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Abstract
We offer evidence that legdized abortion has contributed sgnificantly to recent crime reductions.
Crime began to fdl roughly 18 years after abortion legdization. The 5 states that allowed abortion in
1970 experienced declines earlier than the rest of the nation, which legalized in 1973 with Roe v.
Wade. States with high abortion rates in the 1970s and 1980s experienced greater crime reductionsin
the 1990s. In high abortion states, only arrests of those born after abortion legalization fdl relative to
low abortion states. Legdized abortion gppears to account for as much as 50 percent of the recent

dropin crime.
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I Introduction

Since 1991, the United States has experienced the sharpest drop in murder rates since the end
of Prohibition in 1933. Homicide rates have falen more than 40 percent. Violent crime and property
crime have each declined more than 30 percent. Hundreds of articles discussing this change have
appeared in the academic literature and popular press.! They have offered an array of explanaions: the
increasing use of incarceration, growth in the number of police, improved policing strategies such as
those adopted in New Y ork, declines in the crack cocaine trade, the strong economy, and increased
expenditures on victim precautions such as security guards and darms.

None of these factors, however, can provide an entirely satisfactory explanation for the large,
widespread, and persstent drop in crime in the 1990's. Some of these trends, such asthe increasing
scale of imprisonment, therisein police, and expenditures on victim precaution, have been ongoing for
over two decades, and thus cannot plausibly explain the recent abrupt improvement in crime.
Moreover, the widespread nature of the crime drop argues against explanations such as improved
policing techniques since many cities that have not improved their police forces (e.g. Los Angdes) have
nonetheless seen enormous crime declines. A amilar argument holds for crack cocaine. Many areas of

the country that have never had a pronounced crack trade (for instance suburban and rura areas) have

1 For asampling of the academic literature, see the articles gppearing in the 1998 Summer
issue (Volume 88) of the Journa of Crimina Law and Criminology, especidly Blumstein and Rosenfeld
[1998], Kdling and Bratton [1998], and Donohue [1998]. See Butterfield [1997a, 1997b, 1998] for a
selection of articles gppearing in the New Y ork Times and Fletcher [2000] for arecent articlein the
Washington Pog.




nonetheless experienced substantid decreasesin crime. Findly, dthough a strong economy is
superficidly consstent with the drop in crime since 1991, previous research has established only a
weak link between economic performance and violent crime [Freeman 1995] and in one case even
suggested that murder rates might vary procyclically [Ruhm 2000].

While acknowledging that al of these factors may have dso served to dampen crime, we
consder anove explanation for the sudden crime drop of the 1990s: the decision to legdize abortion
over aquarter century ago.?2 The Supreme Court’s 1973 decision in Roe v. Wade legdizing abortion
nationwide potentidly fits the criteriafor explaining alarge, aorupt, and continuing decrease in crime.
The sheer magnitude of the number of abortions performed satisfies the firgt criterion that any shock
underlying the recent drop in crime must be substantial.  Seven years after Roe v. Wade, over 1.6
million abortions were being performed annudly —amaost one abortion for every two live births.
Moreover, the legdization of abortion in five statesin 1970, and then for the nation asawhole in 1973,
were abrupt legd developments that might plausibly have asmilarly dorupt influence 15 — 20 years later
when the cohorts born in the wake of liberdized abortion would start reaching their high-crime years.
Findly, any influence of a change in abortion would impact crime cumulatively as successive affected
cohorts entered into their high-crime | ate adolescent years, providing a reason why crime has continued

to fal year after year.

2 Weare unaware of any scholarly article that has examined this effect. We have recently
learned, however, that the former police chief of Minnegpolis has written that abortion is*arguably the
only effective crime-prevention device adopted in this nation since the late 1960s’ [Bouza 1990]. In his
subsequent 1994 gubernatoriad campaign, Bouza was attacked for this opinion [Short 1994].
Immediately after Bouza s view was publicized just prior to the eection, Bouzafdl sharply in the palls.
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Legdized abortion may lead to reduced crime either through reductionsin cohort Szes or
through lower per capita offending rates for affected cohorts. The smdler cohort that results from
abortion legdization means that when that cohort reaches the late teens and twenties, there will be
fewer young mdesin their highest-crime years, and thusless crime. More interesting and important is
the possibility that children born after abortion legdization may on average have lower subsequent rates
of crimindity for ether of two reasons. First, women who have abortions are those most at risk to give
birth to children who would engage in crimina activity. Teenagers, unmarried women, and the
economicdly disadvantaged are dl subgtantialy more likely to seek abortions [Levine et d. 1996].
Recent studies have found children born to these mothersto be a higher risk for committing crimein
adolescence [Comanor and Phillips 1999]. Gruber et d. [1999], in the paper most Smilar to ours,
document that the early life circumstances of those children on the margin of abortion are difficult dong
many dimensions. infant mortdity, growing up in asngle-parent family, and experiencing poverty.
Second, women may use abortion to optimize the timing of childbearing. A given woman's ability to
provide a nurturing environment to a child can fluctuate over time depending on the woman’s age,
education, and income, as well as the presence of afather in the child' slife, whether the pregnancy is
wanted, and any drug or acohol abuse both in utero and after the birth. Consequently, legalized
abortion provides awoman the opportunity to delay childbearing if the current conditions are sub-
optima. Evenif lifetime fertility remains congtant for al women, children are born into better
environments, and future crimindity islikely to be reduced.

A number of anecdotd empirica facts support the existence and magnitude of the crime-

reducing impact of abortion. First, we see abroad consstency with the timing of legalization of



abortion and the subsequent drop in crime. For example, the pesk ages for violent crime are roughly
18-24, and crime gtarts turning down around 1992, roughly the time at which the first cohort born
fallowing Roe v. Wade would hit its criminad prime. Second, as we later demondrate, the five states
that legdized abortion in 1970 saw drops in crime before the other 45 states and the Didtrict of
Columbia, which did not dlow abortions until the Supreme Court decison in 1973,

Third, our more forma andys's shows that higher rates of abortion in a gtate in the 1970s and
early 1980s are strongly linked to lower crime over the period from 1985 to 1997. Thisfinding istrue
after controlling for avariety of factors that influence crime, such asthe level of incarceration, the
number of police, and measures of the sate’ s economic well-being (the unemployment rate, income per
capita, and poverty rate). The estimated magnitude of the impact of legdized abortion on crimeis
large. According to our estimates, as shown on Table I1, states with high rates of abortion have
experienced aroughly 30 percent drop in crime relaive to low-abortion regions since 1985. While one
must be cautious in extrapolating our results out of sample, the estimates suggest that legalized abortion
can account for about half the observed decline in crimein the United States between 1991 and 1997.

A number of factors lead usto believe that the link between abortion and crimeiscausd. Firs,
there is no relationship between abortion rates in the mid-1970s and crime changes between 1972 and
1985 (prior to the point when the abortion-affected cohorts have reached the age of significant crimind
involvement). Second, virtualy al of the abortion-related crime decrease can be attributed to
reductions in crime among the cohorts born after abortion legdization. Thereislittle changein crime
among older cohorts.

We should emphasize that our god isto understand why crime has fallen sharply in the 1990s,
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and to explore the contribution to this decline that may have come from the legdization of abortion in
the 1970s. In atempting to identify alink between legalized abortion and crime, we do not mean to
suggest that such alink is*“good” or “just,” but rather, merely to show that such ardationship exigs. In
short, oursis apurdy podtive, not anormative analyss, dthough of course we recognize thet there is
an active debate about the mora and ethical implications of abortion.®

The structure of the paper isasfollows. Section |1 reviews the literature and provides a brief
history of abortion. Section 11 describes how the legdization of abortion can influence crime rates by
changing the proportion of high-risk children entering the high-crime | ate adolescent years, and
examines the likely magnitude of these effects based on past research findings. Section IV presentsthe
basic empirica evidence that supports the proposed negative relationship between abortion and crime.
Section V provides evidence that the reduction in crime comes predominantly from the lower crime
rates of those born after the legdization of abortion. Section VI concludes. A data gppendix with the

sources of al variables used in the andysisis aso provided.

II. Brief Overview of the History of L egalized Abortion
Under the governing principles of English common law, abortion prior to “quickening” (when

the first movements of the fetus could be fdlt, usualy around the 16™ to 18" week of the pregnancy)

3 For example, Paulsen [1989: 49,76-77] considers legdized abortion to be worse than
davery (3nceit involves deseth) and the Holocaust (since the 34 million post-Roe abortions are
numericaly greater than the sx million Jewskilled in Europe). Despite these clams, the Supreme Court
has ruled that women have afundamentd condtitutiond right of privacy to abort an early-term fetus and
that the state cannot unduly burden thisright.



was lawful. This common law rule was in force throughout America until the firgt law in the United
States restricting abortions was adopted in New York in 1828 [David et . 1988: 12-13]. Over the
next 60 years, more and more states followed the lead of New Y ork and by 1900, abortion was illegal
throughout the country.

The first modest efforts at abortion liberaization began to emerge between 1967 and 1970
when anumber of states began to alow abortion under limited circumstances* Lega abortion became
broadly avallable in five states in 1970 when New Y ork, Washington, Alaska, and Hawaii repeded
their antiabortion laws, and the Supreme Court of Cdifornia (ruling in late 1969) held that the state’s
law banning abortion was uncondtitutiond. Legdized abortion was suddenly extended to the entire
United States on January 22, 1973 with the landmark ruling of the United States Supreme Court in Roe
v. Wade.

The Supreme Court in Roe explicitly consdered the consequences of its decison in Sating:
The detriment that the State would impose upon the pregnant woman by denying this choice
atogether is gpparent. Specific and direct harm medically diagnosable even in early pregnancy
may be involved. Maternity, or additiona offspring, may force upon the woman adistresstul life
and future. Psychologica harm may be imminent. Menta and physica health may be taxed by
child care. Thereis dso the distress, for al concerned, associated with the unwanted child, and

thereis the problem of bringing a child into afamily aready unable, psychologicaly and
otherwise, to care for it.°

4 The 1962 amendments to the Model Pena Code provided for legal abortions to prevent
the degth or grave impairment of the physica and menta hedlth of the woman, or if the fetus would be
born with a grave physical or mentd defect or in the case of rgpe or incest. These provisons were
adopted in 1967 in Colorado, North Carolina, and Cdlifornia, in 1968 in Horida, Georgia, and
Maryland, in 1969 in Arkansas, Kansas, New Mexico, and Oregon, and in 1970 in Delaware, South
Cardling, and Virginia—atota of thirteen states. For an excellent review of State and federd abortions
laws, see Merz, Jackson, and Klerman [1995].

> Roev. Wade, 410 U.S. 110, 153 (1973).



The available data suggest that the number of abortions increased dramaticaly following
legdization, dthough thereislittle direct evidence on the number of illega abortions performed in the
1960s. AsFigurel illugtrates, the total number of documented abortions rose sharply in the wake of
Roe, from under 750,000 in 1973 (when live births totaled 3.1 million) to over 1.6 millionin 1980
(when live hirths totaed 3.6 million).° If illegd abortions were dready being performed in equivaent
numbers, one would not expect a seven-year lag in reaching a steady state. Moreover, the costs of an
abortion —financial and otherwise— dropped considerably after legdization. Kaplan [1988, p. 164]
notes that “an illegd abortion before Roe v. Wade cost $400 to $500, while today, thirteen years after
the decision, the now lega procedure can be procured for aslittle as $80.” * The costs of finding and
traveling to anillegd abortionist and any attendant cost of engaging in illega and therefore riskier and
socidly disapproved conduct were also reduced by legdization.

Perhaps the most convincing evidence that legdization increased abortion comes from Michael

[1999], who finds abortion rates to be roughly an order of magnitude higher after legdization usng sdlf-

® Inour andlysis we use Alan Guttmacher Indtitute (AGI) data on abortions. Although
Michad [1999] argues that the AGI may substantially overdtate true abortion rates, “it is generaly
acknowledged [that AGI data provide] the most accurate count of induced abortionsin the United
States” Apparently, “reporting isless complete for nonwhites than for whites, and overal reporting ...
has declined over time.” Joyce and Kaestner [1996: 185].

" The cost to the mother also depends on the availability of public funding, which was
affected by the Hyde Amendment, which cut off federal funding of abortion for Medicaid recipients.
The Hyde Amendment became law on September 30, 1976. The Hyde Amendment has been subject
to aseries of revisons and restraining orders since that time. No consensus exists as to the impact of
the Hyde Amendment on the number of abortions or births, athough most recent research suggests any
impact isnow smal. [ Joyce and Kaestner 1996, Kane and Staiger 1996.
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reported data on pregnancy outcome histories. Thus, thefirst pre-requisite for legdization to have an
impact on crime is met -- legdization increased the rate of abortion.

Conggtent with thisfinding is adramatic decline in the number of children put up for adoption
after abortion became legd. According to Stolley [1993], dmost 9 percent of premarita births were
placed for adoption before 1973; that number fell to 4 percent for births occurring between 1973 and
1981. The tota number of adoptions rose from 90,000 in 1957 to over 170,000 in 1970; by 1975

adoptions had fallen to 130,000.

[11. The Mechanism By Which Abortion Legalization Lowers Crime Rates
In this section, we explore in detall the theoretica link between legdization of abortion in the
early 1970s and subsequent dropsin crime 15 to 20 yearslater. We identify anumber of aternative
pathways through which abortion can affect crime. We then generate “back of the envelope’
cdculations as to the likely magnitude of the various channels based on previous research findings.
The smplest way in which legaized abortion reduces crimeis through smdler cohort Szes.
When those smdler cohorts reach the high-crime late adolescent years, there are Smply fewer people

to commit crime. Levine et d. [1996] find that legdization is associated with roughly a5 percent drop



in birth rates® Assuming that the fall in birthsis arandom sample of dl births, total crime committed by
this cohort would be expected to fal commensuratdly.

Far more interesting from our perspective isthe possibility that abortion has a disproportionate
effect on the births of those who are most a risk of engaging in crimina behavior.® To the extent that
abortion is more frequent among those parents who are least willing or able to provide a nurturing home
environment, as alarge and growing body of evidence suggests, the impact of legdized abortion on
crime might be far greater than its effect on fertility rates® Thisis particularly true given that 6 percent

of any birth cohort will commit roughly haf the crime [Wolfgang et d. 1972; Tracy et d. 1990].*

8 Thisdeclineis broadly consistent with survey responses by mothersin 1973 who report
that approximately 13 percent of lifetime births were unwanted [Statistical Abstract of the United States
1980, page 65, table 99]. Note, however, that the decline in birthsis far less than the number of
abortions, suggesting that the number of conceptions increased substantially — an example of insurance
leading to mord hazard. The insurance that abortion provides against unwanted pregnancy induces
more sexud conduct or diminished protections againgt pregnancy in away that substantialy increases
the number of pregnancies. Another possible explanation for the gap between abortion rates and
fertility rate changesisthat illegd abortion was aready suppressng the birth rate by 15-20 percent and
legdization reduced it another 5-10 percent, but this would imply a higher figure for the number of
illegd abortions than we think is likely, as discussed above.

®  Asnoted ealier, this effect can occur either because of lower lifetime fertility rates among
high risk groups, or because women delay childbearing until conditions are more favorable for
successfully rasing children.

10 In addition, with an estimated number of over 150,000 rapes in 1973 (often thought to be
aconsarvative estimate), it is possible that 10,000 to 15,000 conceptions occurred that year as aresult
of rape, and one might expect a substantia proportion of these high-risk conceptions would end in
abortion [Bureau of Justice Statistics 1985, p. 230, Table 3.2].

11 The high concentration rates of crime among areatively smal number of offenders makes
it more likely that legdized abortion would have larger effects on crime than on other socid outcomes
such as high school dropout rates or unemployment rates. A given child who has failed to complete
school or secure ajob counts as only one event in measuring school drop-out or unemployment rates.
Conversdly, asingle child may commit hundreds of crimes and thereby contribute far more powerfully
to ahigher crimerate.
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Prior to the legalization of abortion, there was a very strong link between the number of
unwanted births and low materna education over the period from 1965 through 1970 [Commisson on
Population Growth and the American Future 1972, p. 98]. Levineet d. [1996] found that the drop in
births associated with abortion legdization was not uniform across dl groups. They estimated thet the
drop in births was roughly twice as grest for teenage and nonwhite mothers as it was for the non-teen,
white populaion.’? In the yearsimmediady following Roe v. Wade, data from the Centers for Disease
Control indicate that dmost one-third of abortions were performed on teenagers [Centers for Disease
Control 1994]. Angrist and Evans [1996)] found that while abortion reforms had reatively modest
effects on the fertility of white women, “black women who were exposed to abortion reforms
experienced large reductionsin teen fertility and teen out-of-wedlock fertility.”

A number of sudies have shown that the availability of abortion improves infant outcomes by
reducing the number of low birthweight babies and neonata mortality [Grossman and Jacobowitz 1981;
Corman and Grossman 1985; Joyce 1987; Grossman and Joyce 1990]. Moreover, Gruber et d.
[1999, p. 265] conclude that “the average living circumstances of cohorts born immediately after
abortion became legalized improved subgtantidly relative to preceding cohorts” They go on to note
that “the margind children who were not born as aresult of abortion legaization would have
systematicdly been born into less favorable circumstances if the pregnancies had not been terminated:

they would have been 60 percent more likdly to live in asngle-parent household, 50 percent more

12 Thisisnot surprising sincein the late 1960s the “pill” and other birth control mechanisms
were far more reedily available to married, educated, and affluent women [Goldin and Katz 2000]
10



likely to live in poverty, 45 percent more likely to be in a household collecting welfare, and 40 percent
more likely to die during the first year of life”

Previous research has found that an adverse family environment is strongly linked to future
crimindity. Both Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber [1986] and Samjpson and Laub [1993] present
evidence that avariety of unfavorable parental behaviors (e.g., maternd rgjection, erratic/harsh
behavior on the part of parents, lack of parentd supervison) are among the best predictors of juvenile
ddinquency. Raineet d. [1994, 1996] argue that birth complications combined with early materna
regjection predispose boysto violent crime a age 18. Rasanen et d. [1999] find that the risk of violent
crime for Finnish maes born in 1966 is afunction of (in descending order of impact): mother’s low
education, teenage mother, single-parent family, mother did not want pregnancy, and mother smoked
during pregnancy. It ispossble that abortion could reduce the number of children born under al these
circumstances: teenagers who have abortions can get more educeation before they give birth and may
delay childbearing until they are married and/or want a child. In addition, women who inadvertently
become pregnant may have engaged in behavior such as smoking, drinking, or using drugs that elevate
the prospect of future crimindity of ther offspring.

A number of studies have looked at cases of women, living in jurisdictionsin which
governmental gpproval to have an abortion was required, who sought to have an abortion, but were
denied the right to do so [David et a. 1988; Posner 1992, p .283].* Dagg [1991] reports that these

women overwhelmingly kept their babies, rather than giving them up for adoption, but that they often

13 David et a [1988] reviews the findings of separate studies of the effects of denied abortion
for cohorts born in Goteberg, Sweden in 1939-1942, Stockholm in 1948, al of Sweden in 1960, and
Prague in 1961-63.
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resented the unwanted children and were far less likely than other mothers to nurture, hold, and
breastfeed these children. In an array of studies in Eastern Europe and Scandinavia, Dagg found that
the children who were born because their mothers were denied an abortion were substantialy more
likely to be involved in crime and have poorer life progpects, even when controlling for the income, age,
education, and hedlth of the mother. This literature provides strong evidence that unwanted children are
likely to be digproportionately involved in crimind activity, which may be the causd pathway from
greater availability of abortion to lower rates of crime.

Evidence from prisoner surveys further reinforces the link between a difficult home environment
asachild and later crimindity [Beck et d. 1993]. In 1991, 14 percent of prisoners reported growing
up with neither parent present and 43 percent reported having only one parent (compared to 3 percent
and 24 percent respectively for the overall population). 38 percent of prisoners report that their
parents or guardians abused dcohol or drugs, dmost one-third of female inmates report being sexually
abused before the age of 18.

A. The expected magnitude of the impact of abortion legdization on crime

Before presenting our empirical estimates in the next section, we present “back of the
envelope’ estimates of the plausible magnitude of the impact of legdized abortion on crime. Previous
researchers have studied (1) how legalized abortion affects birth rates across different groups, and (2)
crime rates across groups. By combining these two sets of estimates, we can obtain a crude prediction
of the impact of legaized abortion on crime.

Thisandyss consgders four factors. race, teenage motherhood, unmarried motherhood, and

unwantedness. Beginning with the firgt three of these factors, we use the 1990 Census to determine
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TABLE
Crime Trends for States Legalizing Abortion Early vs. the Rest of the United States

Percent change in crime rate over the period

Crime category 1976-82 1982-88 1988-94 1994-97 Cumulative,
1982-97
Violent crime
Early legdizers 16.6 111 19 -25.8 -12.8
Rest of U.S. 209 132 154 -11.0 176
Difference -4.3 -21 -134 -14.8 -304
(5.5 (54 (4.9 (3.3 8.1

Property crime

Early legdizers 17 -83 -14.3 -21.5 -44.1
Rest of U.S. 6.0 15 59 -4.3 -88
Difference -4.3 -9.8 -84 -17.2 -353

(29 (4.0 4.2 (24 (58

Murder

Early legdizers 6.3 05 27 -44.0 -40.8
Rest of U.S. 17 -8.8 52 211 -24.6
Difference 46 9.3 -25 -229 -16.2

(7.4) (6.8) (86) 6.8 (10.7)

Effective abortion rate at end of period

Early legalizers 0.0 64.0 2386 3270 3270
Rest of U.S. 0.0 104 87.7 1410 1410
Difference 0.0 53.6 1509 186.0 186.0

Notes: Early legalizing states are Alaska, California, Hawaii, New Y ork, and Washington. Thesefive states
legalized abortionin late 1969 or 1970. In the remaining states, abortion became legal in 1973 after Roe v. Wade.
Percent changein crimerateis calculated by subtracting the fixed 1985 popul ation-weighted average of the natural
log of the crime rate at the beginning of the period from the fixed 1985 population-weighted average of the natural
log of the crime rate at the end of the period. The rows labeled “ Difference” are the difference between early
legalizers and the rest of the United States (standard errors are reported in parentheses). The bottom panel of the
table presents the effective abortion rate for violent crime, as calculated using equation (1) in the text, based on the
observed age distribution of national arrestsfor violent crimein 1985. Entriesin thetable arefixed 1985
population-weighted averages of the states. Abortion dataisfrom the Alan Guttmacher Institute; crime dataiis
from Uniform Crime Reports. Because of missing crime datafor 1976, the 1976-82 cal culations omit the District of
Columbia. Precise data sources are provided in the data appendix.



TABLEII
Crime Changes 1985-97 as a Function of Abortion Rates 1973-76

Abortion frequency Effective abortions % Change in crime rate, % Changein crimerate,
(Ranked by effective per 1,000 live births,  1973-1985 1985-1997
abortionsratein 1997) 1997

Videntcrime  Property Murder Vidlent Property  Murder

cime cime crime

Lowest 67.5 +31.8 +29.8 -21.1 +29.2 +9.3 +4.1
Medium 135.0 +28.8 +31.1 -19.7 +18.0 +2.2 -12.6
Highest 257.1 +32.2 +15.2 -9.7 -2.4 -23.1 -25.9

Notes: States are ranked by effective abortion rates for violent crime in 1997, with the 17 states with lowest abortion rates classified as
“lowest,” the next 17 dates classfied as“medium,” and the highest 17 states (including Digtrict of Columbia) classified as“highest.” The
effective abortion rate is the estimated average abortion rate per 1,000 live births for crimindsin the sate, as caculated using equation (1) in
the text, based on the observed age ditribution of nationd arrests for violent crime in 1985. All vauesin the table are weighted averages
using 1985 date populations as weights. Percent change in crime per capitaiis caculated by subtracting the fixed 1985 popul ation-weighted
average of the natura log of the crime rate at the beginning of the period from the fixed 1985 popul ation-weighted average of the natura log
of the crime rate at the end of the period. Because crime rates are extremely low until the mid-teenage years, legdized abortion is not
predicted to have had a substantia impact on crime over the period 1973-1985, but would be predicted to affect crime in the period 1985-
1997. Abortion dataisfrom the Alan Guitmacher Inditute; crime data is from Uniform Crime Reports. Precise data sources are provided in
the data appendix.



Number of Abortions

1800000 -

Figure 1
Total Abortions by Y ear

1600000

/'/_t.‘.ﬁ: o

1400000

1200000

1000000

800000

600000

400000

200000

1972

1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988

Y ear

Source: Henshaw, Stanley K. and Jennifer Van Vort eds., Abortion Factbook 1992 Edition, The Alan Guttmacher Institute, New Y ork, 1992.

1990



Percent of 1973 Crime Level

Figure 3: National Crime Victimization Survey, 1973-1998
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