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Time Trends and Age Trends in Self-Reported
Illegal Behavior

D. Wayne Osgood

University of Nebraska, Lincoln

Patrick M. O'Malley, Jerald G. Bachman,
and Lloyd D. Johnston
Institute for Social Research

The University of Michigan

Criminologists have at their disposal three methods of measuring illegal
behavior: official records, victim reports, and self reports of offending. Most
researchers would now agree that each makes an important contribution to our
understanding of crime, and that the three methods provide consistent
findings about many of the important facts about crime (e.g., Elliott and
Ageton; 1980; Empey, 1982; Hirschi, Hindelang, and Weis, 1979).

Self report measures of crime have advantages that make them
particularly useful (e.g., Elliott and Ageton, 1980; Hirschi et al. 1979. This
method has the potential to cover all offenses that are knowingly committed,
and a broad body of research indicates that self reports are reasonably valid
and reliable. Official measures are limited to crimes reported to the
authorities, and they may be subject to biases in enforcement. Victim reports
also cover a large pool of offenses, but they have limited value for providing
information about offenders.

Self report studies have contributed a great deal to our understanding
of the etiology of crime, but far less to the study of national crime trends.
While there have been many self report studies, few have used representative

national! sampi: ¢ .e.€., Elhott and Ageton, 1979; Gold and Reimer, 1975), and
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none of these studies were well designed for assessing changes over time in
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national rates of illegal behavior. The present paper is intended to fill this
gap by reporting findings from the Monitoring the Future study, an annual
national survey of high school seniors conducted by The University of
Michigan's Institute for Social Research. Because this study includes

relatively large samples each year for an eleven year period, it provides an
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adequate base for the study of time trends. It also allows us to analyze age

trends over the span of 17 to 23 years, a period that has received relatively
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little attention in research on self report measures.
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The present study tests the correspondence of self report and arrest
measures of crime by examining comparable rates for specific offenses for

specific age groups and years. Here we follow the advice of Hirschi et al

(1979) that consistent results cannot be expected unless the analysis focuses

on measures of the same offenses.

A SN EE LYy

Our analysis is also of conciderable substantive interest because available
; research gives us an oddly limited understanding of time trends in national

crime rates. Most analyses have focused on official records in terms of crimes

known to the police and on victim reports assessed through the National Crime

: Survey. The two methods tend to agree, indicating for example that crime

r declined from 1980 - 1984 (e.g., Steffensmeier and Harer, 1587). This approach

is useful in that these two measures are relatively sensitive to the total
volume of crime committed in the country. Thus, these measures are
appropriate for assessing the average citizen's risk of being a victim of crime.

The driowback of this approach is that these measures tell us little about

% PR3 5, Ty 0TS 1k g ] T

the characteristics of offenders. The police have no information about the

perpetrators of unsolved crimes, and victims usually can’t tell us much about
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their assailants. If there are demographic shifts in the proportion of the
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population having characteristics associated with the likelihood of committing
crimes, we have no idea whether changes in the crime rate reflect changes in
the composition of the population or or changes in comparable individuals'
propensities to commit crimes.

This is8 precisely the situation that arises from trends in the age
composition of the United States population. It is well established that crime
rates vary dramatically with age (e.g., Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1983), as is
illustrated in Figure 1. Over the period 1975 - 1985 (the focus of our
analysis) the percentage of the United States population at age 17 has fallen
from 1.98 to 1,51, Given the concentration of the crime rate in such a brief
segment of the age span, this change in age composition means that time
trends in age specific crime 1ates may be very different from time trends in
crime rates for the population as a whole.

Methods
Sample
The data we analyze were collected as part of the Monitoring the Future
study. For a detailed description of the sample design and data collection,
see Bachman and Johnston (1978); for a full listing of variables, see Johnston,
Bachman, and O'Malley (1986i; and for detailed findings on drug use and
related variables, see Johnston, O'Malley, and Bachman (1986). In this ongoing
study, which began in 1975, a wide range of information is gathered from a
nationally representative sample of high schocl seniors. Each year, a three-
stage national probability sample leads to questionnaire administrations in
approximately 130 high schools (roughly 110 public and 20 private). This
procedure yields between 15,000 and 19,000 respondents. A random one-{ifth

of each annual sample completes the version of the questionnaire that includes
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the items used in the present analysis. The analysis of time trends is based
on responses from the high school senior classes of 1976 through 1986.

The analysis of age trends takes advantage of data from the follow-up
portion of the study, which includes a sub-sample of each senior class. Half
of the participants in the follow-up study complete questionnaires in every
odd numbered year after graduation, and the other half do so in «very even
numbered year. Response rates for the base year average 80%, and follow-up
response rates are generally 75% or more of the original group. The rollow-up
study over-samples the more serious drug users in high school in order to
obtain more accurate estimates for this segment of the population; the over-
sampled individuals are then given smaller weights in analyses 8o as to
produce a representative sample. The present analysis used four waves of
data, covering illegal behavior at approximate ages of 17, 18, 20, and 22 or 17,
19, 21, and 23, The analysis included only those individuals who had
progressed through at least three waves of interviews. This yvielded weighted
sample sizes of approximately 1200 for age 17, 600 for ages 18 through 21, and
300 for ages 22 and 23. These respondents had been members of the high
school senior classes of 1976 through 1981.

An important limitation of the Monitoring the Future study is that it
excludes people who are no longer in school by the spring of their senior
vear. Thus, the study under-represents a group at high risk for crime.
Provided that a substantial portion of crime is committed by the sizable
majority who do finish high school, and that drop out rates have not changed
over the period of the study, this is not a serious threat to the validity of
the study.

Self _Report Measures
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The fourteen-items measuring illegal behavior that are used in Monitoring the
Future also were used in the Youth in Tranasition study (Bachman, O'Malley,
and Johnston, 1978). They are adapted from Gold’s (1970) well known measure.
The questions ask how many times the respondents have engaged in each act
during the past twelve months. Since questionnaires are administered in
April, we interpret.. responses as most indicative of rates of illegal behavior

the previous cal:ndar year. Response choices are "not at all," "one," "two,"
"three or four times," and "five or more times." The items concern assaults
{fcur items), robbery, theft (four items), joy riding, trespassing, and
destruction of property (three items). For portions of the analyses, composite
indices were formed by summing groups of items. The index of aggressive
offenses includ'ed items concerning assault and robbery, and the index of
property offencszs included all of the remzining items.

We report rates both in terms of percentages of individuals who engaged
in an act and in terms of rate of offenses per individual. The former
concerns how many individuals are involved in the activity, regardless of how
often. The latter reflects the number of individuals and the frequency with
which they commit the act. Note that we provide only five categories of
frequency, so we cannot distinguish respondents who engaged in an offense
one hundred times from those who do so only five iimes. Thus, our rates are
not a literal accounting of the full number of offenses committed. We consider
this approach preferable to asking respondents to supply absolute
frequencies. We are skeptical of respondents’ abilities to accurately remember
a large number of offenses. Given the positively skewed distribution of illegal
beliaviors, estimates of rates are greatly affected by extreme answers from
very few peopls. Our truncated response categories provide more stable

estimates.

Yoote f 0!




v

+

TR e R [T, e
il ~ v

TRy 8 T WA 2 o iy

I 79 TR TSI B B0 P i TR
AN o Ll

Trends in Self-Reported Illegal Behavior
7

Arrest Rates

Estimates of age specific arrest rates for the United States were calculated on

the basis of age specific arrest totals from the FBI's Uniform Crime Reports

and estimates for the size of the corresponding national population from the
Current Population Reports prepared by the Bureau of the Census. The
Uniform Crime Reports are based on reports from a subsample of law
enforcement agencies, and the FBI provides an estimate of the population size
covered by those agencies. In orler to calculate age specific rates, we
assume that the included population has the same age distribution as the rest
of the country. We limit our attention to the offense categories that most
closely correspond to the items in the self “eport measure: aggravated
assault, other ascsaulis, robbery, larceny theft, car theft, arson, and vandalism.
The Uniform Crime Reports reflect arrests rather than individuals. If an
individual is arrested twice, he or she is counted twice in the arrest totals.
Thus, the arrest statistics are more similar to our self report estimates for the
number of offenses per individual than for the percentage of individuals who
engage in an offense.

Results

Aze Trends
Tables 1 through 4 show age trends in self reported illegal behavior for ages
17 through 23 separately for males and females, Tables 1 and 2 reflect the
number of offenses per person, while Tables 3 and 4 reflect the proportion of
respondents engaging in a given offense (regardless of how many times).

The results are quite consistent in showing that illegal behavior declines
with age throughout this span. This is true for both summary indices and
virtually all specific offenses. Without exception, correlation coefticients

between age and offense rate are negative, Cases in which the rate does not

5
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unifoemly decline with age appear attributable to chance. For example, the
age trend is least consistent for infrequent behaviors, where estimates have

the greatest proportion of error (e.g., hitting a supervisor and arson).

R e
f

Overall, roughly three times as many offenses are reported by 17 year olds as

P o
i .

by 23 year olds. Prevalence declines dramatically as well. At least one

e

offe_nse is reported by 74.3% of males and 50.8% of females at age 17; at age 23

o A

t.he7 figures are 29.7% and 24.3X respectively.

YO

Table 5 shows age and sex specific arrest rates. The peak age of the ;

overall arrest rate is 16 to 17, so the majority of offenses can be expected to

decline from ages 17 through 23. Indeed, this is true for almost all offenses s
for both males and females. Most deviations from this downward trend appear

to be substantively unimportant because tliey involve inconsistent fluctuations

T CTI
o N

for relatively rare offenses (e.g. arson for both sexes, robbery for females).

RS RAT

Thus, for most offenses self report and arrest indices yield the same results.

Nevertheless, there is one important exception: Rates of assault do not

TS N O, BT

peak until age 21. This is true for both sexes for aggravated assault and for
other assaults by meales. (The age curve for other assaults by females is
bimodal and less easily interpreted.) The disagreement between this finding

and the results for self reported offenses is quite clear cut, since decline

VP - A g

Ly

after age 17 is characteristic of all of the relevant self report items.

Time Trends

Tables 6 through 12 present results for time trends in self reported illegal
behavior and corresponding indices of arrest.! While age trends in illegal

behavior are consistent across offenses, this is not the case for time trends.

R R R T 0 B N P o A Al
) Fa

Furthermore, fluctuations with time are nowh=re near as dramatic as

fluctuations with age.
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A perusal of Table 6 suggests only two substantial time trends in self
reported offenses. First, there was a noticeable (if not necessarily steady)
increase in assaults. Second, there was a decline in the rate of theft.

Examining the four separate items that comprise this indzx (see Tables 9

] TR b £ T A S T
;

through 12), the change is most marked for shoplifting. In fact, an index

based on the other items changes little over time.

117 8 A

For the remaining offenses (robbery, joy riding, arson, and vandalism)

K o b
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the time pattern is more erratic, with no approximation of a monotonic trend, a

L b s T

single peak, or a single valley. This suggests that there is no interpretable

PIESns

trend for these offenses. Many of the year to year fluctuations are

i

statistically significant, but this is a reflection of the statistical power gained

3
H
H

from having over 3,000 cases for each year rather than a reflection of the

substantive significance of the results.
Table 7 shows annual arrest rates of 17 year olds for »ffenses

corresponding to the self report items. To assist in comparing arrest rates :

e T

and self report offense rates, we present graphs of both in Figures 3 through
8. We also compared the two methods in terms of results from linear and

quadratic models of offense rates regressed on time, which are shown in Table

Y R I 3T A

8.2

Increases in :ates of assault are apparent in Figure 3 for the two arrest

3
z
i

Pl P |

indices (aggravated and other) and for the self report index. The linear

coefficient for time is significant (but not the quadratic) in all threz cases.

T T TR

The magnitude of the coefficients indicates a 26% increase over the ten year

2
%
5

span for self reported assaults and arrests for non-aggravated assaults. The

increase is 18% for arrests for aggravated assault. This is a trend of

considerable practical importance, and one that, to our knowledge, has not ik

previcusly been detected in analvses of crime rates.
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Time trends for robbery are less clear. Though there is a significant
qQuadratic relationship of time to self reported robbery, this accounts for little
more than half of the across time variation. As portrayed in Figure 4, the
rate of self reported robbery is erratic over time. Arrest rates, on the other
hand, are relatively stable. They vary within a range of about 15%, and there
is no significant linear or quadratic trend.

The significant linear trend in the aggregate self report measure of theft
is entirely accounted for by shop lifting, as can be seer in the regression
analyses and as is clear in Figure 5. There is a significant upward trend
over time, however, for arrests for larceny. The regression coefficient
corresponds to a relatively small increase of 9% over ten years.

We suspect that the upward trend in arrests also may be attributable to
shoplifting, even though this trend is in the opposite direction as the trend
for self reports of sheplifting. We are not able to separate age specific arrest
rates for shoplifting from rates for other larcenies in order to test this
directly. Nevertheless, shoplifting consistently increased as a proportion of
thefts known to the police during this period. It is plausible that arrests for
shoplifting would increase while actual offenses decreased during this period.
During this time many retail stores installed merchandise security systems,
there were campaigns to increase the prosecution of shoplifters, and there was
a great deal of publicity to discourage shoplifting.

As can be seen in Figure 6, the time trend for self reports of joy riding
is erratic. Though the regression analysis indicates a significant linear trend,
it accounts for only about 25% of the year to year variation. Time trends for
arrests for car theft by 17 year olds are somewhat more consistent. There is
a significant downward linear trend, which primarily reflects changes from

1978 through 1984. The conceptual correspondence between these two indices
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is weaker than for the other offense categories. The self report item asks
about taking a car without permission, but there is no implication that the car
has been stolen.

The regression equations for the self report and arrest indices of arson
are similar in that they include a significant quadratic term but no significant
linear component. The trends are more different than similar, however,
because the coefficients for year squared have opposite signs. As Figure 7
illustrates, arrest and self report rates for 1975 are similar to rates in 1985,
Through the intervening time, they have diverged, with arrests increasing
while self reports decreased. These differences are less substantial than they
may appear. Arson is t:he least frequen’. offense for either method, and
correspondingly our estimates of the time trend are the least accurate. For
example, with the self report indey, even though the rate shifts over 30%, and
the sample size is 35,762 cases, differences in rates among years (eta?) barely
reach statistical significance at the .05 level.

Variation over time in the rates of the two measures of vandalism are
shown in Table 8. The pattern is inconsistent, and there is no significant
linear or quadratic trend for either self reports or arrest. Thus, the two
methods are in substantial agreement that there has been little meaningful
change in the rate of this behavior from 1975 through 1485.

Discussion

Correspondence Between Rates of Se1f Reports and Arrests

Our analysis provides numerous comparisons between offense rates based on
self reports and offense rates based on arrests. The entire set of results
does not provide a simple yves or no answer to the guestion of whether the

twvo metheds vield consistent results. Nevertheless, our results do provide
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evidence of important instances of agreement as well as indications of the
circumstances in which agreement is least likely.

With the exception of arrest indices of assault, both methods indicate
substential declines from ages 17 through 23 for virtually all offenses. The
two methods are consistent in indicating an increase in assaults from 1975
through 1985, and in indicating no change in vandalism. Time trends in
arrests for theft show an increase while self reports show a decrease, but we
consider this divergence a plausible consequence of efforts to reduce the
specific crime of shoplifting.

The two methods are in disagreement about time trends for robbery, joy
riding/car theft, and arson. This disagreement is in part a function of the
absence of clear trends in rates as estimated by either method. In fact,
assault and shophfting are the only cases in which most variation over time is
attributable to a linear trend. Furthermore, the three offenses at issue have
considerably loweir self report rates than the other indices, which reduces the
accuracy of estimates. The combination of weak or erratic trends, low rate
behaviors, and the extremely small proportions of variance attributable to time
trends (.04% to .25% for self report), yields little chance of agreement between
the two methods.

It is interesting that assaults are the single area in which the two
methods disagree for age trends and also the area of greatest agreement for
time trends. We can offe1 three potential explanations for the divergence,
though we have no basis for testing them. The first would be that social
norms for reporting assaults to the authorities and for enforcing laws about
assault become stricter with age. For instance, a fight on the street might be
more likely to be ignored or receive only a reprimand if it involves two

teenagers than if 1t involves two people in their mid-twenties. Second,
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assaults at older ages may occur in settings and situations more likely to
provoke official reaction. Consider the difference between a fight on a
playground and a fight in a bar. Third, though less common, assaults at
older ages may be more serious, and thus more likely to lead to arrest.
Substantive Implications
One important aspect of our findings is that time trends in crime rates are
not at all uniform across offenses. For both self report and arrest indices,
some offenses increased during this interval, while others declined. It is
clear, therefore, that the trends do not reflect any change in a general
tendency toward deviance (called criminality by Hirschi and Gottfredson, 1986,
and conventionality by Donovan and Jessor, 1985). This is consistent with our
conclusions about over time variation in rates of use of various illicit drugs
(Bachman, 1987), which seem best explained by shifts in norms and attitudes
that are specific to particular behaviors. We would therefore hypothesize that
teenagers have become more tolerant of fighting and assaults in recent years.
The generality of the decline with age in illegal behavior is consistent with a
decrease in the general tendency toward deviance. Nevertheless, that
interpretation is contradicted by the varying age trends for use of different
illicit drugs.

Finally, our finding that rates of assault have increased deserves
attention from researchers and policy makers. This trend applies equally well
tc 1980 through 1984, a period in which it was generally thought that crime

rates were decreasing (see Steffensmeier and Harer, 1987).

14
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Footnotes

IThe presentation will concentrate on Tables 6 through 8. Tables 9
through 12 provide more detail, but they are limited to two fewer years. In
fact, the years are labeled incorrectly in these tables, which actually refer to
1975 through 1983 rather than 1976 through 1984, The extra tables are
included to provilde documentation for trends at the item specific level and
separately for males and females. Table 6 presents results most comparable to
available arrest statistics in terms of the grouping of items, rate of offen.ses
rather than individuals, and combining the sexes.

2The regression equations for self reported offenses are based on
individua! respondents as the unit of analysis. Fta-squared represents the
proportion of variance among individuals that is accounted for by year to
vear variation in the crime rate. Thus, the better the linear or quadratic
models account for the year to year variation, the clcser they will approximate
eta-squared. For the regression analysis of arrest rates, years are the unit
of analysis, so eta-squared would equal one by definition. Therefore, R-
squared can be interpreted as the proportion of year to year variation
accounted for by the regression model. Year was recoded with 1980 equal to
zero, 1975 equal to minus five, and 1985 equal to plus five. With this
recoding, the regression coefficients have straightforward interpretations.
The constant corresponds to the fitted crime rate for 1980, and the

coefficients for year and year squared are not colinear.
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Table 1.

Hit Supervisor

Fight at Work/School
Gang Fight

Hurt Someone Badly
Robbery

Steal <$50.

Steal >$50.

Shoplift

Joy Riding

Steal Car Parts
Trespassing

Arson

Damage School Property
Damage Work Property
aAggression Sum
Property Sum

Variety of Offenses
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22

23

Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Age, Males, Rate per Person

Eta2 (Ad))

X
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.26

.36

.25

.07

.91

.16
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.11

.20

.36

.20
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2.31
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.23

.25

«20
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.61

.08
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.50
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.77

2.82
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.00

.13

.17
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.01
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.09
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1.28

.02

.15

.20
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.03

.69

.15

.39

.05

.09

.33

.01

.08

.12

.50

1.90

1.26

.01

.08

.09

.05 .

.00

.72

.10

.37

.02

.05

.16

.00

.05

.05
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.04

.12

.12

.09

.02
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.01
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.01
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1.21

.87

.02
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.00
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.03

.25

.00

.03

.08

.00

.01

.08

.17
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«59

+004

.013
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Table 2. Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Age, Females, Rate per Person

fj 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 Ets? (Ad)) r
: ) Hit Supervisor .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .005 - .06
- Fight at Work/School .14 .12 .0 .08 .09 .05 .10 .001 -.05 -

Gang Fight .16 .11 .13 .05 .04 .04 .02 .014 - .12

: Hurt Someone Badly .04 .03 .02 .01 .01 .01 .01 .001 - .06

z Robbery .01 .02 .02 .00 .00 .00 .00 .000 - .03

v Steal <$50. .47 .45 .38 .32 .27 .30 .19 .007 - .10
*“‘ Steal >$50. .03 .03 .03 .01 .04 .02 .04 .000 - .00
‘: Shoplift .54 .39 .32 .21 .16 .22 .14 .027 - .16
Joy Riding .04 .02 .03 .01 .01 .00 .01 .001 - .05
Steal Car Parts .02 .01 .02 .00 .01 .00 .03 .001 - .03
% Trespassing .33 .16 .19 .14 .10 .10 .03 .021 - .14 é
: Arson .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 .00 .000 - .01
Damage School Property .11 .04 .04 .02 .01 .01 .00 .014 - .12 é
Damage Work Property .03 .02 .02 .04 .02 .03 .01 .000 - .01 .
Aggression Sum .37 .28 .26 .15 .14 .10 .12 .011 -.1 §
: i
Property Sum 1.5 1.12 1.08 .74 .62 .68 .45 .028 -.17
Variety of Offenses 1.08 .77 .70 .56 .43 .43 .36 044 -.21 :

1¢
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Table 3. Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Age, Males, Percent Reporting One or More Offenses

17___ 18 19 20 21 22 23 %2 Prob Gamma

Hit Supervisor 3.8 1.8 .1 1.1 .7 2.5 1.3 18.2 .02 -.38
Fight at Work/School 16.2 14.1 7.9 10.2 5.3 8.7 6.2 32,7 .00 -.27
Gang Fight 20.3 15.9 11.6 12.0 7.5 8.7 3.1 47.7 :00 -.32
Hurt Someone Badly 15.6 14.8 9.7 6.4 4.5 4.1 1.6 53.6 .00 -.38
Robbery 4.2 3.0 1.5 1.2 0.0 1.1 .3 21.7 .00 -.52
Steal <$50. 41.2 39.9 37.3 32.1 31.3  24.3 21.7 31.8 .00 -.18
Steal >$50. 8.9 7.3 4.2 7.5 5.7 6.2 2.1 12.1 .06 -.17
Shoplift 39.0 28.8 22.8 16.4 19.4 10.4 11.5 102.8 .00 -.36
Joy Riding 5.2 4.2 3.2 2.8 1.2 5 0.0 18.2 .01 -.39 é
Steal Car Parts 11.5 10.2 6.0 6.3 3.7 3.3 2.3 31.0 .00 -.33 :
Trespassing 34.0 25.8 16.4 19.3 9.2 10.4 5.7 111.3 .00 ~.40 .
Arson 3.2 2.2 .5 .7 .1 .5 .0 20.3 .00 -.59 :%
Damage School Property 19.5 14.5 4.9 4.3 3.1 2.7 .8 113.0 .00 -.56 :
Damage Work Property 10.4 10.7 5.5 6.7 3.1 4.4 3.1 25.4 .00 -.29 ' ;
Any Offense 4.3 65.4 54.6 53.1 45.7 40.7 29.7 149.8 .00 -.38 :
Any Aggressive Of fense 3.9 28.0 21.8 20.6 13.8 17.0 8.7 77.2 .00 -.32
Any Property Offense 68.5 59.6 47.8 46.4 42.1 31.0 27.7 140.2 .00 -.36 §
1
2!
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Table 4.

Hit Supervisor

Fight at Work/School
Gang Fight

Hurt Someone Badly
Robbery

Steal <$50.

Steal >$§50.

Shoplift

Joy Riding

Steal Car Parts
Trespassing

Arson

Damage School Property
Damage Work Property
Any Offense

Any Aggressive Offense

Any Property Offense

Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Age, Females, Percent Reporting One or More Cffenses

17 18 19 20 21 22 23 x2 Prob. Gamma
1.6 .1 .2 .0 .2 .0 .0 18.8 .01 - .80
9.9 7.2 7.1 6.3 6.1 3.2 7.4 11.4 .08 -.16

10.9 9.1 8.6 3.0 3.2 2.7 1.6 45.3 .00 -.38
2.8 1.9 1.0 1.1 .5 .6 .7 12.3 .06 -.41
.7 1.0 1.0 .2 .1 .2 .0 5.6 .48 -.34
23.2 23.0 19.3 19.2 13.3 16.4 11.2 23.5 .00 -.17
1.6 1.0 1.1 6 2.3 1.1 1.6 4.0 .68 -.01
26.6 18.2 15.4 12.7 8.0 11.8 7.0  80.4 .00 -.35
2.3 1.9 2.0 .8 .4 .0 .9 9.8 .13 -.36
1.9 1.0 1.3 .1 .6 .0 1.3 9.5 .15 -.35
18.8 9.6 10.5 8.2 6.1 4.4 2.9  69.6 .00 -.38

.3 .0 4 .1 .0 .0 .2 3.2 .79 -.30
6.4 3.3 2.5 1.5 1.4 1.1 .2 34.7 .00 -.50
19 1.7 1.1 2.0 1.1 1.7 1.1 2.0 .92 -.09

50.8 40.1 35.9 32.1 25.3 25.2 24.3  98.3 .00 -.29
19.5 15.0 14.6 9.3 8.5 5.4 9.3  44.7 .00 -.28
45.0 34.7 29.3 28.3 18.9 22.7 16.8 104.1 .00 -.31
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Table 5. Age and Sex Specific Arrest Rates per 100,000 Population

Males
Age

Qffense 11 18 19 20 21 22 23
Aggravated 513 546 562 Y 579 575 556
Assault
Other 875 885 906 966 1038 1020 1030
Assaults
Robbery 581 560 498 436 395 345 310
Larceny 3287 2004 2472 2050 1814 1583 1437
Car Theft 548 438 363 305 261 231 204
Arson 39.3 30.C 35.6 30.0 30.1 26.2 24.2
Yandalism 860 684 539 454 411 361 323
Population 1427 1441 1586 1650 1638 1646 1670

Base of Estimates (1000s)

Eemales
Age

Offense 11 18 19 20 21 22 23
Aggravated 76 79 88 86 89 85 87
Assault

Other 195 191 173 167 183 165 168
Assaults

Robbery 35 35 33 35 32 30 28
Larceny 1135 1010 905 844 154 694 641
Car Theft 43 38 29 24 22 21 20
Arson 4.2 4.0 3.4 3.5 4.4 3.7 3.4
yandalism 80 61 46 44 46 43 40
Population 1360 1392 1547 1601 1696 1612 1651

Base of Estimate (1000s)

Note: Figures are derived from the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statistics,, and Current Popuiction Reports. For Other Assaults and

vandalism, these are 1984 arrest rates.
Population base is aiven for 1984,
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Table 6. Annual Raztes of Self Reportud I1legal Behavior,

gy

Offerzes per 1000 17 Year Olds

L Year

offense 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
% Assaults 704 666 675 732 785 T41 815 833 843 882 810
% Robbery 49 56 50 42 50 44 38 59 63 66 64
i A1l Theft 1571 1498 1497 1605 1590 1435 1484 1339 1394 1409 1395 é
% Shoplifting 695 650 651 675 666 591 614 517 550 548 565
% Theft, other 879 856 855 931 926 847 876 828 850 869 832

: than Shoplifting

‘. Car rheft 79 81 74 15 92 64 16 98 9T 106 84
‘ Arson 32 35 30 23 21 21 21 24 35 ?3 40
vandalism_ 315 337 339 304 365 353 320 370 360 358 339
Sample Size 2083 3164 3723 3304 3265 3617 3636 3397 3281 3285 3129

(Weighted)
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Table 7.

Anhual Arrest Rates for 17 Year Olds,

Arrests per 100,000 Population

Year

Offense 1976 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Aggravated 266 257 266 301 310 302 287 326 300 302 322
Assault

Other 454 458 480 523 555 539 514 5718 569 543 630
Assaults

Robbery 332 281 289 322 302 320 314 341 315 292 282
Larceny 2181 2092 2063 2135 2297 2300 2245 2387 2242 2159 2379
Car Theft 399 366 404 422 368 324 331 302 306 356
Arson 20.4 24.1 23.3 2 % 27.3 28.0 27.9 26.0 22.2 21.9 23.4
vandalism _ 388 411 424 .. 8 578 524 475 490 474 478 504
Population 3546 3442 384f 4042 3888 3861 3878 3217 3226 2788 3597
Base of Estimates (1000s) .

National 4274 4276 4268 4345 4276 4224 4162 3990 3770 3668 3597

Population (1000s)

Note:

Current Population Reports.

24

Figures are derived from the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, and
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Table 8. Regression Models of Time Trends in Offense Rates

of 17 Year Olds, 1975 - 1985

Self Reported Offenses
Rate per person, N = 35,762 people

ANl Shop-~- Other Joy

Assault Robbery  Theft 1ifting Theft  Riding  Arson Yandalism
R-squared .0012% .0002% .0006% .0017s .0001 .0002% .0000
Linear
R-squared .0013 .0004% .0006 .0017 .0001 .0002 .0003%
Quardratic
Eta-squared .0015 .0007 00112 .0025% ,0004 .0008% .0005
Regression Coefficients
Constant . 7641 .0458 1.466 .6048 .0817 .0225
Year .0202 .0015 -.0195 -.01562 .0020 .0002
Year Squared .00052 .00051
Arreste
Rate per 100,000, N = 11 years
Aggar. Other car
Assault Assualt Robberv Larceny Theft Arson _vandalism

R-squared .600% .T74% .013 .381% . 490% .001 . -224
Linear
R-squared .666 .780 .143 .401 . 496 .702% 273
Quadratic
Regression Coefficients
Constant 294.5 §31.2 2225. 364.7 27.02
Year 5.35 14.15 20.6 -9.68 .023
Year Squared -.238

T p < .05, for increase in explained variance

Ncte: 1In calculating the regression coefficients, 1980 was coded as zero.




Hit Supervisor

Gang Fight

Hurt Someone Badly

Robbery

THIE R

Steal <3550

Steal >$50

Shoplift
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Joy Riding

Steal Car Parts
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Trespassing

G

y

Arson

H Aggression Sum

5 Property Sum

Variety of Offenses
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- Fight at Work/School

Damage School Property

Damage Work Property

Table 9.
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Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Year, Males, Rate per Person

76 77 8 79 80 g2 82 83 84 Eta2(Ad)) r
.08 .08 .08 .08 .10 .08 .08 .10 .09 .000 .01
34 .32 .32 .34 .37 .35 .35 .42 .39 .001 .03
.35 .34 .32 .39 .43 .41 .41 .39 .43 .001 .03
.27 .23 .27 .25 .32 .26 .29 .31 .30 .001 .02
.08 .10 .08 .07 .09 .07 .06 .10 .10 .001 .00
.90 .85 .84 .89 .91 .86 .86 .80  .GO .000 -.02
22 .16 .20 .20 .23 .21 .21 .18 .20 .000 .00
.88 .78 .81 .83 .87 .78 78 .66 .67 .003 -.04
212 .13 .11 .10 .14 .10 .10 .15 .14 .001 .01
.20 .8 .19 .21 .22 .17 .16 .17 .19 .000 -.0l.
.59 .59 .62 .58 .68 .59 .58 .56 .63 .000 .00
.05 .06 .06 .04 .04 .05 .03 .04 .06 .000 -.01
.32 .36 .32 .38 .36 .36 .31 .43 .39 .001 .02
A9 .18 .21 .27 .24 .20 .18 .20 .17 .001 -.01
.12 1.06 1.08 1.14 1.30 1.17 1.17 1.32 1.3l .001 .04
3.43  3.27 3.35 3.47 3.65 3.32 3.19 3.19 3.24 .000 -.01
2.00 1.93 1.98 2.17 2.15 2.12 2.06 2.07 2.0l .001 .01
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Table 10.

Hit Supervisor
Fight at Work/School
‘Gang Fight

Hurt Someone Badly
Robbery

Steal <$50

Steal >$50
Shoplift

Joy Riding

Steal Car Parts
Trespassing

Arson

Damage School Property

Damage Work Property
Aggression Sum
Property Sum

Variety of Offenses

A S

Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Year, Females, Rate per Person ,'.

7 77 18 79 80 8l 82 83 84 gra2(Adl) o
.02 .03 ..01 .02 .02 .02 .02 .02 .01 .000 -.01 é
22 .13 .13 .16 .15 .15 .20 .16 .18 .001 .03 i
26 .17 .18 .17 .16 .17 .21 .21 .17 .000 .02 g
.03 .04 .04 .04 .04 .03 .06 .05 .05 .000 .02 é
.0l .01 .02 .01 .01 .01 .02 .02 .02
.40 .46 .44 .49 .47 .41 .43 .40 .42
.02 .04 .03 .05 ,03 .05 .05 .04 .04
.50 .51 .50 52 .47 .40 .45 .37 .40
.04 .03 .04 .04 .04 .03 .05 .04 .05
.02 .3 .03 .03 .02 .01 .03 .03 .03
29 .28 .31 .31 .29 .25 .30 .26 .31
0 .01 .01 .01 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00
09 .10 .1 .10 .11 .11 .12 .11 .12
02 .03 .02 .04 .03 .04 .03 .02 .ol
.34 .38 .38 .40 .37 .38 .50 .45 .43
1.33  1.49 1.48 1.59 1.45 1.28 1.45 1.26 1.39
.9 .98 (.01 1.08 1.04 .97 1.08 1.02 1.03
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Table 11. Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Year, Males, Percent Reporting One or More Offenses

76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 x2 Prob. Gamma 3
Hit Supervisor 48 4.7 54 4.5 55 4.9 4.4 5.4 53 4.8 .78 .01 j
Fight at Work/School 19.4 18.5 19.4 19.5 21.1 20.9 20.8 24.7 2.7 26.4 .00 .05 '%

" Gang Fighting 19.0 18.8 18.1 21.9 24.2 22.1 22.4 21.5 23.5 35.8 .00 .06

Hurt Someone Badly 16.4 14.é 16.6 16.2 20.6 16.4 17.9 18.6 17.1 25.3 .00 .03

Robbery 3.9 4.7 43 4.4 5.2 3.8 32 4.8 4.8 12.5 13 .00

Steal <$50 40.1 38.7 39.4 41.9 42.5 39.7 39.6 38.5 38.6 12.2 .14 -.01

St2al >$50 0.2 7.9 9.5 10.8 11.7 11.2 10.7 10.1 10.8 16.4 .04 .03

| Shoplift 37.7 35.7 34.7 37.3 38.2 35.3 34.8 31.6 30.7 37.6 .00 -.05

Joy Riding 6.2 6.3 6.2 5.8 7.3 55 5.4 7.7 7.6 11.0 .03 .04

! Steal Car Parts 10.6 10.2 10.6 11.4 12.7 9.7 9.4 9.1 10.6 16.2 .04 -.02
% Trespassing 30.3 29.1 31.7 31.0 33.5 30.3 30.6 30.7 31.5 3.7 .37 .01 ‘g
% Arson 29 3.1 31 19 2.7 31 1.7 2.3 3.3 17.3 .03 -.03 92
Dzsage School Property  18.0 18.4 17.5 21.2 18.9 20.3 17.7 21.5 20.1 19.7 .01 .03 %
j Damage Work Property 9.9 9.0 19.8 13.6 12.2 10.9 9.4 9.9 8.6 35.4 .00 -.03 '
§< Any Offense 70.3 65.5 170.5 73.5 73.8 70.6 7C.4 71.7 68.8 20.7 .01 .00 :E
‘ Any Aggressive Offense  34.2 33.9 33.9 36.8 39.7 37.5 38.0 39.2 38.9 30.4 .00 .05 ;§
% Any Property Offense 64.0 61.1 64.0 66.7 65.5 64.6 61.1 61.8 59.9 29.8 .00 -.03 'z
L 3
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Table 12. Self Reported Illegal Behavior by Year, Females, Percent Reporting One or More Offenses

76 77 78 79 30 81 82 83 84 x2 Prob. Gamma

Hit Supervisor 1.3 1.6 .9 14 1.0 1.0 9 1.3 1.2 6.2 .63 -.03 %
- Fight at Work/School 8.2 9.1 8.7 10.9 10.5 9.9 13.0 10.4 12.0 33.5 .00 .08 E
*  Gang Fight 10.6 10.4 11.9 12.6 10.6 11.3 13.5 13.9 11.3 20.6 .01 .04 ;

Hurt Someone Badly 2.3 2.8-.2.5 2.7 2.8 2.6 4.2 3.3 3.3 16.1 .04 .09

Robbery g .9 .8 .8 9 1.3 1.0 1.3 7.0 .54 .12

Steal <$50 2.4 22.4 22.4 25.0 24.4 22.3 23.0 22.8 21.6 10.3 .24 .00

Steal >$50 1.2 1.7 1.5 2.7 1.7 2.8 2.8 2.2 2.1 2.0 .01 .10

Shoplift 26.1 24.6 25.5 26.2 23.4 21.3 22.8 20.5 21.4 33.6 .00 -.06
é Joy Riding 2.3 1.9 2.5 2.5 2.1 2.2 2.8 3.0 3.7 14.5 .07 .10 E
3 Steal Car Parts 1.3 1.8 1.8 2.0 1.4 1.0 1.8 2.0 1.7 9.4 .31 .01 é
g Trespassing 6.5 15.8 17.0 17.4 16.9 15.4 18.1 15.8 18.3 10.3 .24 .01 'é
% Arson .4 .2 .4 .4 .3 .3 .7 1 .2 10.6 .23 -.07 ;g
% Damage School Property 56 6.4 7.1 6.9 7.5 65 7.0 67 7.6 7.7 .47 .03 :
i Samage Work Property 1.4 l.8 1.5 2.2 1.6 2.1 1.9 1.1 1.0 14.7 .07 -.05 :
§ Any Offense 47.4 48.8 50.6 50.7 49.4 46.5 52.1 48.3 48.7 16.7 .03 .00 K
: x
? ny Aggressive Offense 17.8  19.0 19.0 21.6 18.8 19.4 23.4 21.3 21.4 26.7 .00 .05 gé
§ Any Property Offense 42.2 42.3 43.7 44.3 42.9 39.6 43.7 40.3 4l.1 14.8 .06 -.02 ;?
1 ;
_ 92 '
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Choracteristics and Distribution of Persons Arresied

Figure 4.2 Age-specific violent crime orrest rete, by sex, 1983
NOTE: See NOTE, Toble 4.1(82), For definltion of violent crime, see Appendix 3,

(Age-specific orrest totes number of arrests per 100,000 Inhabliants belonging to o prescribed oge group)
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