney 
 Dakota County Attorney 
 Dakota County Community Corrections 
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 Dakota County Sheriff’s Office 

6.3 Criminal Justice System Phases 1-5 

These tabs represent dynamic Excel-based versions of financial summary tables that appear in the Dakota 
County RAP Business Case presentations.   

7. Community Impact (Benefit) 

7.1 Detailed Results 

The Detailed Results tab for Community Impacts contains a detailed view of calculations to arrive at the 
total amount of incremental sales and income tax the state of Minnesota may be able to realize due to 
improved employment outcomes for participants as a result of RAP. It draws upon a number of other tabs, 
including analysis tools developed by the Minnesota Department of Revenue for the purpose of estimating 
incremental tax revenue that accrues to the State as income rises.  
Key input(s):  

 Average Income of Employed Individuals Before RAP (Cell G42)  
 Expected Income of Employable Individuals After RAP (Cell G43)    
 Expected Distribution of Filing Statuses for RAP Participants (Rows 19-21) 

7.2 Overview 

This tab represents a dynamic Excel-based version of the Community Impact summary table that appears 
in the Dakota County RAP Business Case presentations.   

8. Other Tabs 

8.1 Filing Status, Income Distribution, and Tax Revenue Calculation Slides (Hidden) 

Because there are a number of tabs required to calculate incremental tax revenue based on income 
distribution in the RAP population, the majority of these are hidden. To view these tabs, Right-Click on the 
tabs at the bottom of the Excel window, and select “Unhide.” All of the hidden tabs are related to the tax 
revenue calculation.  

8.2 Quantitative Assumption Slide Tabs 

These tabs represent dynamic Excel-based versions of summary tables of quantitative assumptions that 
appear in the Dakota County RAP Business Case presentations.   

8.3 Raw Data Tabs 

These tabs include raw tabulated data gathered from Dakota County stakeholders for the purpose of 
estimating impacts attributable to RAP. In order to operationalize the data, it has been cleaned, re-
delimited, and interpreted as necessary. Analysis performed on this data appears along with the raw data in 
these tabs, for ease of auditing. Tabs include (but are not limited to): 

 RAP Income Information 
 MNCIS DC Reoffending Data 
 CARE Reoffending Data 
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Willing to Accept versus Willing to Pay 

	

	
 
Imagine this is your home.  Suppose you knew ahead of time, that a criminal was going to 
come to your house, rob your valuable possessions, including the bracelet your grandmother 
gave to you, the one thing you have left to remind you of her.  Next the criminal was going to 
commit a violent crime sending you and your family to the hospital.  How much money 
would you be willing to pay to prevent this from happening? 
 
Of course, this number would be infinite for most people.  It an unrealistic scenario since we 
can’t know ahead of time that we’re going to be a victim of a crime.  This number can only 
be calculated after the fact.  This monetary number in the research is considered ‘Willing to 
Accept’ (WTA).  It’s an amount of money to make us whole again after being the victim of a 
crime; this amount would most appropriately be calculated based on jury awards. 
 
To balance the inconsistencies granted by juries, the same author who developed this WTA 
created the ‘Willing to Pay’ method.  WTP is a calculation based on the amount society 
would be willing to pay ahead of time to avoid the crime. It is a complicated formula, which 
is explained in more detail in the literature review.  To keep it simpler for this illustration, 
WTP is a calculation established by surveys to reveal the monetary amount each household 
would pay for say, a 10 percent reduction in sexual assault.  The number that was discovered 
was $153.00 per household; resulting in the conclusion that all of society would pay 
$288,000 to avoid one sexual assault. 
 
Why is this WTP formula valuable?  It assigns a dollar value on the cost of crime before it 
happens, supporting initiatives in crime prevention programs.i  
																																																								
i Czabanski, J. (2008). Estimates of cost of crime: History, methodologies, and implications. Berlin: 
Springer. 

Appendix I



131 
 

End Notes 
 
                                                            
1 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Collaborate/EthicalCitizens.aspx 
 
2 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Home.aspx 
 
3 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Home.aspx 
 
4 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Collaborate/EthicalCitizens.aspx 
 
5 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Collaborate/EthicalCitizens.aspx 
 
6 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Collaborate/EthicalCitizens.aspx 
 
7 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Collaborate/EthicalCitizens.aspx 
 
8 Smith, Eugene (1901), “The Cost of Crime.’ Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the 

National Prison Association, 1900, Washington DC. 
 
9 National Association of Crime Victim Compensation Boards, "2012 VOCA Cap May Remain 

Level as Budget Issues Grow," Crime Victim Compensation Quarterly. Retrieved from 
http://www.nacvcb.org/NACVCB/files/ccLibraryFiles/Filename/000000000114/newslett
er.2011-2final.pdf 

 
10 Federal Bureau of Investigation, "Crime in the United States 2010: Arson," Retrieved from 

http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s/2010/crime-in-the-u.s.-
2010/property-crime/arsonmain   

 
11 Kathleen Maguire and Ann L. Pstore, eds, Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics 1995 at 3 

(GPS,1996). 
 
12 U.S. Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract of the United Sates: 1997 at 153, 794, 533 (GPO, 

117th ed, 1997). 
 
13 Anderson, K. (July 14, 2002). Crime in America. Leadership U. Probe Ministries, Richardson 

Texas. from: http://www.probe.org/site/c.fdKEIMNsEoG/b.4218037/k.9930 
/Crime_in_America.htm  

 



132 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
14 Definition of crime. (n.d.) Retrieved from http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/crime 
 
15 UCR Definitions. (n.d.) Retrieved from http://www.ucrdatatool.gov/offenses.cfm 
 
16 UCR Definitions. (n.d.) Retrieved from http://www.ucrdatatool.gov/offenses.cfm  
 
17 Czabanski, J. (2008) Estimate of Cost of Crime: Methodologies and Implications.  Berlin: 

Springer. 
18 Shapiro, E. (1999). Cost of Crime: A Review of the Research Studies. Retrieved from 

http://www.house.leg.state.mn.us/hrd/pubs/costcrime.pdf 
 
19 Reinhardt, V. (2007) An Ounce of Prevention: Taxpayer Costs Avoided Through Preventing 

Crime. Saint Paul, MN (pp 97). 
 
20 Cohen, M. A. (2002). Costs of Crime. In (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Crime and Punishment (pp. 

337-344). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. Retrieved from http://www.sage-
ereference.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/view/crimepunishment/n87.xml 

 
21 Roman, J. K. (2009) What is the Price of Crime? New Estimates of the Cost of Criminal 

Victimization. University of Maryland. 
 
22 Cohen, Mark A (2007-03-16). The Costs of Crime and Justice (Kindle Locations 753-754). 

Taylor & Francis. Kindle Edition. 
 
23 Cohen, Mark A (2007-03-16). The Costs of Crime and Justice (Kindle Locations 753-754). 

Taylor & Francis. Kindle Edition. 
 
24 Hattersley Gray, Robin (2009-03-01). Columbine 10 Years Later: The State of School Safety 

Today. Campus Safety Magazine. 
http://www.campussafetymagazine.com/Channel/School-
Safety/Articles/2009/03/Columbine-10-Years-Later-The-State-of-School-Safety-
Today.aspx 

 
25 BBC News (1999-10-23) 
 
26 McCollister, Kathryn E., French, M., Fang, H. (2010) The Cost of Crime to Society: New 

Crime Specific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation. Elsevier: Drug and 
Alcohol Dependence 108; 98-109. 

 
27 Cohen, M. A. (2002). Costs of Crime. In (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Crime and Punishment (pp. 

337-344). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. Retrieved from http://www.sage-
ereference.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/view/crimepunishment/n87.xml 

 
28 Cohen, Mark. A. (2008) Pain Suffering and Jury Awards: A Study on the Cost of Crime to 

Victims. Law Soc. Rev. 22, 537-555.  



133 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

 
29 McCollister, Kathryn E., French, M., Fang, H. (2010) The Cost of Crime to Society: New 

Crime Specific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation. Elsevier: Drug and 
Alcohol Dependence 108; 98-109. 

 
30 McCollister, Kathryn E., French, M., Fang, H. (2010) The Cost of Crime to Society: New 

Crime Specific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation. Elsevier: Drug and 
Alcohol Dependence 108; 98-109. 

 
31 Roman, Jonathan Kilbourne (2009) What is the Price of Crime? New Estimates of the Cost of 

Criminal Victimization. University of Maryland. 
 
32 Roman, Jonathan Kilbourne (2009) What is the Price of Crime? New Estimates of the Cost of 

Criminal Victimization. University of Maryland. 
 
33 Sources: Cohen and Miller(1988), FEMA(2007) ,US Dept. of Health and Human 

Services(2004), US Bureau of Labor Statistics(2008), US Census(2007), US DOJ, Justice 
Statistics (2007), US DOJ, FBI(2008). 

 
34 Sources: Jury Verdict Research(2004), Miller(2004),Viscussi and Aldi(2003). 
 
35 McCollister, Kathryn E., French, M., Fang, H. (2010) The Cost of Crime to Society: New 

Crime Specific Estimates for Policy and Program Evaluation. Elsevier: Drug and 
Alcohol Dependence 108; 98-109. 

 
36 Cohen, Mark A (2007-03-16). The Costs of Crime and Justice (Kindle Locations 1223). 

Taylor & Francis. Kindle Edition. 
 
37 Cohen, M. A. (2002). Costs of Crime. In (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Crime and Punishment (pp. 

337-344). Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. Retrieved from http://www.sage-
ereference.com.ezp1.lib.umn.edu/view/crimepunishment/n87.xml 

 
38 Czabanski, J. (2008) Estimates of Cost of Crime: Methodologies and Implications. Berlin: 

Springer. 
 
39 2004 amount inflated to 2012 dollars using CPI Inflation calculator. 
 
40 Czabanski, J. (2008) Estimates of Cost of Crime: Methodologies and Implications. Berlin: 

Springer. 
41 Synergy & Leadership Exchange Website. Retrieved from 

http://synergyexchange.org/Home.aspx 
 
42 Cohen, Mark A (2007-03-16). The Costs of Crime and Justice (Kindle Locations 2280-2281). 

Taylor & Francis. Kindle Edition. 
 



134 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
43 Mosby's Medical Dictionary, 8th edition. © 2009, Elsevier. 
 
44 Erikson, Erik. Childhood and Society. Norton, New York. 1950. 
 
45 Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., 15th Edition. Chicago, Ill. Volume 25, 1995. page 505. 
 
46 National Association of School Psychologists. Position Paper. East/West Highway, Suite 402. 

Bethesda, MD, 20814. 
 
47 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Page 689.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
48 North Central Regional Educational Laboratory.  Retrieved from 

http://www.ncrel.org/sdrs/areas/issues/envrnmnt/drugfree/sa1lk2.htm  
 
49 www.augsburg.edu/home/education/edy2101/norms-values.html 
 
50 Prior, Vivien. Glaser, Danya. Understanding Attachment and Attachment Disorders. Page 15. 

Jessica Kingsley Publishers. The Royal College of Psychiatrists. 2006. 
 
51 Magid, Ken. McKelvey, Carol. High Risk. Page 59.  M&M Publishing. Golden, Colorado 

80401. 1987. 
 
52 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Page xxiv.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
53 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Page 689.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
54 Kohlberg, Lawrence. The Psychology of Moral Development: The Nature and Validity of 

Moral Stages. Harper & Row. 1984. 
 
55 Erikson, Erik. Childhood and Society. Norton, New York. 1950. 
 
56 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Pages 689-729.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
57 Lahey, B.B., Rathouz, P.J., Hulle, C.V., Urbano, R.C., Applegate, B., et al. (2008). Testing 

structural models of DSM-IV symptoms of common forms of child and adolescent 
psychopathology.  Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, Vol. 36, Issue 8, pages 187-
206. 

 
58 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Page 101.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 



135 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
59 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Page 97.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
60 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Pages 97.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
61 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Pages 97.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
62 Gretton, Heather, Hare, R., Catchpole, R., (2004).  Psychopathy and Offending From 

Adolescence to Adulthood: A 10-Year Follow-Up.  Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, Vol. 72, August 2004. 

 
63 Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Addition, Text Revision. 

Washington, DC. Pages 704.  American Psychiatric Association, 2000. 
 
64 Lewis, C.F., (2010).  Childhood Antecedents of Adult Violent Offending in a Group of Female 

Felons.  Behavioral Sciences and the Law. 28: 224-234 (2010). 
 
65 Farrington, D.P., Jolliffe, D., Loeber, R., Loeber, M.S., & Kalb, M., (2001).  The 

Concentration of Offenders in Families, and Family Criminality in Prediction of Boy’s 
Delinquency.  Journal of Adolescence, Vol. 24, Issue 5, October 2001. 

 
66 www.opj.usdoj.gov 
 
67 www.opj.usdoj.gov 
 
68 www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/cv10.pdf 
 
69 Brown, E., Males, M., Does Age or Poverty Level Bests Predict Criminal Arrest and Homicide 

Rates? Justice Policy Journal. Vol. 8, No.1, Spring, 2011. 
 




