Emotional and Physical Harm

Definition of cost type
This cost relates to the value of reductions in wellbeing experienced by an individual or household as a result of the physical and emotional impacts of victimisation. Typically it covers the pain and suffering resulting from personal injury in an assault or other incident of violence. However it also refers to the psychological impacts of crime (e.g. post-traumatic stress) as well as to the simple inconvenience associated with mitigating the effects of (e.g.) identity theft. However, in this latter case, care needs to be taken to ensure no double-counting of (e.g.) the financial and time costs associated with dealing with the impacts of a crime.
Overview
The intangible victim costs of pain, suffering and reduced quality of life are the most difficult to measure and subject to considerable uncertainty and controversy. Yet, when measured, they are inevitably the largest component of victim costs. A number of approaches have been used to estimate them to date.

Cohen (1988a), Cohen et al. (1994), and Miller et al. (1996) analyzed jury awards to victims of crime in the U.S. and used these as the basis for estimating costs of these intangible losses. Juries in the U.S. are charged with compensating victims to “make them whole,” which specifically includes a component for pain, suffering and lost quality of life. Cohen (2005) has a discussion on the appropriateness of using these ex post “compensation” measures as opposed to ex ante willingness-to-pay measures. However, this method should not used in countries where juries do not routinely award damages on that basis, as awards will then reflect costs and impacts other than those strictly related to pain and suffering, thereby introducing possible double-counting.
Brand and Price (2000) and Mayhew (2003) used ‘benefits transfer’ to value emotional impacts. This involved using values which had been estimated for the prevention of road traffic injuries as surrogates for estimates of the physical costs of violent crime. This reflected an absence of dedicated crime values available at the time. Its validity relies on a number of assumptions, most significantly, that the physical (and emotional) impacts of road traffic accidents are similar to those of the crimes to which the transferred values are being applied. This might be a reasonable assumption for homicide but subsequent Home Office analysis suggested it to be less true for non-fatal violence.

Dubourg et al. (2005) estimated this component for non-fatal violent crimes based on reductions in the “quality-adjusted life years” (QALYs) associated with physical injuries and impacts on mental health. This was based on a framework developed for the Home Office by Dolan et al. (2005), and involved the application of evidence primarily from the British Crime Survey on the incidence of various health impacts of crime to QALY loss coefficients (mainly from Murray and Lopez (1996)) for each impact. This produced estimates of the overall QALY loss associated with each crime, which were valued using a monetary value of a QALY of £81,000 (in 2003 prices). The strength of this approach is that it is driven by real evidence of the health impacts of violent crime on victims. The weakness is that, in some areas and for some crimes, the quantity of this evidence is not great (e.g. the long-term health effects of sexual offences), which renders some estimates uncertain and possibly too conservative.

Brand and Price (2000), Mayhew (2003) and Dubourg et al. (2005) all value the intangible impacts of acquisitive crime using a question in the British Crime Survey that asks, “Apart from your financial losses what would be a reasonable financial sum to compensate you for the upset and inconvenience you and/or your household suffered?” This has the advantage that it is a direct approach to victims, and enables them to formulate a response based on the whole range of possible intangible impacts they might have experienced. However, this freedom is also the weakness of the approach, since it is not possible to know which impacts have or have not been considered by respondents (with implications for possible double-counting), or to test the validity of victims’ responses. Atkinson et al. (2005) provide an example of a direct (‘stated preference’) survey approach specifically designed to value the intangible impacts of violent crime and to permit testing of this sort. The Home Office made the decision not to use the results of this survey due to concerns over the robustness of the responses obtained.
Because this is such a significant cost component and it is not directly measurable, considerable methodological developments are still taking place. One method involves refinement of the QALY to take into account more crime types (see Dolan et al., 2005). Another method involves the use of life satisfaction surveys. (See Cohen. 2008a for details of these various methods). 

Types of offences covered
The most important are crimes of violence, including wounding, robbery, common assault, rape, sexual assault, homicide, causing death by dangerous driving. However, serious acquisitive crimes such as domestic burglary can also have significant direct impacts on wellbeing, and other offences can cause inconvenience and distress.
Preferred estimation methodologies:
(1) Value emotional and physical impacts directly through a well-designed survey of potential and actual victims, providing information on likely impacts on health, wellbeing and activities, and a facility for testing the robustness of responses;

(2) Identify proportion of victims of an offence who suffer a particular type of injury, and then apply QALY coefficients to obtain QALY loss estimates per crime; value these using a suitable cost of a QALY.
(3) Transfer values from other studies, countries or contexts, e.g. transport, based on an assessment of comparable severity of impacts. This is the most likely method for the valuation of homicide due to the large number of studies internationally of the value of mortality risk reduction. When transfer is being made between different countries, adjustments for relative incomes and price levels might be applied.
Data sources 
National victimisation surveys are the primary source of victim impact data. The British Crime Survey (http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/bcs1.html) and the National Crime Victimization Survey (http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/cvict.htm) both contain information on injuries reported by victims of crime.
Murray and Lopez (1996), Stouthard et al. (1997) and The EuroQol Group (www.euroqol.org) provide information on QALY coefficients.
The European Value of a QALY project provides information on QALY values (http://research.ncl.ac.uk/eurovaq/index.html).
National governments often use and publish monetary values for the prevention of fatalities and injuries (e.g. http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roadsafety/ea/ in the UK).
Eurostat publishes data on national incomes in Europe, which can be used to make cost adjustments between countries (e.g. http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page?_pageid=1996,39140985&_dad=portal&_schema=PORTAL&screen=detailref&language=en&product=STRIND_ECOBAC&root=STRIND_ECOBAC/ecobac/eb011)
Formula
Methodology (2) Proportion of victims of offence type j with injury type k (victim survey) * average QALY loss (from health data) of injury type k * monetary value of a QALY * no of households victimised (victim survey) * [summed over all k for each j]/no of offences of type j (survey)

Excel example
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Transferability
The transferability of evidence and data relating to the valuation of the emotional and physical impacts of harm raises issues under two principal headings:
1. The similarity of the physical and emotional impacts of crimes. Evidence on the physical impacts of a particular crime in one country might be transferable to other countries if the manner in which those crimes are committed is similar between the two countries. However, where there is a disparity between countries in the modus operandi for a particular crime – for instance, in the use of firearms in robberies (which would be expected to result in a greater incidence of gunshot wounds – then average crime severity might well differ between countries, and evidence obtained in one country will be less useful for application in the other.
2. The similarity of individual preferences over emotional and physical health states associated with victimisation. If individual preferences towards the sorts of impacts which victims of crime can experience do not vary significantly across countries, the evidence from one country relating to the value of preventing crimes of different severities might be suitable for use in other countries. One way in which economic preferences do vary significantly across countries is in terms of personal income – income per head in the poorest countries in the EU can be significantly lower than that in the richest, although the disparity is reduced when figures are compared on a Purchasing Power Parity basis (e.g. Romanian GDP per head was estimated by Eurostat to be 35 per cent of the EU27 average in 2005, compared with Sweden at 124 per cent of the average). Conventional practice when transferring values in these situations is to apply the following simple adjustment:
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where VTC, SC is the value to be transferred to the target country or from the source country, ITC, SC is the income per head of the target or source country, and eI is the income elasticity of demand for health. The value of this last parameter is usually assumed to be equal to one, which means that the adjustment effectively reduces to multiplying the transferred value by the ratio of incomes in each country.
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		EXAMPLE: CALCULATING THE EMOTIONAL COSTS OF CRIME FOR SWEDEN, BASED ON THE UK QALY APPROACH

				Crime: Wounding

		Physical health		Health states		Probability		QALY loss		Duration (yrs)		Start		End		Discounted duration		Discounted expected QALY loss		Discounted expected cost

				Broken bones		0.0801		0.199		0.115		0.000		0.115		0.115		0.0018294044		£241.13				Discount rate		3.50%

				Broken nose		0.0358		0.1115		0.059		0.000		0.059		0.059		0.0002352673		£31.01				UK QALY value (1997)		£80,620.00

				Minor bruise / black eye		0.2754		0.04975		0.029		0.000		0.029		0.029		0.0003937099		£51.89				UK Income and price deflator, 1997-2005		1.5754099621

				Severe bruising		0.5264		0.0995		0.058		0.000		0.058		0.057		0.0030086375		£396.56				UK QALY value (2005)		£127,009.55

				Scratches		0.2914		0.027		0.006		0.000		0.006		0.006		0.0000472018		£6.22				UK-Sweden GDP ratio, 2005, PPP		1.0377833753

				Cuts		0.5431		0.108		0.024		0.000		0.024		0.024		0.0014071241		£185.47				Sweden QALY value (2005)		£131,808.40

				Broken or lost teeth		0.025		0.1115		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0.0000535877		£7.06

				Chipped teeth		0.0276		0.05575		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0.0000295804		£3.90

				Concussion		0.1158		0.1795		0.034		0.000		0.034		0.033		0.0006959263		£91.73

				Other injury		0.0727		0.1		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0.0001397607		£18.42

				Longterm disabilities		0.01		0.309		3.000		0.115		3.115		2.836		0.0087645722		£1,155.24

				HIV Diagnoses asympomatic		0		0.136		30.000		0.000		30.000		18.573		0		£0.00

				Gonorrhoea		0		0.01		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

				Chlamydial infection		0		0.01		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

				Trichomoniasis		0		0.01		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

				Bacterial vaginosis		0		0.01		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

				Gynaecological problems		0		0		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0		£0.00

				Abortion		0		0.636		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

				Miscarriage		0		0.636		0.019		0.000		0.019		0.019		0		£0.00

		Psychological health		Acute stress disorder		0.55		0.13		0.077		0.000		0.077		0.077		0.0054926028		£723.97

				Mild / moderate PTSD		0.0203		0.13		3.000		0.250		3.250		2.823		0.007450057		£981.98

				Severe PTSD		0.0087		0.51		3.000		0.250		3.250		2.823		0.01252592		£1,651.02

				Drug abuse		0		0.252		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Alcohol abuse		0		0.18		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Depression (mild) - long term		0		0.14		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Depression (mild) - short term		0		0.14		1.000		0.000		1.000		0.983		0		£0.00

				Depression (moderate) - long term		0		0.35		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Depression (moderate) - short term		0		0.35		1.000		0.000		1.000		0.983		0		£0.00

				Depression (severe) - long term		0		0.76		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Depression (severe) - short term		0		0.76		1.000		0.000		1.000		0.983		0		£0.00

				Suicide		0		1		38.000		5.000		43.000		17.641		0		£0.00

				Obesity / eating disorder		0		0.14		5.000		0.000		5.000		4.587		0		£0.00

				Anxiety		0		0.17		3.000		0.000		3.000		2.848		0		£0.00

				Sexual dysfunction		0		0.195		0.167		0.000		0.167		0.166		0		£0.00

				Obsessive-compulsive disorder		0		0.08		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0		£0.00

				Low self-esteem		0		0		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0		£0.00

				Self injurious behaviour (e.g. unprotected sex)		0		0		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0		£0.00

				Unwanted pregnancy		0		0		0.000		0.000		0.000		0.000		0		£0.00

																Total		0.0420733522		£5,545.62		Emotional and physical costs of wounding, Sweden
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