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Federal Offenses and Offenders

Pretrial Release
and Misconduct
The use of bail, the use of pretrial
detention, and the extent of misconduct
by persons released under bail and other
pretrial conditional release programs
are among the most sensitive issues for
American crime control policy. Pretrial detention deprives defendants of
freedom prior to trial, limiting participation in the preparation of a defense
and eliminating earning capacity. Pretrial release, on the other hand, poses
the risk that a defendant-apprehended
by police and charged by prosecutors as
a suspect-may commit additional offenses, perhaps for an extended period
if his trial is delayed or if he absconds.
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In the Federal justice system-the
focus of this special report-an examination of pretrial release, detention,
and misconduct revealed the following:
• of all defendants charged, less than
18% (17.1%) are detained prior to trial;
• of the nearly 83% released through
bail or Other pretrial release, about
10% are rearrested for new crimes,
violate conditions imposed on their
release, or fall to appear for trial; and
defendants detained before trial get
considerably more severe sentences 1
than those in pretrial release status.
State and local pretrial release
practices, in contrast, are illuminated
by a variety of research and statistical
stUdies. A 1976 study indicates that
during the three decades before thl.lt
,study, changes in pretrial releasepractices hadt'esulted in a reducti9n i~
State and local pretrial det~ntion.
Although pretrial detentipn rates vary
across the Nation, bY,the 1980's a major

January 1985
The process of establishing pretrial release policies that strike a
proper balance among the often
conflicting interests of the
defendant, the justice system, and
the community is done best in the
light of reliable information about
existing practices and outcomes.
At the Federal level, such information has recently become available from a data base assembled
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics. This special report presents
statistics on pretrial release derived from the BJS Federal Justice
Statistics data base. The report
focuses specifically on the factors that determine Federal bail
amounts, the factors that are related to whether the defendant
posts bail, the factors that predict
whether the defendant will misbehave if released, and the effect
that pretrial detention has on the

defendant's sentence if he is
convicted.
Such an analysis is made possible
as a result of the cooperation of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and other Federal investigative agencies, the Executive
Office for U.S. Attorneys, the
Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts, the Federal Bureau of
Prisons, and the U.S. l;larole
Commission. The data provided by
these separate agencies and integrated by BJS are useful for analyzing a variety of issues that are
important to those agencies individually and collectively, to policy
makers generally, and to the
public. Subsequent BJS special
reports will describe these ongoing
analyses.
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examination of pretrial release in eight
urban jurisdictions concluded that• about 15% of all defe!1pants prosecuted in these local courts were
detained prior to trial,
• of those 85% released, about 15%
were .rearrested while on pretrial
conditional release, and
• an additional 15% of defendants
failed to appear at the time of trial. 3
(Pretrial misconduct rates at the local

level may exceed Federal rates because
more white collar offenders-who
appear to be better pretrial risks-are
prosecuted in.Federal courts.) Although only 15% of State defendants
were detained prior to trial, 42% of the
Nation's jaU popUlation in 1978 consisted of Fjderal and State pretrial
detaineesjan additional 8% had been
convicted, but were not yet sentenced.
The refor!p'~~f Federal bail and
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pretrial release procedure was a prominent aspect of the comprfhensive
Crime Control Act of 1984. Under
that act, Federal defendants may be
detained without bail if it is determined
in a sp'ecial hearing that no financial or
other conditions will reasonably assure
the appearance of the person as required and guarantee the safety of
other persons in the community.
Federal defendants may also be released without bail or, if it is deemed
necessary to assure appearance at trial
or the public safety, bail may be
imposed provided it is affordable. 6
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FEDERAL BAIL RELJi.4.SE
AND PRETRIAL MISCONDUCT
This special report presents statistical findings that describe Federal
bail r.elease and pretrial misconduct.
The analysis focuses on the following
issues:
• What variables affect the amount of
bail a defendant must post in Federal
courts?
• Once bail is set, what variables affect
whether the defendant will post bail?
• Once a defendant is released, what
variables predict pretrial misconducti.e., failure to appear for court or
arrest while OI(bail?
(I What effect does pretrial detention
have on an offender's sentence?
Reported findings were based on a
subset of the recently established BJS
integrated Federal. statistics data the.
The complete file contains information
about case processing from investigation through prosecution, adjudication,
sentencing, and corrections for Federal
defendants whose felony and serious
misdemeanor cases were terminated in
district courts during 1979.
The subset is limited to data from
13 districts that supported experimental pretrial service programs and
reported bail decisions and release
outcomes to the Pretrial Services
Branch of the Probation Division of the
Administrative Office of the U.S.
Courts. These 13 districts accounted
for about 25% of all felony and serious
misdemeanor cases terminated during
1979. Interviews with pretrial service
agency officials supplement the
computerized data.
Table 1 displays the variables used
in the analysis. These variables correspond generally to the factors that
are cited in the new Federal bail reform legislation. Findings from the
statistical analysis are summarized in
tables 2-5, which provide estimates of
the marginal effects that selected
variables have on bail amounts, posting
bail, misconduct while on bail, and
sentence severity, holding constant ~e
other variables described in table 1.
As noted, the tables describe trends;
that is, the statistics are approxima':'
tions of relationships between varhlbles

Table 1. Variables used in the"anaIysis ot selected issuesa
Amount
of bail
set

Variables

Variables used in anal:lsis of:
AbiHty
Pretrliil
to post
mlsbail
conduct

Impact
on sentenclng

."-

Offense seriousness
Maximum statutory sentence
Felony or misdemeanor
SpecieJ aggravating circumstances
Type of offense (bank robbery, drugs, etc.)
Prior criminal record
Prior probation/parole revocation
Number of prior felony convictions
Number of prior misdemeanor convictions
Number of times imprisoned
Indication of a juvenile record
Recent criminal history
On probation/parole at time of
Federal offense
Other cases pending
Stability factors
Marital status
Months at present address
Prior instances of failure to appear
Number of dependents supported
Economic status
Education
Months in present job
Months unemployed
Annual income
Private or public counsel
Drug use
Abused opiates
Abused non-opiate drugs
Abused alcohol
Other personal variables
Sex
Race
Age
Physical illness
Psychological illness
Process variables
Conviction: jury, bench, or guilty pJea
District where prosecuted
Days on bail
Bail amount
Detained prior to trial

-:....

X

X

X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X

X

~l

X

X\ ,.

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X.
X

X
X
X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

X
X
X

;--.
-

X
X

X

a An X denotes variables that were retained
In the final regression specification; not all
retained variables were sta tistically
significant. Additional variables wel'e used

in earlier regression specifications. For
elaboration, see Pretrial Release and
Misconduct in the Federal Justice S:lstem,
(forthcoming from BJS in 1985).

that in reality are more complelt: than
the statistical representations.

• surety bond-the defendant is
required to post the full bail amount
with the court prior to release; and
• collateral bond-the defendant posts
collateral instead of a surety bond.
Abollt half of flll Federal defendants
released during 1979 were released on
unsecured bond, 23% were relea,sed on
personal recognizance, 14% were
released on deposit bond, 9% were
released on surety bond, and less than
2% were released on collateral bond.
AMOUNT OF BAIL

TYPE OF BAIL RELEASE
In Federal district courts, a defendant must be given a bail h~ring: within
24 hours of his arrest. The hearir,lg,
which is conducted by a judge or magistrate, determines the conditions under
which the defendant may be released
pending trial. There ftre five forms of
bail in Federal court:
• release on personal recognizancEl-the
defendant posts no bail bond, but may
be prosecuted for failure to appeal' for
a scheduled court date;
o release on unsecured bond-the defendant posts no bail bond but risks
forfeiting a prescribed amount for
failure to appear;
• deposit bOlld-the defendant posts a
portion of the bail bond, typically 10%,
with the court and is responsible for the
rest if he fails to appear for court;
2

A variety of factors, including most
of those listed in table 1, affect the
level of bail. Three factors are especially important: the seriousness of
the charged offense, the district where
bail was imposed, and the offender's
criminal record-in that order. The
marginal effect of each of these three
factors is described in table 2, which
pres,ents variations in bail amounts.

For purposes of the analysis, bail
amount was considered to be the final
amount required to be posted after the
defendant had exhaus~ed all review
hearings and appeals. Furthermore,
bail was considered to equal zero for
unsecured bond and personal recognizance, and it was assumed to equal 10%
of the total amount for deposit bond.
Charge seriousness
In Federal courts, as in State and
local courts, high bail is reserved
generally for defendants accused of
serious crimes. Bank robbery-one of
the most serious Federal crimesresults in bail of $10,000 or more in
61 % of all cases. Twenty-five percent
of all defendants in drug law violation
cases (mostly upper- and middle-level
dealing) are required to post bail of
$10,000 or more. In contrast, 85% of
all defendants accused of fraud were
released on personal recognizance or
unsecured bail.
Holding the offense and other
variables constant, bail was typically
between $4,500 and $6,000 for defendants charged with crimes that
carry a 5d'ear maximum penalty (see
table 2). 1 Offenses with a 15-year
maximum penalty typically resulted in
bail between $8,500 and $10,500.
Offenses with 25-year maximum terms
typically resulted in bail between
$13,500 and $17,000.
District
Holding other factor/s constant, bail
amounts varied across the 13 districts;
extremes are reported in table 2. The
"high bail district" typically set bail
between $13,500 and $17,500 for
defendants accused of crimes carrying
a 15-year maximum sentience. For the
same type of crime, and for similar
defendants, the "average bail district"
typically ~et bail at between $7,000 and
$10,000. Under similar circumstances,
t~ ''low bail district" typically set bail
it(tl1e range of $5,500 to $7,500.
Prior'record
Although charge seriousness and
jurisdiction were the primary factors
determining the type and amount of
bail, the defendant's criminal record
was also important. For example, 71%
of all defendants without criminal
conviction histories were released on
personal recognizance or unsecured
bond, compared to 56% of defendants
with one prior felony conviction, 45%
of defendants with two prior felony
convictions, and 37% of defendants
with three or more prior felony
.
convictions.
As shown in table 2, a positive
correlation exists between bail amount
and criminal record when controls are
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Table 2. Variation in ball amounts
Average bali amounts ll

Selected relevant variables
Offense seriousness
25-year maximum penalty
IS-year maximum penalty
5-year maximum penalty
Districtb
High bail district (Imposed the highest average bail amounts) •
Average bail dL~trict (district composite, Ilverage' bail across Nation)
Low bail district (imposed lowest average ball amounts)
Prior recordb
Serious record (three prior felony convictions, on probation or parole
at time of arrest, and charges pending for Il. previous offense)
Less serious record (one prior felony conviction, not on probation
or parole, and no charges pending)
No record (absence of all three conditions)

$13,500-17,000
$8,500-10,500
$4,500-6,000
$13,500-17,500
$7,000-10,000
$5,500-7,500

$16,500-20,500
$9,500-12,000
$7,500-9,000

Source: Integrated Federal Justice Statistics
data base, as elaborated in PretrIal Release
and Misconduct In the Federal Justice S:lstem,
forthcoming from BJS in 1985.
..
a See footnote 10 at end of text for an
explanation of ranges. The figures for each

variable were derived from regression
analysis, holding other variables constant
(see table 1).
II Calculations were based on an assumption
that the most serious charge carries a 15year maximum statutory penalty.

introduced for other variables. For
instance, offenders with "serious l.'ecords" (defined here as three prior
felony convictions, on probation or
parole, and charges pending for a nonFederal offense) typically were required to post bail in an amount
between $16,500 an9 $20,500. Offenders who were ac~used of similar
crimes, but who had IIless serious
records" (defined as one prior felony
conviction, not on probation or parole,
and no other charges pending) typically
faced a bail amount between $9,500 and
$12,000. Under similar circumstances,
offenders with "no record" typically
faced a bail between $7,500 and $9,000.

Ultimately, 83% of al,) defendants
are released on personal recognizance,
on unsecured bond, or after posting
bail; 17% are detained. A variety of
factors appear to affect the probability
that a defendant wlll post bail. Of
these factors, the most important are
the level of bail, the defendant's income, his residential stability, evidence
that he has failed to appear in court in
the past, and his age, sex, and race.
Table 3 describes the relationship between the above factors and the probability of posting bail, holding constant
the factors listed in table 1.

Other variables

The probability of posting bail
decreases, as one would suspect, as the
bail amount increases. ASSUming that
in the case of a deposit bond the
defendant is required to post 10% of
the bond's face amount, and holding
constant :pther variables listed in table
1, most defendants were able to post
bail of $10,000 or less, fewer than half
were able to post bail set at $50,000,
and about one in ten were able to post
bail in excess of $100,000.

The statistical analysis indicated
that bail was somewhat lower for
defendants who had lived at the same
address for several years than for
transients, somewhat lower for women
than for men, and lower for defendants
with college and high-school degrees
than for defendants without. Holding
other factors constant, there was no
correlation between bail amount and
any of the following: race, age, drug
use, income, employment history, dependents supported by the defendant,
and past history of jumping bail.
POSTING BAIL
Bail is set by a Judge or magistrate
within 24 hours of arrest, generally
within the presence of a pretrial service agency representative, an Assistant U.S. Attorney, and the defendant's
qpunsel, who may be appointed at thi!i
stage if the defendant is indigent. If
the defendant cannot post the bail set
at the first hearing, he may request a
reduction in bail at a subsequent review
hearing or appeal. Approximately 90%
of all released defendants gain their
release at the initial hearing.
3

BBil amount

Financial standing

Table 3 illustrates a second expected relationship~ tile probability of
posting bail incl'eases with the defendant's annual income, his education, and
his ability to hire a private attorney. A
"wealthy" defendant (one with a college
degree, $50,000 annual legal income,
and a private attorney) is almost
certain to post bail of $5Q,000 or less.
EVen for amounts over $100,000, release is more likely than not. In contrast, the probability that a "poor" defendant (no high school degree, $4,000
annual legal i~come, and an appoint~d
attorney) will post bail is 84% for a
$15,000 bond, 58% for a $30,000 bond
and 26% for a $50,000 bond.,-,
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Residential stability and
prior failure to appear
Table 3 indicates that a "stable"
defendant (defined &s married, same
residence for 6 years, and no prior
instance of failure to appear) has a 9496
probability of posting $15,000 bail and a
79% probability of posting $30,000 bail,
holding constant other variables, including income. For a "transient" (not
married, no fixed abode, and one or
more prior instances of failure to appear) the probability of posting bail is
much less-86% for bail set at $15,000
and 58% for bail set at $30,000. Defendants with stable community ties
may have greater access to funds and
also may be more willing to pay for
release in order to return to their
families and friends than defendants
with less stable community ties.
Age, sex, and race

Holding other variables constant,
men are less likely than women to post
bail, non-Caucasians are less likely than
Caucasians, and younger defendants are
less likely than cldeJ: defendants. As
shown in table 3, the probability is only
2% that a 40-year-old, Caucasian female will fail t{) post $15,000 bail,
while the failure rate is six times
greater (12%) for a 30-year-old, non-

Probability
of posting bail a

Bail amount

$10,000
$50,000
$100,000
Defendant's incomeb
$15,000 bail
Healthy
Poor
$30,000 bail
Wealthy
Poor
Stabilityc
$15,000 bail
Stable
Transient
$30,000 bail
Stable
Transient
Race, sex, and age
Caucasian, female, age 40
Bail $15,000
Bail $30,000
Non-Caucasian, male, age 30
Bail $15,000
Bail $30,000

~.
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Caucasian male; at a $30,000 bail level,
the likelihood that the woman will fail
to make bail becomes 1796, the man
38%. (These two demographic categories were used for illustranon).

98%
42
13

99

64
98

58

94
86
79
58

98
83
88
62

Source: See table 2.
a These figures were derived from regression
analysis, holding other variables constant
(table 1).
b "\'lealthy"-college degree, $50,000 annual
legal income, and retained counsel.
"Poor"-no high school degr('e, $4,000 legal,
annual Income, and appointed counsel.
c "Stable''-married, same residence for 6
years, no prior failures to appear.
"Transient"-not married, no fixed abode;
one or more prior failures to appear.
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Other variables

The probability of posting bail
varies little, if at all, with a defendant's criminal record or drug use.
Defendants accused of distributing
drugs tend to be more likely to post
bail, other variables held constant,
possibly because the unique profitability of drug dealing provides a cache
of available bail money. Other variables did not seem to exert a material
effect on the probability that bail is
posted.

,.

Selected relevant variables

Probability of
misconduct 11

90 days
180 days
270 days
Criminal rccordb

Serious record c
Less serious record c
No reeori
Druguseb
Abuses opiates and
non-opiates
No drug use
Bconomi'l. and social
stability'"
unstabJed
Stable

10%
14

1'1
35
20
8

20
10

Pretrial misconduct, as defined
here, includes arrest for a new crime
while on bail, willful failure to appear
for a court date, and violations of the
technical conditions of release. A
number of factors affect the likelihood
of such misconduct. Some of the most
important ones, described in table 4 and
discussed below, are time on bail, the
defendant's criminal record, his abuse
of illicit drugs, and economic and social
stability.

As shown in table 4, th~- 10nger a
defendant is at risk the greatef the
probability of misconduct, holding
constant the other variables lbted in
table 1. The probability of misconduct
is 10% for defendants who were on bail
for 90 days, i496 for defendants on bail
for 180 days, and 17% for dwndants
who were free for 270 days.
Within
the category of pretrial misconduct,
time at risk was statistically correlated
with arrest for a new crime, but not
with failing to appear for a scheduled
court event.
.
Prior criminal record
Criminal record is positively
correlated with pretrial misconduct.
Holding constant the other variables
listed in table 1, about 359.6. of all
defel'ldants with "serious records"
(defined .here as three prior felony
~onvictions, one case pending, and one
or more prior instance of failure to
appear) were arrested for a new crime
or failed to appear for a court date
during a 12o-day bail period. About
20% of all defendants with "less serious
recordsll (one prior felony ccmviction,
no pending cases, no prior instances of
failure to appear) were rearrested or
failed to appear. Only 8% of all
defendants with IIno records" were
rearrested or failed to appear.
4
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PRETRIAL MISCONDUCT
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Table 4. Factors affecting the likelihood
of misconduct while on bail

Time on bail

Time at risk

Table 3. Variation in the probability
of posting bail
Selected relevant variables

f

a These figures were derived from regreSSion
analysis, holding other variables constant
(table 1).
b Evaluated at 120-day bail period.
c "Serious record"-Three prior felony
convictions, one case pending, and one or
more prior instances of failure to appear.
"Less serious record''-One prior felony
conviction, no pending cases, no prior
instances of failure to appear.
d "Unstable"-Unemployed three years, no
high school degree, no fixed abode,
appointed coun$el.
"Stable''-Employed, college degree, 6
years at same residence, retained counsel.
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Drug use

Drug use increased the likelihood of
other factors being held
constant.
As reported in table 4, the
probability of misconduct within 120
days was 2096 for defendants who were
known to abuse opiate an~ non-opiate
drugs in combination (estimates are
slightly lower for defendants who
abused opiates alone). The probability
fell to less than 10% for defendants
who abused neither opiates nor nonopiates.
misconduI~

Economic and social stability
Defendants who are economically
and socially "unstable" (defined here as
bp.ing unemployed 3 years, indigent with
an appointed counsel, no high school degree, and no fixed abode) are more. likely to be rearrested or fail to appear for
court than are defendants who are economically and socially "stable" (employed, 6 years at the same residence,
with a college degree, and retained
counsel). Holding other variables
constant and assuming a bail period of
120 days, 20% of the "unstable" group
were rearrested or flliled to appear,
compared to 2% of the "stable" groul),
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Age, sex, and race

The probability of misconduct was
higher for males, non-Caucasians,and
younger defendants.
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Bureau of Justice Statistics reports
SENTENCING
Table 5 shows the average sentences
for four representative offense categories, according to whether the offender had been released or detained
pending'trial. Defendants who are
released pending trial receive shorter
prison sentences than defendants who
are detained. This findin was derived
from regression analysis. f3
SUMMARY

o

The highest bail amounts tend to be
imposed on defendants accused of the
most serious crimes who have extensive
criminal records and weak social and
economic ties. Males typically receive
higher bail amounts than females.
Holding other variables constant, bail
amounts vary systematically across
Federal district courts.
When bail is set high, defendants
post bail less frequently than when it is
set low. Defendants with social ties
and economic stability are more likely
than other defendants to post bail,
holding the amount constant. The
seriousness of the offense and the
defendant's criminal record and use of
drugs were not correlated with the
probability of posting bail.
The probability of pretrial misconduct increases with the length of
time a defendant is on bail; it also
increases with the defendant's criminal
record and use of drugs. Males, nonCaucasians, and defendants considered
to be less stable socially and economically are more likely than other
defendants to commit some form of
pretrial misconduct.
Sentence severity is greatest for
defendants who were detained prior to
trial.
The

data

Data in this special report were derived me.inly
from the Bureau of Justice Statistics integrated
Federal Justice Statistics data base. Data from
1979, the most recent year for which sufficiently
complete data were available, were assembled from
computerized files maintained separately by several
Federal criminal justice agencies. The Executive
Office for u.s. Attorneys provided a computerized
file on all cases handled by U.S. Attorneys in 94
Federal districts. The Administrative Office of the
U.S. Courts furnished three data sets: the master
file of all criminal cases terminated in Federal
district courts, the computerized pretrial release
interview data maintained by the pretrial services
branch for interviews conducted in 13 Federal district courts, and the computerized file containing
data on all probb.tioners and parolees under the
supervision of Federal probation officers. Thc
IlJreaU of Prisons provided data on incarcerated
Federllioffenders. The Federal Bureau of investigation supplied criminal arrest records.
Theprocess of Integrating disparate data files Is
called "matching and merging"; as the name implies,
pairs ot files are matched and then merged into a
third file.· Records matched at rates that were
general!Y higher than expected; these rates were all
~tableror statistical analysis. Federal law prollibits use of the integrated file for any purposes
otherthan research. A more complete analysis of
Federal pretrial release practices is described in the

(revised December 1984)

Table 5. Impact of pretrial detention on sentence length

Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
251-5500) to order BJS reports, to be added

Sentence length for conviction on:
Bank
robbery

DeCendants
Pretrial status
Released
Detained

91.2 months
125,8

Average for all defendantsa

115.1

Source: See table 2. Findings based on
regression analysis.
a Tabulations were limited to convieted
defendants who were interviewed in the 13

Bureau of Justice statistics report, "Pretrial
Release and Misconduct in the Federal Justice System," forthcoming In 1985.
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association with criminal peers, submit to th\rd

5

Fraud
7.6 months
19.7
8.0

Forgery

Drug
orranses

9.5 months
24.3

29.8 months
55.3

11.3

34.1

districts with pretrial service agencies.
Thus, average;; differ slightly Cram those
reported in BJS Special Reports based on
the full Federal integrated data base.

party supervision, and so on). Those special.
conditions are not examined here.
91n Federal courts, the defendant may have two
reviews of his bail status. In addition, he may
appeal the decisions made in the review hearings.
About 10% of all defendants use the review and
appeal process.
lOA range rather than a single average resulted
from the way that the variable "penalty" was
coded. The penalty reflected both the maximum
prison term and the maximum fine that could be
imposed following conviction. for the most serious
crime {indicated by thl} possible sentence) among
the convicting charges. Because there Is a range of
possible fines associated with a specific maximum
prison term, the estimated bail amount itself was
also reported as a range.
llQuestions of causality arise when interpreting the
correlation between time at risk and the probability
of misconduct. The inference drawn above is that
longer periods at risk increase the likelihood of
misconduct, but other interpretations might be
advanced because misconduct could cause a delay in
court proceSSing, esp'eclally if the defendant
absconds. A standard statistlC191 technique, the use
of an "instrumer,t variable" was employed to reduce
the confounding influcnce of this latter reverse
correlation, leading to the conclusion that time at
risk may have an independent, causal effect on
misconduct.
12Drug use was inferred from pretrial release interviews that rely on self reports, but the offender's
response is verified routinely with family, friends,
and drug abuse clinics.
13Questions of callsation arise when interpreting
the correlation between sentence length and pretrial status. The interpretation made here Is that
pretrial detainees receive harsher sentences because of their pretrial detention, holding other
variables constant. Another explanation is that
judges tend to detain defendants who are expected
to receive long prison terms If convicted. Instrument variable ttlchniques were used to reduce the
confounding Influence of this latter rcverse correlation.

Bureau of Justice Statistics Special Reports are prepared by BJS
staff and are edited by Joseph M.
Bessette, deputy directt.l' for data
analysis. Marilyn Marbrook, publications unit chief, administers
their production, assisted by Millie
Baldea and Joyce M. Stanford.
This report was written by Willinm
Rhodes, INSLAW, Inc., under the
direction of Carol G. Kaplan,
chief, Federal statistics and
information policy branch, and was
edited by Benjamin H. Renshaw,
deputy director for management.
January 1985, NCJ-96132

to one of the BJS mailing lists, or to speak
to a reference speCialist in statisticl' at the
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse. Naiional
CrimInal Justice Reference Service,
Box 600"0, Rockville. MD 20850. Single
copIes of reports are free; use NCJ.number
to order. Postage and handling are charged
for bulk orders of single reports. For single
copies of multiple titles, up to 10 titles are
free; 11-40 titles $10; more than 40. $20;
libraries call for special rates.
Public-use tapes of BJS data sets and
other criminal justice data are available
from the Criminal Justice Archive and
Information Network, P.O. Box 1248. Ann
Arbor, Mi 48106 (313-764-5199).
National Crime Survey
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Profile of jail inmates, 1978, NCJ-65412, 2/81
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preliminary report, NCJ'55172, 5/79

Parole and probation
BJS bullelins:
Probation and parole 1983, NCJ-94776.
9/84
.
Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83
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Characteristics of the parole population, 1978,
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Parole in the U.S., 1979, NCJ·69562,3/81

Courts
BJS bulletin:
Case filings in State courts 1983, NCJ'95111,
10/84 •
BJS special reporls:
Crim!nal defense syst!'~'s: A national
survey, NCJ-94630, 8/84
Habeas corpus, NCJ-92949, 3/84
Case filings in State cOUits 1983,
NCJ·95111, 10/84
State court case load statistics, 1977 and
1981, NCJ'87587, 2/83
The prosecution of folony arrests, 1979, NCJ86482,5/84
State court organization 1980, NCJ-76711, 7/82
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Expenditure and employment
Justice expenditure and employment in the
U.S., 1971-79, NCJ-92596 11/84
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U.S., 1979 (!!.• al report), NCJ-87242, 12/83

Privacy and security
Computer crime:
Electronic fund transfer and crime,
NCJ·92650, 2/84
Computer security techniques,
NCJ'84049,9/82
Electronic fund transfer systems and crime,
NCJ·83736. 9/82
Legislative resource manual, NCJ·78890, 9/81
Expert witneos manual, NCJ'77927, 9/81
Criminal justice resource manual, NCJ·61550,
12/79
Privacy and security of criminal history
information:
A guide to research and statistical use,
NCJ-69790, 5/81
A guide to dissemination, NCJ·40000, 1/79
Compendium of State legislation:
NCJ·48981, 7178
1981 supplement, NCJ'79652, 3/82
Criminal justice information policy:
Victim/witness legislation: An overview,
NCJ·94263, 12/84
Information policy and crime control strategies
(SEARCH/BJS conference), NCJ-93926,
10/84
Research access to criminal justice data.
NCJ·84154, 2/83
Privacy and juvenile justice records,
NCJ·84152, 1/83
Survey of State laws (BJS bulletin),
NCJ·80836, 6/82
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NCJ-79651,11/81

General
BJS bulletins:
Bank robbery: Federal offenses and
offenders. NCJ·94630,8/84
Federal drug law vlillators, NCJ·92692
2/84
The severity of crime, NCJ·92326, 1/84
The American response to crime: An overview
of criminal justice systems, NCJ-91936, 12/83
Tracking offenders, NCJ-91572, 11/83
Victim and witness assistance: New State
laws and the system's response, NCJ'87934,
5/83
Federal justice statistics, NCJ-80814, 3/82
BJS telephone contacts, NCJ.g5505, 10/84
How to gain access to BJS data (brochure),
BC{)00022, 9/84
Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics, 1983,
NCJ-91534,10/84
Information policy and crimfl control
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Proceedings of the 2nd workshop on law and
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Report to the nation on crime and justice:
The data, NCJ-87068, 10/83

Postage and Fees Paid
U.S. Department of Justice
Jus 436

THIRD CLASS
BULK RATE

Washington, D.C 20S31

~.'

,"---,

r
!

;

c

o
()

/'

\j

o

\

