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Abstract

This paper examines the optimal use of criminal solicitaas a law enforce-
ment strategy. The benefits are greater deterrence of culme to the greater
likelihood of apprehension), and the savings in social hasrsome offenders are
diverted away from committing actual crimes through stéditton. The costs are
the expense of hiring undercover cops and the greaterhiteti of punishment.
The optimal use of solicitation balances these factors. gdper also examines
the justification for the entrapment defense, which exaeserthose caught in a
criminal solicitation but who otherwise had no predispiosito commit a crime.
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Criminal Solicitation, Entrapment,
and the Enforcement of Law

1. Introduction

Law enforcers often solicit individuals to commitminal acts as a way of
lowering the cost of apprehending and convictirfgrders. Examples include the use of
undercover cops to apprehend drug dealers andtptest or their customers. The
presumption underlying the use of this strateghas the target of the solicitation has a
predisposition to commit the crime in question #metefore will likely commit an actual
crime if not first apprehended by the police stiRgrther, the increased threat of capture
may deter some potential offenders from commitanmes in the first place. This logic
suggests that criminal solicitation can be an é&ffedool in the arsenal of law enforcers.

The principal objection to solicitation, of coursethat it may induce a criminal
act by someone who otherwise had no intention @iking the law. This is the sort of
person that the entrapment defense is meant teqiro§pecifically, entrapment is
defined to be the unlawful arrest of a person wias not “predisposed” to commit the
crime in question (Posner, 2003, p. 231; Shaveb42 pp. 564-565). It is therefore
aimed at protecting innocent people from overzesaless on the part of law enforcérs.

The purpose of this paper is to incorporate tleeaisriminal solicitation into the
standard economic model of law enforcement (Pojirssid Shavell, 2000). The goals of
the analysis are twofold. The first is to charaztethe optimal use of solicitation as part
of an overall enforcement strategy. This involaesending the standard model to allow

search by potential offenders for “criminal oppaoities,” some of which may represent

! Entrapments do not necessarily imply corrupt gotitficers, however, in that there is no necessaent
to falsely arrest someone (Stevenson, 2004). i$hidat distinguishes entrapment from “framing”
innocent people. On the latter activity, see Rddjnand Shavell (2001).



“stings” by law enforcers. For example, a drugleiesearches for buyers, knowing that
some may be undercover cops. We characterizeypes tof social benefits as arising
from the use of this strategy: the first ideterrence effectvhich is due to the lower
crime rate as some offenders are deterred from cttimgnany crimes by the higher
expected probability of apprehension; and the s&t®adiversion effegtwhich is the
savings in social harm as some offenders are @dertvay from committing actual
crimes by means of the solicitation. At the optimuhese benefits are weighed against
the marginal enforcement cost (the cost of thedadercover cop hired) plus the
increased punishment cost (in the case of jail)lteg from the greater certainty of
apprehension.

The second goal of the analysis is to use the htodxamine the economic
justification for, and impact of, the entrapmentethse. We argue that, within the
context of the model, two types of defendants dammcentrapment: those who were
actively seeking criminal opportunities but woulat have found one but for the
solicitation, and those who claim that, althougkyttocated a criminal opportunity, they
would not have committed the crime in questionfouthe extra encouragement of the
undercover agent. As to the first claim, it isstthat some defendants may argue that
they would have failed to locate a criminal oppoity if not for solicitation because
solicitation increases the probability of succdssdesign). However, this is not a good
legal (or economic) defense against prosecutioaussthe very act of searching for an
opportunity to commit a crime imposes an expected on society.

The second claim is more legitimate because ungeragents often do offer

extra inducements to would-be offenders in an etfoobtain an arrest, but the pivotal



guestion is whether this caused the defendantrtoraba crime that he otherwise would
not have committed. This of course is the cruthefentrapment defense, but it is a
difficult claim to prove one way or the other besait depends on the predisposition of
the defendant. We therefore argue that a betfmoaph is to focus on the conduct of the
police in making a case for entrapment, a trentidbarts in fact seem to be following
(Stevenson, 2004).

The only previous economic analysis of sting opena and entrapment is by
Hay (2005), who models the court’s problem as drigayesian inference, given that a
certain fraction of offenders caught in a sting‘daev-abiding” in the sense that they
would not have committed the crime but for thegstiftn addition to this sorting (or
informational) function of stings, Hay examinesitlteterrent function. Specifically, he
argues that stings deter would-be offenders (hese actually seeking to commit a
crime) because they fear that an apparent crinoipbrtunity may be a sting. In this
sense, stings are like low quality goods (or “lesipim ordinary markets, which can
have the effect of reducing the supply of high duaoods (actual criminal
opportunities), thereby lowering the crime rate.

The model in this paper extends and elaborateshiagdel by incorporating the
use of stings as an enforcement tool into the staheiconomic model of deterrence.
Section 2 sets up the model; Section 3 examinelsehavior of potential offenders;
Section 4 derives the optimal use of criminal s@ton; and Section 5 discusses the

implications of the analysis for the entrapmenedst. Finally, Section 6 concludes.

2. The Model



The model differs from the standard economic modletrime in that it assumes
potential offenders must search for criminal oppoities, and that, in a given time
period, they may or may not be successful in logatine. In this context, the goal of
criminal solicitation by law enforcers (the us€‘'sting” operations) is to create what
appear to be criminal opportunities (e.g., an ucalegr cop offering to buy drugs) as a
way of diverting offenders from actual opportursti¢thereby easing apprehension and
avoiding the social harm caused by the crime. camture this formally, suppose that in
the absence of solicitation there arpotential criminal opportunities available to
offenders seeking to commit an offense, amd these represent actual opportunities,
wherex<n.? For example, the opportunities might represent locations where drug
dealers are known to hang out, and on a given tinge is an actual dealenabf those
locations. Thus, a person who visits one of tholeations at random in hopes of
buying drugs will be successful with probabibin.

Now suppose that the police cregiteew opportunities, for example by
disguising undercover cops as drug dealers. Thigeesthe total number of potential
criminal opportunities+y, and the number of actual opportunities (includgtiggs)
x+y. As a result, the probability that a potentiayduwill succeed in locating an actual
opportunity (a willing dealer) is no@+y)/(n+y), and the probability that he will fail is
(n—x)/(n+y). If the buyer succeeds in locating a dealerctiveditional probability that it
is a sting ig//(x+y), in which case the buyer is apprehended and pedhigiith certainty.

In contrast, the conditional probability that itais actual dealer ig(x+y), in which case

2 The reason for allowing<n will become apparent in the discussion of theagrtrent defense in Section
5 below.



the offender commits the crime and is only latergtd and punished with probability
p<l. This situation is depicted schematically igu¥e 1.

The model makes use of the following additionahtion:

s = dollar value of the sanction (fine or prisonpimsed on the offender if
caught®

k(s)= social cost of punishment if it is prisd¢0, k">0;

e(y) = cost of a sting operatioa;>0, e">0;

c(p) = cost of apprehension if the offender commitaetnal crimeg'>0, ¢">0;

h = social harm from an actual criminal act;

g = dollar gain to the offender from committing aainal act;

g = critical gain beyond which the offender commitsriminal act.

In addition to creating additional criminal oppenities, sting operations are also
usually designed to be especially attractive t@pial offenders compared to actual
criminal opportunities. We capture this by assugrhmat the perceived gain to offenders
from committing the crime is on average higherdiangs as compared to actual
opportunities, reflecting, for example, the extnti@gement that undercover agents offer
as a lure to offenders. Formally, we assume tiettstribution function of for stings,
F2(g), is shifted rightward (in the sense of first-ardeochastic dominance) compared to
the distribution of gains for actual criminal opporities,F1(g). That is,

F2(0) <Fi(g), forallg>0. (1)

Thus, for a giverg, an offender who makes contact with an undercowprwill be more

likely to commit the offense than one who contastsactual dealer.

% We assume that the punishment is the same whextmert the offender is caught in a sting.



Figure 2 depicts the sequence of decisions otengial offender, and shows the
resulting payoffs to the offender (O) and soci&yfor each of the possible outcomes.
The game begins when the offender decides to segtnmmal opportunity’ As noted
above, he succeeds in locating one with probalgitity)/(n+y), and fails with
probability —x)/(n+y). If he fails, the game ends, but if he succekdtakes a draw of

g and commits the act if and oz §. (The value ofg will be derived below.)

Crucially, an offender who locates a criminal ofgpoity does not know whether he has
located a sting or an actual opportunity. (This@icated by the dashed line connecting
the two nodes in Figure 2.) Thus, he does not kwbether he is drawing from F1(g)

or Fx(g). If the opportunity turns out to be a sting (ethbccurs with conditional
probabilityy/(x+y)), the offender is caught immediately and incursipliment of,
whereas if it is an actual opportunity (which occwith conditional probability/(x+y)),

he receives an expected payoffjeips.”

As for the social payoffs, note that society irsctive cost of enforcement,
consisting of the costs of the sting plus appreioensostse(y)+c(p),in all states of the
world. This reflects the fact that these costsimdependent of the offender’s behavior
and hence do not depend on whether the offendsriffidnis search for a criminal
opportunity, or whether he locates an actual opmitt or a stind. In the case where
punishment is jail time, the punishment c&$s), is incurred with certainty if the

offender is caught in a sting, and with probabifity he commits an actual crime.

* We assume that those individuals who do not semkrinal opportunity are never caught in a sting.

> Note that the current model collapses to the sththodel in the case where0 andx=n.

® More generally, apprehension costs will vary delirem on whether the offender is caught in a stinthe
extent that some of these costs are variable t{@.¢he extent that they depend on the actual crate).
We adopt the standard assumption here that allsogtis are fixed. It is worth noting, however ttima
Becker’s original model, the costs of apprehensigpended positively both on the apprehension pate,
and the crime rate. In this formulation, anothendfit of stings would be to lower expected appnsh
costs.



Finally, we assume that the offender’s gaiyand the social harm from an offenkgeare

only realized when the offender commits an actuiate.’

3. The Offender’s Optimal Behavior

Consider first the optimal behavior of a potentiiender. Note that the only
choice the offender makes is whether or not to cdarararime once he has located a
criminal opportunity. (We treat his decision t@ke criminal opportunity in the first

place as exogenous.) To examine this choice, we toeealculate the critical gaig.

Based on the various possible outcomes of his seard the associated probabilities, we
can calculate the offender’s expected return frommitting a crime, once he has

located a criminal opportunity and obserggdo be

X | Y
ERTNEAR .

The offender will commit the crime if and only His return is positive, or if and only if

9= (p+y/X)s=T. ®3)
It follows immediately from this condition that usécriminal solicitation as an

enforcement strategy increases deterrence, alkglsal (i.e.0 §/oy>0). This is due to

the increased probability that the offender willdpprehended, conditional on his

locating a criminal opportunity, asincreases.

4. Socially Optimal Solicitation

" We adopt the convention that the offender’s gaicaunted as part of social welfare. See the sison
of this point in Polinsky and Shavell (2000, p. é8pecially at note 12).



This section derives the socially optimal levetafinal solicitation, taking as
given the optimal behavior of offenders. We fogshsider the case whesés a fine and
then extend the analysis to the case where itl isrjee.

4.1. Optimal Solicitation when Punishment is a Fine

In the case where punishment is a fine, there isatial cost of punishment, so

k(sE0. Combining the social costs of the various omes in Figure 2 with the relevant

probabilities yields expected social welfare of
X (o]
SW=——1[(g-h)dF,(g) -e(y) - c(p), (4)
n+yy

where §is defined by (3). As noted, the net gains frommerare only realized when the

offender commits an actual crime (that is, neithaorh are realized when he is caught
in a sting). In this sense, the outcomes wherettemder is caught in a sting and where
he is deterred completely have the same impacboialsvelfare. (This is true because
fines are costless to impose and all enforcemests@re fixed.) The social problem is
the choose, p, ands to maximize welfare.

Consider first the optimal level of solicitatiasenotedy*. Taking the derivative

of (4) with respect tg yields the first-order condition

X
(n+y)?

-2 (§-h) ,(8)(s/X) - [(g-hdF (g =e. (5)
n+y )



The two terms on the left-hand side of (5) reflbet marginal benefit of solicitation.
Together, these terms must be positive at the aptimNote that a necessary condition
for this to be true f5

g<h. (6)
Thus, there is some degree of underdeterrences i histandard result, reflecting the
fact that deterrence is costly, so crimes are adtjndeterred only up to the point where
the last dollar spent on enforcement (in this casg) equals the net social loss from the
marginal crime.

Returning to (5), note that the first term on ligfe-hand side is the marginal
benefit from increased deterrence of crimg axreases; what we refer to as the
deterrence effectThis must be positive given (6). The seconthterthe expected
savings in net social harm as some offenders di@ted to commit crimes by the police
rather than committing actual crim&sThis is what we call theiversion effect At the
optimum, the sum of the deterrence and diversitetef must equal the marginal cost of
solicitation.

Consider next the optimal apprehension rate fos¢toffenders who commit
actual crimes. Taking the derivative of (4) widspect tg (and rearrangingjields the

first-order condition

n+

—Ly(@ ~h) f,(§)s=c'(p) (7)

8 That is, if (6) holds, the first term on the |&find side of (5) is positive while the second teray be
positive or negative. However, at the optimum,fitet term must dominate. In contrast, if (6) domt
hold, both terms on the left-hand side are negatitech is inconsistent wita'>0.

° It is possible that this term is negative, mearmg the diversion effect actually reduces thegadn to
society from the act in question. This possipilit a consequence of countiggs part of social welfare.
If only his counted, the diversion effect will always besitige.



This has the standard interpretation that the matdgenefit of the greater deterrence
from increasegb should be equated to the marginal cost. (Noteabat the left-hand
side is positive by (6).)

Given condition (6), it is interesting to ask hogewf solicitation affects the
optimal apprehension rate. That is, wendp complements or substitutes? To answer
this, differentiate (7) with respect poandy, treatingy as a parameter. The result is
oploy<0.1° That is, the optimal apprehension rate goes dasyris increased, implying
that when solicitation is used as a part of anreefobent strategy, the police can devote
less effort to apprehension. Thus, not surprigingplicitation and apprehension efforts
are substitutes.

Finally, consider the optimal fine. As in stardianforcement models, the fine
should be maximal (i.e., equal to the offender'siiew) because it is costless to
increase the fine. As usual, this is proved byssg thats is less than maximal. Then,
s can be raised whilp and/ory are lowered so as to haidand hence the crime rate)
fixed. But since this causes social costs to fiaé,originals could not have been
optimal. It follows thats*=w.

4.2. Optimal Solicitation when Punishment is Jaih&

When punishment takes the form of jail tirkésy>0, and social welfare becomes

SW——j[g h- pk(s)]dF(g)—ij(s)dF (@) -ey)-c(p), (®

19 see the Appendix for details. In order to sigdy, it is necessary to assume th&t0, orf,">0 but
small. The sign ofy' reflects marginal changes in the crime rate. sTh«0 is sufficient (but not
necessary) to ensure a diminishing marginal beogfnforcement.

10



where § continues to be given by (3) amds now interpreted as the dollar cost to the

offender of jail time. Optimal solicitation in ghcase is found by maximizing (8) with

respect toy. The relevant first-order condition is

-— [G-h-pk(s)] T (F)(s/X) + y k(s) f,(8)(s/ %)
n+y n+y
X 7 n ) .
C(n+y)? ! [g == PKOIAR(Q) + T M- F @Ik =€().  (9)

The first two terms on the left-hand side represieatdeterrence effect of solicitation,
while the next two terms represent the diversidaotf The difference here compared to
the case of fines is that these benefits now addouthe saved punishment costs for
those crimes that are deterred, as well as thettiffg increase in costs for those
offenders who are caught by the sting. Since theffect of these punishment costs is
ambiguous (given that a sting results in punishmetit certainty),y may be higher or
lower here compared to the case of fines.

The optimal choice gb in this case solves the first-order condition

——X 1§ -h- pk(s)] f,(§)s - ——[1- F,()IK(s)

n+y n+y
+—YK(9)f,(§)s=c(p), (10)
n+y

which has the same interpretation as (7), exceghtaddition ok(s) Finally, the

optimal prison term solves the first-order conditio

{—L[@—h—pk(s)]fl(@)+ y k(s)fz(@)}(mij
n+y X

n+y

- {L[l- F(@]p+—2—[1- FZ(@)]}k'(s) (11)
n+y n+y

11



In contrast to the fine, the optimal prison terrma¢ necessarily maximal but instead
balances the marginal benefits from increased gtee (the left-hand side) against the

marginal cost of punishment (the right-hand side).

5. Application to the Entrapment Defense

Entrapment is a defense that can be raised byranai defendant who claims
that solicitation by an undercover agent causedthioommit a crime that he otherwise
would not have committed. Thus, it is not a clémat the defendant is in fact innocent of
the crime in question, but rather that the polinduly contributed to his guilt.
Consequently, the traditional test for entrapméatgs primary emphasis on the
defendant’s state of mind at the time he commitedcrime (Stevenson, 2004).

From this perspective, the model provides two mbsgustifications for
entrapment. First, the offender could argue thighpugh he was seeking a criminal
opportunity, he would not have found one but fa $oblicitation. To evaluate this claim,
recall that the probability of locating a crimirggdportunity, conditional on searching for
one, is given byx+y)/(n+y), which is increasing ig (givenn>x). Thus, the use of
criminal solicitation as a law enforcement stratégg., the fact thag>0) does indeed
increase the likelihood that an offender will lazatcriminal opportunity of some sort.

From an economic perspective, however, this is akveegument for exonerating
a defendant because, once he has made the decisieek a criminal opportunity, he
increases the expected costs of law enforcemeagdrakess of whether he is subsequently

caught in a sting, or whether he commits any cramal. Any offender who

™ This result is in contrast to Polinsky and Sha20i00, p. 54) who showed that when punishment is
exclusively jail time angb is endogenous, the optimal jail term is maximBhe same result would hold
here ify=0 andk"=0.

12



purposefully seeks a criminal opportunity (i.el ,dgfendants in the current model) has
criminal intent (omens reaand therefore should be punished as a way ofreiing
deterrencé? In this sense, punishing offenders caught iring sterves the same purpose
as fining speeders or punishing failed criminatapts (Shavell, 2003, pp. 556-559).
The second possible basis for an entrapment @acuarding to the model is that
an offender caught in a sting could argue thatpailgh he succeeded in locating a
criminal opportunity, he would not have committbe fct but for the extra
encouragement offered by the undercover agentt i$hihe sting caused the realized

gain from committing the crime to exceed the caitigain,g , thereby inducing the

defendant to commit a crime that he otherwise waalk found unprofitable. In terms

of the model, this argument would be valid if thieg lowered§, increased), or both.
As to the first possibility, recall from (3) th@tis increasing iry, implying that the use of

a sting actuallyeduceghe likelihood that an offender will commit a givact, owing to
the deterrence effect. The model therefore doesupport this basis for an entrapment
claim.

It does, however, support the argument that theextucement offered by the
undercover agent may raise the perceived gain thencrime enough to surpass the
critical level, thereby inducing the offender tawwit the act. Formally, because the
sting shifts the distribution of gains to the rigas implied by condition (1)), it must be

the case that for a given

2 Hay (2005) considers the possibility that somev&biding” citizens will be caught in a sting, but
because he does not formally model the decisiaifefders to commit crimes, it is not clear how
individuals without criminal intent are caught. e@tly, it never promotes deterrence to punish iddiis
who did not actually intend to commit a crime (iedepunishment of innocent people dilutes detegenc
see Polinsky and Shavell (2000, p. 60)), but aschabove, “victims” of entrapment are not trulyaoent
in this sense.

13



1-F2(9) > 1-+F(9). (12)
That is, the offender is more likely to commit ax@ when his search for a criminal
opportunity turns up a sting rather than an aapalortunity. Taken together, the two
effects suggest that the use of stings as an enfwt tool has an ambiguous effect on
the crime rate: on one hand, it deters crime bexatithe increased chance of
apprehension, but on the other, it encourages diyrenhancing the perceived gain. The
paradigmatic entrapment case therefore dependseattefendant’s proving that, in his
particular case, the second effect dominated tke fn other words, the realizgdvould

not have exceeded but for the extra inducement offered by the undeec agent

(suggesting that the defendant was not “predispgdsetbmmit the crime in the absence
of the sting).

The preceding analysis reveals the difficulty ioying an entrapment claim
under the traditional test, given its dependenctherdefendant’s state of mind. A better
approach, and one that courts are increasinglytadppocuses attention not on the
defendant’s circumstances, but on the observalblavier of the police (Stevenson,
2004). In this perspective, the function of th&r@mment defense is to distinguish
legitimate undercover activities by the police @adhat raise welfare), from illegitimate
ones (those that lower welfar€).In applying this test, courts consider evidentcpatice
misconduct or overzealousness in the conduct 1§ stperations? rather than case-

specific factors pertaining to the defendant. eimms of the model, this would involve

13 Both Posner (2003, p. 231) and Shavell (20045p8-565) make this point.
¥ There is a large literature on police corrupti@ee, for example, Becker and Stigler (1974), Meojde
and Png (1995), Polinsky and Shavell (2001), andb@aand Klerman (2004).

14



asking whethey>y*, or whethef, is shifted too far to the right compared®o™ In
either case, the finding of entrapment would beepahdent of the proclivities of any
individual defendants caught in the sting.

In economic terms, this represents a sensible eéhbagause it replaces a
subjective test with a more objective one (Steveng004, p. 725° More importantly,
however, it focuses the court’s attention on pebainder the control of the police and
hence represents a more direct way of promotingngpiaw enforcement, which after

all is the true economic function of the entrapnagfense.

6. Conclusion

This paper has shown that criminal solicitationtha tempting of individuals to
commit criminal acts by police deception, can heseful component of an overall law
enforcement strategy. Solicitation provides thal dienefits of deterring some offenders
from committing crimes altogether (because theicgate the higher probability that
they will be caught), and of diverting others freommitting actual crimes that would
have imposed actual harm on victims. The primaayback of solicitation is the risk
that it may “entrap” individuals who otherwise wdulot have committed a crime,
thereby artificially increasing the crime rate. Byalidating such false arrests, the
entrapment defense provides an important safeqgaithst excessive use of solicitation

by the police.

15 We treated this shift as exogenous in the modelitlzould be made endogenous by writing the
distribution of gains from a sting &%g,a) wherea is a shift factor reflecting the extent of inducarts
offered by undercover police.

181t is presumably easier for courts to observe @vig: of police misconduct than the predisposition o
defendants.

15



The results suggest, however, that the propefdesintrapment should be based
on the conduct of the police rather than the ppatigion of the defendant to commit the
crime in question. Such a test is preferred bettabse it involves an evaluation of
evidence that will generally be more objective atune, but also because it focuses
attention on the true function of entrapment asohfor promoting more efficient law

enforcement. Recent trends suggest that couris &et moving in this direction.

16



Appendix
This appendix derives the expressiondpky referred to in the text. Totally

differentiating (7) with respect fpandy yields:

X X ~ !
- fs?——2 _(g-h)s’f. —c"|dp+
{ Y 1S ner(@J )s” f, C}dp

X . X s? X A ' s?
-h)f,s— fl— |- —-h)sf, | — ||dy=0.
|:(n+y)2(g )1S n+y 1()(] n+y(g )Sl(XJ:| y

The first term in brackets is negative by the seomrler condition for an optimal and
the second term in brackets is also negativehteefi'<0, orf;">0 but small. (Recall that
g —h<0 by (6).) Thusf;'<0 is sufficient but not necessary &p/oy<0, as asserted in the

text.

17



References

Becker, G. (1968) “Crime and Punishment: An EcormwApproach,”Journal of
Political Economy76: 169-217.

Becker, G. and G. Stigler (1974) “Law Enforceméa|feasance, and Compensation of
Enforcers,”Journal of Legal Studie3: 1-18.

Garoupa, N. and D. Klerman (2004) “Corruption amel ©ptimal Use of Nonmonetary
Sanctions,’International Review of Law and Economik 219-225.

Harris, J. (1970) “On the Economics of Law and @fdé&ournal of Political Economy
78: 165-174.

Hay, B. (2005) “Sting Operations, Undercover Ageatsd EntrapmentMissouri Law
Review70: 387-431.

Miceli, T. (1991) “Optimal Criminal Procedure: Fa@ss and Deterrencdiiternational
Review of Law and Economit&: 3-10.

Mookherjee, D. and I. Png (1995) “Corruptible Lawf& cers: How Should They be
Compensated?Economic Journall05: 145-159.

Posner, R. (200&conomic Analysis of Lavé" Edition, New York: Aspen Publishers.

Polinsky, A. M. and S. Shavell (2000) “The Econoffieory of Public Law
Enforcement,Journal of Economic Literaturg8: 45-76.

(2001) “Corruption and Optimal Law Eoément,”Journal of Public
Economics81: 1-24.

Shavell, S. (2004froundations of Economic Analysis of La@ambridge, MA: Belknap
Press of Harvard Univ. Press.

Stevenson, D. (2004) “Entrapment and the Proble®edérring Police Misconduct,”
Connecticut Law Revie@i7: 67-153.

18



=7\

potential criminal stings

o actual criminal
opportunities

opportunities

Figure 1. Schematic depiction of a potential offenderisninal opportunities.

19



seek an opportunity

not locate o0
S:—e(y)-c(p)
locate
sting / no sting
Drawg
commit not commit not
commit commit
O: -s 0 g-ps 0
S: —e(y)—c(p)-k(s) —e(y)—c(p) g—h—e{p)—pk(s) —e(y)—c(p)

Figure 2. Sequence of decisions by a potential offender thighresulting payoffs to the
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