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Comparisons have consistently shown
that the United States has a higher
proportion of its population incarcer-
ated for criminal offenses than the
other Western democracies. This has
led many to conclude that the United
States is considerably more punitive in
its treatment of criminals. However,
comparing only population-based incar-
ceration rates ignores the impact that
higher erime rates in the United States
may have in accounting for higher in-
carceration rates.

This study addresses the issue by
estimating the likelihood that a person
arrested for robbery, burglary, or theft
in the United States, Canada, England,
or the Federal Republic of Germany
(West Germany) will eventually be sen~
tenced to imprisonment. When these
arrest-based imprisonment rates are
compared, the difference between the
United States and the other counfries in
the use of imprisonment largely disap~
pears.

Findings

The United States, Canada, and
England have similar rates of imprison-
ment for adults arrested for robbery.
In these three countries an estimated
48%-52% of those arrested for robbery
eventually serve a sentence of incar-
ceration in a jail or prison (table 1).

For the crime of theft, imprison-
ment rates range from 14% in Canada
and England to 18% in the United
States. For burglary, Canada has the
lowest measured rate (23%), followed

-

With the publication of Imprison-
ment in Four Countries, the
Bureau of Justice Statistics is
pleased to jntroduce its inter-
national statisties program. This
program has two objectives: to
support the development of a body
of international statisties in the
area of erime and eriminal justice
and to undertake cross-national
comparisons.

In the late summer of 1985, 1
was an American delegate to the
Seventh United Nations Congress
on the Prevention of Crime and
the Treatment of Offenders in
Milan, Italy. At that meeting the
United States was the principal
sponsor of & resolution stressing
the importance of national erimi~
nal justice information and statis-
tical systems and calling for UN
support to member nations esta~
blishing and developing such
systems,

Currently, BJS is conducting a
systematic evaluation of the util-
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ity and comparability of all exist-
ing international statistical series
on crime and criminal justice. The
source for one of these series, the
UN survey of e—*me trends and
criminal justi  .ystems, will be
conducted for ne third time in the
fall of 1987. To prepare for this
survey and to increase its value to
researchers and practitioners, the
United States and the United Na-
tions are cosponsoring a meeting
of experts in eriminal justice from
around the world in Washington,
D.C., this spring.

As this special report shows, a
program of carefully executed
cross-national studies can improve
our understanding of the eriminal
justice process in our own coun-
try. We are especially grateful to
the nine experts from Canada,
England, and the Federal Republic
of Germany who assisted in this
undertaking.

Steven R. Schlesinger
Director

by Engj}and (30%) and the United States
(35%).

Because of the limitations of avail-
able quantitative data, these figures
are based on the assumption that there
is no charge reduction in Canada and
England, that is, that no one in these
two countries is arrested for one crime
1All data on England reported here include Wales

but not Scotland, since England and Wales have a
common criminal justice system.

but convicted and incarcerated for a
lesser offense. Imprisonment rates for
the United States, on the other hand,
include a correction for charge reduc-
tion. (See the discussion of the charge
reduction correction on page 4.)

This assumption of no charge reduc-
tion in Canada and England tends to
understate imprisonment rates for
these countries, although it is impos-
sible to determine by how much. Con-
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sequently, the imprisonment rates for
these countries should also be compared
to the rates for the United States
before correction for the effects of
charge reduction. The arrest-based im-
prisonment rates for the United States
with no charge reduction correction are
as follows:

Robbery 38%
Burglary 27%
Theft 17%

Thus, if all three countries are com-
pared with no charge reduction correc-
tion, then the United States has the
lowest imprisonment rate for robbery, a
rate for burglary near the midpoint of
the rates for Canada and England, and
an imprisonment rate for theft within
three percentage points of those of the
two other countries.

These findings are the result of
comparing arrest data (or its equiva-
lent) and incarceration data for four
major Western democracies. Because
the fourth country, The Federal Repub-
lic of Germany (West Germany), does
not have g practice exactly equivalent
to arrests, it is not possible to make a
direct comparison with the three other
countries, Instead, one can estimate a
range for Germany based upon (1)
adults "suspected" of crimes—a cate~
gory broader than those actually "ar-
rested" in the other countries—and (2)
adults formally "charged" with offen-
ses—a narrower or stricter category
than "arrests."

For robbery the resulting range for
the proportion incarcerated in Germany
i5 23%-58%; for theft it is 4%~-9%.
(German criminal justice statisties in-
clude burglary with theft.) Because the
range for robbery overlaps the rates
calculated for the United States,
Canada, and England, it is not possible
to determine whether German senten-
cing practices for this crime differ
markedly from the other countries.
The data do indicate, however, that the
German criminal justice system relies
less on incarceration for the crime of
theft than do the systems in the three
other countries.

Because of variations in the kinds of
data available from each country, the
years analyzed, and the assumptions
and adjustments that affect the find-
ings (see discussion below), the, impri-
sonment rates presented here should be
viewed as estimates of incarceration
probabilities and not exact measures.

While a variety of factors contri~
bute to the degree of punitiveness of a
criminal justice system, two of the
most important for comparing Western

England, ang the Federal Republic of Germany

Table 1. Arrest-based imprisonment rates for the United States, Canada,

Estimates of the percentage of arrested adults who
are incarcerated after a criminal convietion in:

Federal Repﬁxblic

Arrest offense Ugpited States Canada England& of Germany
Robbery 49% 52% 48% 23%-~-58%
Burglary 35 23 30 .ee
Theft® 18 14 14 4-9

Note: All data are for the most recent year
for which complete data were available when
the study began: U.S.—-1982; Canada—1980;
England—1983; Germany--1984. Also, only
data for the United States incorporate a
correction for the effects of charge redue-
tion, The rates for the other countries, par-
ticularly Canada; would likely be higher if the
effects of charge reduction could be calcu-
lated. See text for details.

. .« Not available.
4 1ncludes Waies.

The range presented is based on those sus-
pected of crimes and those formally charged
with crimes.  See text for explanation.
€ Because Germany includes burglary and auto
theft with theft, these crimes have been
included for comparability reasons in the theft
category for the other three countries.

Table 2. Number of persons incarcerated per 100,000 persons in the resident population
for the United States, England, and the Federal Republic of Germany

Incarceration

Federal Republic

offense United States England® of Germany
Robbery 46.1 5.1 9.9
Burglary 37.0 21.0 e
ThestP 56.5 24.8 26.7

Note: See table 1 for the years covered.
National data on persons in prison by offense
are not compiled for Canada, Data for the
United States include estimates of the sen-
tenced jail population.

. . « Not available.

8 Includes Wales.

Because Germany includes burglary and auto
theft with theft, these crimes have been in-
cluded for comparability reasons in the theft
category for the other two countries.

and the Federal Republic of Germany

Table 3. Number of persons admitted o prison in & year per 100,000 persons
in the resident population for the United States, Canada, England,

Incarceration United Federal Republic
offense States Canada England® of Germany
Robbery 26.8 15.5 4.3 3.0
Burglary 53.7 43.2 36.9 cen

TheftP 117.0 81.5 70.6 21.0

Note: See table 1 for the years covered. Data
for the United States include estimates of the
sentenced jail population.

.+ » Not available.

8 Includes Wales.

b Because Germany includes burglary and auto
theft with theft, these crimes have been
included for comparability reasons in the theft
category for the other three countries.

democracies are the likelihood of incar-
ceration and the length of imprison-
ment., While both of these factors must
be considered, this study is limited to
the likelihood of incarceration.

Background

As indicated above, Canada, Eng-
land, and Germany have lower propor-
tions of their populations incarcerated
for erime than does the United States.
This is true for crime in the aggregate
as well as for specific serious crimes.
For example, the proportion of the
population in prison for robbery in the
United States is almost five times
higher than in the Federal Republic of
Germany and almost nine times higher
than in England (table 2). For theft
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the proportion is about twice as high
in the United States as in Germany or
England.

Substantial differences also exist
in the proportion of the population
admitted to prison in a year for specific
crimes. For robbery the proportion in
the United States is about six times
higher than in England and about nine
times higher than in Germany (table
3). For theft, the U.S rate is 66%
higher than that of England and more
than five times higher than that of
Germany. Of the countries studied,
Canadian rates for prison admissions
are the closest to those of the United
States.

It is possible that the higher popuia-




tion-based incarceration rates in the
United States are the result of its sub-
stantially higher crime rates. For ex-
ample, if two countries with similar
sentencing practices—that is, they
treat similar kinds of offenders in

" similar ways—have substantially differ-
ent rates of crime, the one with the
higher crime rate will likely have a
higher percentage of its population in
prison than the one with the lower
erime rate (assuming that arrest rates
and conviction rates are about the
same).

Using arrest data

An ideal test of the relative puni-
tiveness of different countries would
compare the number of persons admit-
ted to prison (and jail) with the number
of individuals convicted of various
serious crimes. At this time, however,
such comparisons are impossible singe
there are no national data for the
United States on the number of convie-
tions for serious crimes, Given the un-
availability of conviction data, this
study utilizes the best alternative:
arrest data, or its equivalent. Using
arrest data as the base, one can calcu-
late the ratio of prison (and jail) admis-
sions each year to the number of per-
sons arrested for various serious
erimes, This ratio is an estimate of the
probability that a person arrested for a
serious crime will eventually be senten-
ced to incarceration.

There are several advantages to
using arrest data in such a compari-
son. First, the number of arrests should
vary with the rate of criminal acti-
vity. Second, reasonably reliable arrest
data are available for many Western
democracies. Third, both arrest and in-
carceration data are person-based stat-
istics, in contrast, for example, to data
on reported crime incidents, which
show how many crimes were reported
to authorities but not how many offen-
ders committed those crimes. Fourth,
because arrested persons require a de-
cision by the criminal justice system,
differences between the number of per-
sons arrested and the number incarcer-
ated in a given time period will be, at
. least to some degree, a function of
decisions made by the criminal justice
system—including, of course, decisions
to dismiss cases, for whatever reasons,
and findings of not guilty.

Using arrest data in a cross-national
comparison presumes that arrest prae-~
tices are basieally comparable in the
countries studied. Of the four coun-
tries included in this study, police prac-
tice, legal standards, and reported data
on arrests are most comparable in the

United States and Canada. In England,
on the other hand, police arrest sus-
pects, but there are no routinely pro-
duced statistics on arrests. Thus, the
number of persons arrested was estima-
ted by combining the number of persons
"eautioned" for each offense with the
number of persons proceeded against in
Magistrates Court. "Cautions" are for-
mal warnings issued by police, in lieu of
any further action, to persons suspected
of committing a crime. Officially they
are to be issued only when there is suf-
ficient evidence to proceed with a pro-
secution. Since all persons who are
ultimately prosecuted are proceeded
against in Magistrates Court, the sum
of those proceeded against and those
cautioned should be a reasonable ap-
proximation of arrests in the United
States or Canada.

As indicated above, German prac-
tice is quite different from that in the
three other countries. There simply is
no German practice equivalent to ar-
rests in the American sense. Conse-
quently, this report presents two sepa-
rate sets of figures for Germany: one
based on the number of "suspects" and
one based on the number of persons for-
mally charged with a erime. In com-
parison to a straightforward arrest-
based imprisonment rate, these give a
low and a high estimate of the likeli-
hood of incarceration. In other words,
if Germany did employ the kinds of ar-
rest practices prevalent in the three
other countries, its arrest-based impri-
senment rate would lie somewhere be-
tween the suspect-based rate and the
charge-based rate.

Selection of erimes

The three erimes analyzed were the
only ones of the seven major FBI Index
crimes for which there were reasonably
consistent definitions across the four
countries and for which suffi%ient
national data were available.” In 1985
these three crimes gecounted for 84%
of reported Index crimes in the United
States. In 1983, the most recent year
with available prison admission data,
they were responsible for more than
half of all prison admissions in the
United States.

Assumptions and adjustments
to the data

The data presented in table 1 repre-
sent the ratios of (1) the number of
adults incarcerated in jail or prison in a

The Federal Bureau of Investigation includes as
Index crimes for national erime reporting purposes
homicide, forcible rape, aggravated assault,
robbery, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle
theft. Arson was recently added as an Index crime,
but it is not included in the FBI's reported totals.
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year who have been convicted following
an arrest for robbery, burglary, or theft
o (2) the number of aduits arrested (or
its equivalent) in a year for these
crimes. In each case the year selected
was the most recent for which com-
plete data were available when the
study began.

The ratios calculated are estimates
of the likelihvod of being sentenced to
incarceration given arrest for a partic-
ular crime. They are estimates because
this method dges not actually track ar-
rested persons through the adjudication
process, Instead the ratios include
some individuals admitted to jail or
prison in the target year who were ar-
rested in the previous (or even earlier)
calendar year and others who were ar-~
rested in the target year but not incar-
cerated until the next (or later) year.

A recent BJS report found that in 12
medium to large court jurisdictions in
the United States the average elapsed
time from arrest to disposition was 3.5
months for robbery and 3.2 moréths each
for burglary and larceny/theft.” Even
allowing for additional time between
disposition and sentencing, these data
suggest that, at least in the United
States, most of those arrested for rob-
bery, burglary, and theft and later
found guilty will be sentenced in the
same calendar year as the arrest.
Because it is unlikely that sentencing
patterns change dramatically from one
year to the next, those sentenced in the
target.year but arrested in the previous
year will be treated similarly to those
arrested in the target year but senten-
ced in the following year. Thus, the
ratio of those incarcerated in a partic~
ular year to those arrested in the same
year will closely approximate the
likelihood of incarceration given arrest
Tor that year.

Excluding juveniles

Arrest data for each country have
been adjusted to remove the proportion
of arrests accounted for by juveniles.
Based on prevailing practices in the
countries studied, juveniles were
defined as those under 18 years of age
in the United States and Canada and
those under 17 in England. Since in the
Federal Republic of Germany nearly ali
those through the age of 20 are tried as
juveniles, all those under 21 were ex-
cluded from the calculation of the
German imprisonment rates.t

3Felony case-proeessing time, BJS Special Report,
NCJ-101985, August 1986.

4The souree of this information is correspondence
from Dr. Hans-Jorg Albrecht of the Max~Planck~
Institute, the Federal Republic of Germany, January
8, 1987.




The jail corrrection

England and Germany have central-
ized reporting systems for prison ad~
missions data; Canada and the United
States do not. Due to limitations of
available data, prison admissions by
crime in Canada cannot be estimated
for Alberta, the Northwest Territory,
and the Yukon. Nonetheless, the other
nine Provinces include about 85% of the
Canadian population and thus can serve
as a reasonable basis for making state-
ments abont the nation as a whole. To
bz consistent, arrest data for the three
Provinces without the necessary incar-
ceration data were excluded from the
calculation of the imprisonment rates
for Canada.

In the United States the task of
calculating the imprisonment rates is
further complicated by the existence of
local jails as well as State and Federal
prisons. In the 44 States that do not
have unified jail-prison systems offen~
ders who receive shorter sentences
{usually up to 1 year) usually serve
them in a local jail facility. The
difficulty is that, unlike prison data,
national data on jail admissions by of-
fense for convicted offenders are not
available. Therefore, two distinet
methods for estimating jail admissions
by offense were devised. The mean of
these two estimates was then taken and
added to the prison admissions data in
order to caleulate the imprisenment
rates.

The charge reduction correction

As indicated above, any estimate of
the likelihood of incarceration given
arrest ought to include those cases
where an offender was incarcerated for
a different erime than the arrest of-
fense. For example, someone arrested
for burglary might eventually be con-
victed of and incarcerated for the les-
ser crime of theft. If the effects of
charge reduction are ignored, then the
numerator of the ratio that ic the basis
of the imprisonment rates will gener-
ally understate the number of persons
who are incarcerated after arrest for a
specific crime, resulting in an imprison~-
ment rate that is lower than it should
be.

For the United States a charge re-
duction correction can be calculated
using Offender-Based Transaction Stat-
istics (OBTS). The imprisonment rates
in table 1 include this correction.
Because of the limitations of available
data for the other countries, however,
the effects of charge reduction cannot
be readily determined, resulting in cal-
culated imprisonment rates that may

understate the likelihood of incarcer-
ation given arrest in these countries.
Since previous studies indicate that
there may be much less charge redue-
tion in England and the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany than in the United
States, the absence of a charge reduc-
tion correction for England and Ger-
many should not substantially affect
the results presented in table 1.

The limited data available for
Canada suggests more charge reduction
than in England and Germany, although
possibly less than in the United,States.
Thus, the Canadian imprisonmént rates
presented in table 1 may significantly
understate the likelihood of incarcer-
ation in that country. For this reason it
is particularly important to eompare
the calculated Canadian rates with the
corresponding rates for the United
States uncorrected for charge reduc~
tion.

Limitations in comparing imprisonment
rates

The purpose of constructing and
comparing arrest-based imprisonment
rates is to gauge whether different
countries treat similar kinds of offend-
ers in similar ways—whether, for exam-
ple, a burglar in one country is about as
likely as a burglar in another to receive
a prison sentence for his crime. This
study, however, has not been able to
control for two important aspects of
offenders that play a major role in
sentencing decisions: (1) the relative
seriousness of the criminal act within
the broad offense definitions and (2) the
prior criminal behavior of offenders.

The comparisons presented here
presume that, on the whole, robberies,
burglaries, and thefts in one country
are comparable in seriousness to the
same offenses in the other countries.
This assumption is dietated by the na~
ture of the available data. There is,
however, empirical evidence that at
least robberies in the United States are
more serious as a group than robberies
in the other countries. Specifically,
about 40% of the robberies reported to
police in the United States involve
firearms, compared to 29% in Canada
and only 9% in England. This is
additional evidence that the United
States is not more severe in its sen-
tencing of robbers than Canada and
England.

Similarly, sentencing decisions are
often influenced by the past criminal
behavior of offenders. A first-time
burglar, never before in trouble with
the law, will likely receive more lenient
treatment from a sentencing judge than
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someone who commits the same offense
but who has a long record of prior ar-
rests and conviections for criminal
offenses. The use of eriminal records
in sentencing offenders is not only an
accepted practice among judges, but it
is also recognized in State and Federal

statutes in the United States, If a
record of prior convictions also plays a
role in other countries, as is likely, then
a more definitive comparison of the
relative likelihood that an offender will
be sentenced to incarceration would
control for variations across countries
in both erime seriousness and the
criminal records of offenders.

Further details cn methedology

A methodological appendix with fur-
ther details on the calculation of the
findings presented in this report, in~
cluding the published sources for the
data from each country, is available on
request from BJS by calling Carol
Kalish at (202) 724-6100.

This Bureau of Justice Statistics
Special Report was written by
James P. Lynch of the School of
Justice, American University,
Washington, D.C. The project was
supervised by Joseph M. Bessette
and Carol B, Kalish of BJS. Edi-
torial assistance was provided by
Frank D. Balog of BJS. Marilyn
Marbrook, publications unit chief,
administered production, assisted
by Jeanne Harris and Arlene F.
James.

Numerous experts in other coun-
tries provided assistance in identi-
fying and analyzing data or in re-
viewing earlier drafts. These
include Penny Reedie (Department
of Justice), Jean Paul Broduer
(Canadian Sentencing Commis~
sion), and Robert Hann (The
Research Group) of Canada; Pat
Mayhew (British Home Office) and
Kenneth Pease (University of Man~
chester) of England; and Hans-Jorg
Albrecht (Max-Planck-Institute),
Conrad Hobe and Richard Blath
{(both of the Federal Ministry of
Justice), and R. Krickl (Federal
Republic of Germany Embassy in
the United States), all of the
Federal Republic of Germany.

Others providing assistarice,
advice, or suggestions were Albert
D. Biderman (American Univer-
sity), Gerhard O.W. Mueller
(Rutgers University), and Barbara
Allen-Hagen (U.S. Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention).
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Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local
251-5500) to order BJS reports, to be added
to one of the BJS mailing lists, or to speak
to a reference specialist in statistics at the
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service,

Box 6000, 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 muitiple 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
Informatiors Network, P.O. Box 1248, Ann
Arbor, M| 48106 (313-763-5010).
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Elactronic fund transfer frraud, NCJ-96666, 3/85
Electronic fund transfer and crime,

NCJ-G2650, 2/84

Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-100461,

4/88

Computer security techniques,
NCJ-84049, 9/82

Electronic fund transfer systems and crime,
NCJ-83736. 9/82

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77827, 9/81

Criminal justice resource manuai, NCJ-61550.
12/79

Privacy and security of criminal history
information:
Compendium of State |egisiation, 1984
overview, NC.J-98077, 9/85

Criminal justice information policy:

Criminal justice “het" files, NCJ-101850. 12/86

Data quality policies and procedures:
Proceedings of a BUS/SEARCH conference,
NCJ-101849, 12/86

Crime controt and criminal records {BJS special
report), NCJ-99176, 10/85

State criminal records repositories (BJS
technicai Teport), NCJ-89017, 10/85

Data quality of criminal history records, NCJ-
88079, 10/85

intelligence and investigative records,
NCJ-95787, 4/85

Victim/witness legisistion; An overview,
NCJ-94365, 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

Privacy and the private employer,
NCJ-79651. 11/81

General

84S bulletins and special regorts:

BJS telephone contacts '87, NCJ-102809. 12/86

Tracking offenders: White-collar crime,
NCJ-102867, 11/86

Police employment and expenditure,
NCJ-100117, 2/86

Tracking offenders: The child victim, NCJ-
95785, 12/84

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
Ia\gs and the system’s response, NCJ-87934,
5/83

1986 directory of automated criminal justice
information systems, NCJ-102260, 1/87. $20
domestic

Crime and justice facts, 1985, NCJ-100757, 5/86

National survey of crime severity, NCJ-96017,
10/85

Criminal victimization of District of Columbia
residents and Capitol Hill employees, 1982-83,
NCJ-97982:Summary, NCJ-98567: 9/a5

The DC crime victimization study implementation,
NCJ-98595, 9/85, $7.60 domestic/$9.20 Canadi-
an/$12.80 foreign

The DC household victimization survey database:
Documentation, NCJ-98596, $6.40/%$8.40/311
User manuai, NGJ-88597, $8.20/$2.80/$12.80

How to gain access to BJS data {brachure),
BC-0C0022, 9/84

Proceedings of the 2nd workshop on law and
justice statistics, 1984, NCJ-03310, 8/84

Report to the nation on crime and justice;

The data, NCJ-87088, 10/83

Dictionary of cririnal justice data terminology:
2nd ed., NCJ-76939, 2/82

‘Eechnical stanciards for machine-readable data
supplied to BJS, NCJ-75318, 6/81

See order form
on last page
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Bureau of Justice Statistics

To be added to any BJS mailing list, copy or cut out this page, fill it in and mail it to:
National Criminal Justice Reference Service
User Services Dept. 2
Box 6000
Rockville, MD 20850

D If the name and address on the mailing label attached are correct, check here and

don't fill them in again. If your address does not show your orgamzatlonal afﬁhatlon (or
interest in eriminal justice) please put it here:

If your name and address are different from the label,
please fill them in:

Name:

Title:
Organization:
Street or box:
City, State, Zip:
Telephone: ( )

Interest in criminal justice:

Please add me to the following list(s):

Justice expenditure and employment reports—annual spending and staffing by
Federal, State, and loeal governments and by function (police, courts, ete.)

Computer crime reports—electronic fund transfer system crimes

Privacy and security of criminal history information and information policy—new
legislation; maintaining and releasing intelligence and investigative records

Federsl statisties—Data deseribing Federal case processing, from investigation
through prosecution, adjudication, and corrections

BJS Bulletins and Spacial Reports —timely reports of the most current justice data

Courts reports—State court caseload surveys, model annual State reports, State
court organization surveys

Corrections reports—results of sample surveys and censuses of jails, prisons, parole,
probation, and other corrections data

National Crime Survey reports—the only regular national survey of crime victims

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statisties (annual)—broad-based data from 153
sources in an easy-to-use, comprehensive format (433 tables, 103 figures, index)

Send me a registration form for NIJ Reports, published 6 times a year, which
abstracts documents published in eriminal justice.
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