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The decision to release or detain de­
fendants prior to trial is one of the 
most basic decisions of the American 
system of justice. The Bail Reform Act 
of 1984 made substantial changes in 
Federal pretrial release and detention 
practices. (See box on page 2 for a 
discussion of the Act.) This report 
focuses on the effects of these chang"", 
on Federal defendants. In particular, it 
examines changes in the likelihood th!>t 
defendants will be "held until trial" a·d 
in the rate of "pretrial detentions"j 
changes in the characteristics of defend­
ants held until trial; and changes in 
violation rates for defendants released 
before trial. 

I In this report) held until trial includes 
all defendants held for the entire period 
until trial either for failure to meet 
bail or on pretrial detention; pretrial 
detention includes only defendants held 
without the option of release on bail. 

Because the Act became effective in 
November 1984, the report compares 
defendants whose prebail investigation 
began between August 1 and December 
31, 1983, with those from the same 
months in 1985. Both groups were lim­
ited to defendants whose cases were 
concluded within 12 months in order to 
follow the release status of defendants 
through adjudication. 

'. The data in this report suggest that 
pretrial detention has largely been used 
as an alternative to bail as a means of 
holding defendants. About two-thirds 
of defendants who were held until trial 
after the Act were held on pretrial 
detention, compared with 7% before 
the Act. 
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This Special Report presents data 
concerning the operation of the 
Bail Reform Act of 1984. The Act 
has substantially altered the basis 
for judicial decisions on the 
pret"ia! release and detention of 
Federh' defendants. This report . 
should be of interest to legislators, 
policymakers, cr;minal justice 
practitioners, and others who must 
deal with the difficult problem of 
balancing the rights of the accused 
with the safety of suciety. 

We gratefully acknowledge the 
assistance of the Administrative 
Office of tile U.S. Courts, whose 
data on Federal defendants made 
this ~tudy possible. 

Steven R. Schlesinger 
Direc,0r 

Other major findings include: 

o The percent of Federal defendants 
held for the entire time prior to trial, 
either on pretrIal detention or for 
failure to make bail, increased from 
24% before the Act to 29% after the 
Act. 

o Among deiendant::i held until trial 
after the Act, -lr]'lo were charged witt! 
drug offenses, 19% with immigration 
vioiations, and 1'1% wit!! violent 
offenses. 

a The likelihood of being held until trial 
was 21 % higher after the Act for 
defendants charged with violent offen­
ses involving firearms, 20% higher for 
persons charged with drug offenses 
carrying possible 10-year penalties, and 

26% higher for persons charged with 
other drug offenses. 

o The likelihood of being held until trial 
was 63% higher after the Act for those 
defendants who had caused injury and 
17% higher for those who were classified 
as dangerous during pretrial interviews. 

o After the Act, defendants !'equired to 
post bail were more likely to raise the 
necessary bail and be released (6390) 
than before (50%). 

Q There was an increase in the percent 
of defendants violating their conditions 
of release--from 5% to 7%--mainly dUe 
to an increase in technical violations, 
such as violations of restrictions on 
travel and association. 

Detention of Federal defendants 

Both before and after the Bail 
Reform Act of 1984, about half (54%) 
of all defendants were released without 
financial conditions (table I). These 
defendants were generally released on 
their own recogniz<;nce or on other 
nonfinancial conditions. 

The percent of defendants held on 
pretrial detention, that is, without bail, 
increased from less than 2% before the 
Act to 19% after. This increase was 
equal to the decrease in the percent of 
defendants required to post financial 
bail (44% before the Act, 2790 after the 
Act). This suggests that pretrial deten­
tion has largely been substi tuted for 
bail as a means of detaining defendants. 

Among defendants required to meet 
financial baH conditions after the Act, 
a higher percentage were able to post 
the required amount and were reieased 
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Table 1. Federal pretrial release conditioos, 
1983 and 1985 

Release Percent of defendants 
conditions 1983 1985 

All defendants 100% 100% 

Held on pretrial 
detention 1.7 18.8 

Financial 
conditions seta 44.1 27.5 

Released without 
financial 
conditionsb 54.2 53.7 

Note: The 1983 sample includes 7,623 
defendants; the 1985 sample includ<::s 9,551 
defendants. Percents may not add to 100% 
gue to rounding. 
Includes all persons subject to collateral, 

surety, or 10% appearance bond, whether 
~eaSed or not. 

cludes defendants released on their own 
recognizance or unsecured bond or, in a 
lesser number of cases, defendants 
released to the custody of an individual or 
subject to other nonfinancial conditions. 

The Bail Reform Act of 1984 

Persons charged with :r'ederal 
offenses may be released or de­
tained prior to trial. The deter­
mination is typically made by a 
judge or magistrate at a hearing 
shortly after arrest. Specifically, 
the defendant may be: 
G released on nonfinancial 
conditions (generally, personal 
recognizance, unsecured bond, or 
compliance with other conditions 
relating to travel, custody, or 
treatment); 
t) released on condition that the 
individual meet financial bail con­
ditions (deposit, surety, or collat­
eral bond), possibly in conjunctiu;l 
with other nonfinancial conditions; 
o detained for failure to meet bail 
conditions; or 
Q detained without bail (pretrial 
detention). 

Under the Bail Reform Act of 
1966, the judicial officer was 
generally required to impose the 
minimal conditions of release 
necessary to assure only that the 
defendant appear in court. 
:Further, while an individual might 
be held for failure to post bail, 
detention without bail was per­
mitted only in cases involving 
capital crimes. 

The Bail Reform Act of 1984 
materially changed these provi­
sions. In particular, the Act 
provides that, in reaching deci­
sions on bail and release, the court 
shall give consideration not only to 
ensuring the defendant's appear­
ance in court but also to protecting 
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Table 2. Pereellt of Federal defendants released 
or held until trw. 1983 and 1985 

Release status Percent of defendants 
before adjudication 1983 

All defendants 100% 

Held until trial 23.8% 
Pretrial detention 1.7 
Did not make bail 22.1 

Released 76.2% 

At initial hearing 
Made bail 11.6 
Nonfinancial 

conditions 51.2 

After initial hearing 
Made bail 10.4 
Nonfinancial 

conditions 3.0 

the safety of individuals and the 
community. 

1~85 

100% 

28.9% 
18.8 
10.1 

71.1% 

8.3 

48.4 

9.1 

5.3 

The pretrial detention provisions 
of the Act make special reference to 
particular categories of offenses and 
offenders. The Act authorizes 
pretrial detention for defendants 
charged with crimes of violence, 
offenses with possible life (or dea th) 
penalties, major drug offenses, and 
felonies where the defendant has a 
specified serious criminal record. 

Additionally, the Act creates a 
rebuttable presumption that no con­
ditions of release will assure the 
appearance of the defendant and the 
safety of the community under the 
following circumstances: the de­
fendant committed a drug felony 
with a 10-year maximum sentence; 
the defendant used a firearm during 
the commission of a violent or drug 
trafficking offense; or the defendant 
was convicted of specified serious 
crimes within the preceding 5 years 
while on pretrial release. 

The Act does not require that pros­
ecutors request pretrial detention 
for all defendants in these groups. 

The Act also provides for tempo­
rary detention (up to 10 working 
days) of illegal aliens or persons 
under pre- or posttrial release, 
probation, or parole at the time of 
the current offense. This provision 
was added for the purpose of allow­
ing time for other law enforcement 
or immigration officAals to take 
appropriate action. 
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before trial. About 50% of defendants 
with bail conditions were released in 
1983, compared to 63% in 1985. This 
also suggests that requiring high bail 
was less likely to be used to hold 
defendants after the Act than befol'e. 

The percent of Federal defendants 
held until trial, either on pretrial 
detention or for failure to meet bail, 
increased from 24% before the Act to 
29% after the Act (table 2). During 
this period the basis on which defend­
ants were held changed markedly. 
Among defendants held until trial, the 
percent on pretrial detention increased 
from 7% to 65%; prior to the Act 
almost all (93%) were held for failure 
to meet bail conditions. 

Type of offense 

Among defendants held until trial in 
1985, 40% were charged with drug of­
fenses, 19% with immigration offenses, 
and 14% with violent offenses (table 
3). General property offenses and 
regulatory offenses accounted for 5% 
and 2% of defendants who were not 
released, respectively. 

In 1983 drug offenders and persons 
charged with violent and immigration 
offenses also accounted for substantial 
proportions of defendants held until 
trial; 32% of defendants held until trial 
were charged with drug violations, 20% 
with violent crimes, and 15% with immi­
gration offenses. These differences 
reflect changes in the incidence of of­
fenses during the different time periods 
and the rate of release, as well as the 
impact resulting from the Act. 

Both before and after the Act, defend­
ants charged with fraudulent property 
offenses accounted for over a third of 
all those released at the initial hear-
ing. Only 4% of defendants released at 
the initial hearing in either year were 
charged with violent offenses. About 
26% of defendants released at the ini­
tial hearing in 1985, however, were 
charged with drug offenses; this com­
pared to 21% of such defendants in 1983. 

In 1983 about 56% of defendants 
charged with violent offenses that in­
volved firearms were not released 
before trial, compared with 68% in 
1985--an increase of 21 % (table 4). 
(About 5% of defendants charged with 
such offenses were held on pretrial 
detention in 1983; 53% in 1985.) 

Of defendants charged with drug of­
fenses that carried possible 10-year 
sentences in 1983, 28% were held until 
trial, compared with 33% in 1985--an 
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increase of 20%. (In 1983, 1% of de­
fendants in this group were held on 
pretrial detention; in 1985, 25%.) 

Defendants charged with drug of­
fenses not carrying a maximur. 10-year 
sentence were also significantly more 
likely to be held until trial in 1985; the 
rate increased 26% after the implemen­
tation of the Act. 

Table 3. Characteristics of Federal defendants who were released or held until trial, 
by oflense charged, 1983 BJld 1985 

Percent of defendants who were: 
Offense Held until trial Released at initial hearing" 
charged 1983 1985 1983 1985 

All offenses 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Violent 
With firearms 6.S 5.4 1.0 .8 
Without firearms 13.0 8.1 3.2 3.3 

Drug 
With 10-year maximum 

sentence 16.3 22.6 10.6 16.2 
Other 15.8 17.2 10.4 9.8 

Property 
General 10.0 5.4 15.2 12.4 
Fraudulent 11.6 12.0 34.5 33.8 

Immigration 15.0 19.4 4.5 3.1 

RegUlatory 1.1 1.9 4.1 5.2 

Other 10.6 8.2 16.5 15.5 

·Includes defendants released on their own defendants released after meeting financial or 
recognizance or unsecured bond BJld other bail conditions. 

Table 4. Detention rate of Federal defendBJlts, by offense charged, 1983 BJld 1985 

Percent of defendants charged with a particular 
offense Who were held until trial 

PretrIal 
Offense Total detention on~ 
charged 1m 1m IgS3 r-g5 

All offenses 23.8% 28.9% 1.7% 18.8% 

Violent 
With firearms 55.9 67.9 4.6 53.2 
Without firearms 51.6 46.8 1.3 30.7 

Drug 
With 10-year maximum 

sentence 27.6 33.1 1.0 25.4 
Other 28.5 35.9 1.4 23.3 

Property 
General 18.1 16.0 1.6 9.5 
Fraudulent 10.5 14.1 1.0 8.5 

Immigration 50.6 6'1.1 3.0 34.1 

Regulatory 7.7 13.6 .8 9.4 

Other 17.8 18.6 3.4 12.9 

Table 5. Detention rate of Federal defendBJlts, by public safety consideratioos, 1983 BJld 1985 

Percent of all defendants with characterl~tic 
who were held until trial 

Pretrial 
Public safety Total detention only 
considerations 1983 1"85 1983 1985 

Firearms 
Used firearms 40.8% 50.1% 3.3% 39.2% 
Did not use firearms 22.7 27.6 1.6 17.6 

Injury 
Injury reported 30.2% 49.3% 3.0% 37.9% 
No injury reported 23.7 28.4 1.7 18.4 

Danger clessificationo 
Considered dangerous 40.2% 47.096 2.6% 35.5% 
Not considered 

dangerous 21.8 25.0 1.6 15.2 

.Classification made by Pretrial 
Services Agency interviewer BJld 

included in defendant's record. 
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Among persons charged with immi­
gration offenses in 1983, 51 % were not 
released, compared with 87% in 1985. 
About half of the increase in the per­
centage of immigration defendants not 
released occurred for cases resolved 
within 10 working days; this may 
reflect that the Act specifically 
authorizes temporary detention for up 
to 10 working days of persons who 
cannot demonstrate that they are U.S. 
citizens or legal residents. 

With the exception of fraudulent 
property and regulatory offenses (in 
which the incidence of release was 
high), changes in the release rate for 
other categories of offenses were not 
significant. In most categories, though, 
a higher percentage of defendants were 
held until trial. 

Publi~ safety considerations 

A major change established by the§' 
Act was the inclusion of public safety 
as a factor to be considered in release 
and detention determinations. Among 
the factors for which data were avail­
able, those that might indicate danger 
to the community include the use of 
firearms, injury to the victim or 
arresting officer during the offense, 
and classification of the defendant as 
dangerous by a Pretrial Services 
Agency (PSA) interviewer, 

In both 1983 and J 985 the likelihood 
of being held until trial was substan­
tially higher among defendants who 
showed some indications of being dan­
gerous to the community, compared 
with those without these charf'eteris­
tics (table 5). 

Between 1983 and 1985, however, the 
likelihood increasE:.! that defendants 
who showed indications of being dan­
gerous to the community would be held 
until trial. Defendants classified as 
dangerous by PSA interviewers were 
17% more likely to be held until trial; 
defendants using firearms were 23% 
more likely to be held; and those caus­
ing injury were 63% more likely to be 
held. This probably reflects the fact 
that the Act made danger to the com­
munity a criterion for pretrial deten­
tion. There were, however, also 
increases in the detention rates for 
defendants who did not fall within these 
groups. 

The majority of all defendants held 
until trial in 1985 were on pretrial 
detention; by contrast, in 1983 almost 
all were held for failure to meet bail. 
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TableS. Detention rate ot: Federal defendants, by criminal history, 1983 and 1985 

Percent of all defendants with characteristic 
who were held until trial 

DeCendartt's Total 
criminal history 1983 

Escape or failure to appear 
Prior record 46.3% 
No record 20.6 

Arrest or conviction record 
Felony 

Violent 43.5% 
.N onviolent 30.0 

Misdemeanor only 
Violent 19.3% 
Nonviolent 17.4 

No prior record 16.7% 

Criminal history of defendants 

Between 1983 and 1985 there was no 
significant increase in the likelihood 
that defendants with a history of 
escape or failure to appear in court 
would be held until trial (table 6). This 
may reflect the fact that an assurance 
of the defendant's appearance at trial 
was a basic criterion of being held prior 
to the Act. 

Both before and after the Act, de­
fendants with a prior record of felony 
arrests or convictions were more likely 
than other defendants to be held until 
their trial (44-46% for violent felonies, 
and 30-34% for other felonies, com­
pared with 24-2996 for all defendants). 

Pretrial 

1985 
detention only 

1983 1985 

47.0% 4.5% 35.1% 
26.5 3.5 35.1 

45.6% 3.5% 35.1% 
33.5 2.9 22.0 

19.6% 1.1% 14.5% 
22.2 .9 11.1 

24.6% .8% 15.7% 

Socioeconomic characteristics 

The socioeconomic characteristics of 
defendants not released before trial 
were generally similar in 1983 and 
1985. More than 9 in 10 were male, and 
about 7 in 10 were white {table 7}. 
Three-quarters of both groups were 
between 21 and 40 years old. About 8 

third were Hispanic in 1983, compared 
to almost half in 1985. 

The likeliho(,j of being held until 
trial increased for offenders in almost 
all socioeconomic groups after the Act 
(table 8). The increase was slightly 
omaller for blacks than whites. There 
was no significant increase in the per­
centages of non-Hispanics and persons 
earning over $20,000 per year who were 
held. 
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Tob1e '1. Socioecooomic characteristics 01 
defendants held WIlli trw, lS83 and 1985 

Percent ot 
defendants held 

Defendant until trial 
characteristics 1983 1985 

Sex 
Male 91.9% 90.5% 
Female S.l 9.5 

Race 
White 68.6% 73.5% 
Black 26.0 22.7 
Other 5.4 3.8 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic 32.6% 47.1% 
Non-Hispanic 6'1.4 52.9 

Age 
16-20 6.2% 6.5% 
21-30 43.3 41.9 
31-40 32.2 33.7 
Over 40 18.2 17.9 

Employment status 
at arrest 

Employed 38.8% 47.0% 
Not employed 61.2 53.0 

Income 
None reported 65.7% 54.4% 
$1-10,000 per year 18.9 28.1 
$10,001-20,000 11.1 11.6 
More than $20,000 4.2 6.0 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% 
due to rounding. 

The percentage of defendants held 
through trial increased significantly 
after the Act for those with a record of 
arrest or conviction for felonies or 
nonviolent misdemeanors and for those 
with no prior record. These increases 
may partly reflect correlations between 
the defendant's criminal history and the 
charged offense. Defendants with no 
criminal history or only nonviolent 
misdemeanors, fOl' example, were more 
likely than other defendants to be 
charged with immigration offenses. 

Table 8. Detention rate of Federal defendants, by socioeconomic characteristics. 1983 and 1985 

The detention rate for persons charged 
with immigration offenses was sub­
stantially higher after the Act. 

Defendant 
characteristics 

Sex 
Male 
Female 

Race 
White 
Black 
Other 

Ethnicity 
Hispanic 
Non-Hispanic 

Age 
16-20 
21-30 
31-40 
Over 40 

Employment status at arrest 
Employed 
Not employed 

Income 
None reported 
$1-10,000 per year 
$10,001-20,000 
More than $20,000 
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Per.cent of defendants with chatacteristic 
Who were held until trial 

Pretrial 
Total detention only 

1983 1985 1983 1985 

26.4% 31.5% 1.9% 20.5% 
11.3 16.3 .9 10.8 

23.7% 30.0% 1.8% 18.5% 
23.2 26.4 1.7 19.1 
30.2 30.1 1.2 22.9 

47.9% 54.6% 2.7% 33.2% 
19.2 20.4 1.6 14.1 

26.1% 33.6% 1.4% 18.2% 
26.4 32.1 1.7 20.5 
24.4 29.1 1.8 19.7 
18.1 21.6 1.7 14.9 

16.6% 22.8% ,6% 13.4% 
32.0 37.2 3.0 26.2 

32.5% :17.2% 3.0% 26.3% 
18.4 31.5 .5 18.0 
15.3 18.0 .6 11.1 
10.1 12.6 .4 8.1 



Violations of release conditions 

Reported violations of conditions of 
release include arrest or conviction for 
a felony or misdemeanor, failure to ap­
pear for a scheduled court appearance, 
and technical violations relating to the 
conditions of release. Both before and 
after the Act, few released defendants 
were charged with any violation during 
r:elease (table 9). The increase from 5% 
to 7% essentially reflects an increase in 
the percent of released defendants with 
technical violations such as violations 
of restrictions on travel and associa­
tion. There was no significant increase 
in the percent of defendants arrested 
for felonies or misdemeanors. 

These findings should be interpreted 
cautiously because they do not control 
for differences in the length of time re­
quired to dispose of different types of 
cases. 

Impact on criminal justice resources 

Both the percent of defendants held 
at any time before trial and the aver­
age time held increased after the Act 
(table 10). The percent of defendants 
held at any time (including those de­
tained initially and subsequently re­
leased, those initially released and 
subsequently detained, and those held 
for the entire period until trial) 
increased from 40% to 45%. This re­
flects the fact that after the Act 5% 
more defendants were held for the en­
tire period before trial. 

The average length of time held also 
increased by 5% (from 50-53 days). 
This increase probably also reflects the 
increase in the percentage of defend­
ants held until trial since such de­
fendants are generally held for longer 
periods than defendants who are re­
leased for some portion of the pretrial 
period. 

The demand for detention facilities 
and corresponding manpower support is 
based on the number and characteris­
tics of defendants held and the number 
of detention days per defendant. The 
increase in both the percentage of 
defendants held and the average length 
of time held resulted in a 17% increase 
in the number of detention days per de­
fendant (from 20 to 24 days). Thus. it 
appears that, assuming no change in the 
number or characterisHcs of defendants 
or the offehse distribution, the demand 
for detention resources may increase 
17%. 

Table 9. Violation of release conditions 
by defendants, 1983 and 1985 

Percent of released 
Nature of defendants with 
first violations 
violation 1liij~ IsijS 

All 4.6% 6.5% 

Felony 1.2 1.3 
Misdemeanor .6 .7 
FailUre to appear 1.5 1.3 
Technical violations 1.2 2.6 

Average days 
from release 
to violation 54 days 59 days 

Note: PerCE:nts may not add to totals 
due to rounding. 

Table 10. Impact oC the Bail Reform Act 
of 1984 on detention resource demands 

Percent of 
defendants Average Detention 
held at length of days per 

Year any tim eO detention defendant 

1983 40.0% 50.3 days 20.1 days 

1985 44.6 52.7 23.5 

IlIIncludes defendants hel-:l until trial, 
defendants released after initial detention, 
and defendants detained after initial release. 

""Methodology 

In July 1983 the Pretrial Servi~es 
Agency (PSA) in the Administrative 
Office of the U.S. Courts (AO) imple­
mented a national reporting system to 
track pretrial services in all F~deral 
courts. This data system collects 
records on individuals charged with 
Federal crimes. Data collected include 
information on the individual's back­
ground, release or detention before and 
after adjudication, offenses allegedly 
committed while under pretrial release, 
and the sentence for defendants found 
guilty. The PSA data base for this 
study covers cases initiated from July 
1983 through December 1986. A sample 
of these records is used tQ examine pre­
trial release and detention before and 
after the 1984 Act. PSA data currently 
show about 30 f OOO new cases per year. 

The AO record of all Federal cases 
shows about 50,000 cases per year. The 
difference appears to refl~ct two 
factors. First, cases involving certain 
crimes are less likely to be entered in 
the PSA data base. These include mis­
demeanors, regulatory offenses, and tax 
law violations. 
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Second, some district offices are less 
likely to enter cases than others. Of 
the 94 districts in the AO records for 
1984, 15 had very low reporting rates of 
PSA cases. The 15 districts are spread 
across the country with no obvious 
pattern. 

The sample of cases considered In 
this report is based on defendants 
whose prebail investigation was initi­
ated from August 1 through December 
31 in either 1983 or 1985. Only cases 
that reached final disposition within 12 
months after initiation were included. 

Restricting the analysis to cases 
reaching disposition within 12 months 
after initiation appears to exclude very 
few cases. Cases in the August through 
December 1983 sample have at least 3 
years of information available. By 1 
year after initiation, '/2% of these 
cases had reached final disposition. 

Further, when PSA records were 
compared with AO records, it appears 
that the bulk of the remaining cases 
represent missing data. Thus, cases 
disposed of within 1 year were about 
95% of the cases for which data were 
available. The cases without final 
disposition data were not markedly dif­
ferent in terms of offenses or the fre­
quency of release at the initial hearing. 

The two central measures reported in 
the analysis are release/detention out­
comes and information on the use of fi­
nancial restrictions. Release/detention 
outcomes were coded as follows: 

Persons were coded as released at 
the il1itial hearing if the data indicate 
that they were released then or made 
bail then or that they were never 
detained. 

Persons were coded as released after 
the initial hearing if there were any 
indications that the defendant either 
made bail or was released at a subse­
quent hearing. 

All remaining defendants were coded 
as not released. 

For persons who were released, use 
of financial conditions was coded with 
reference to the person's first release. 
The codes were based on codes for each 
hearing indicating whether financial 
conditions were imposed and whether 
they were met. Defendants held until 
trial were coded as held under financial 
conditions if any financial conditions 
were imposed at any time. 
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Of the 17,714 cases involved, 458 did 
not include definite information on the 
conditions used. Since 84% of these 
were released at the initial hearing, it 
seemed likely that they usually repre­
sented cases without financial condi­
tions, and they were coded as involving 
no financial conditions. 

Finally, in any tabulation comparing 
outcomes before and after some event, 
there is always concern that the effects 
of changes in other factors may be er­
roneously attributed to the event being 
considered. In this case, two obvious 
areas of concern are changes in the dis­
tribution of cases either over courts or 
over offenses. As a partial check on 
this, detention rates were recalculated 
for eaeh offense category as a weighted 
average of rates for that offense cate­
gory for each U.S. circuit, using as 
weights the overall percentage of cases 
in that circuit for the two periods. 
Overall detention rates were then cal­
culated from these offense category 
rates using the overall percentage of 
cases in that offense category for the 
two periods. The results suggest that 
changes in the geographic and offense 
distribution of cases had little effect. 

Because the data used for this 
analysis do not include findings of 
probable cause or indicate whether the 
defendant was convicted of other 
offenses while on pretrial release, the 
analysis focuses only on the offense 
with which the defendant was charged 
and other offender characteristics. 

All comparisons presented in the text 
are statistically significant lit the 95% 
confidence level, meaning that the esti­
mated difference between values being 
compared was roughly equal to or 
greater than twice the standard error 
of this difference. 
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reports 
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Call toll-free 800-732-3277 (local 
301-251-5500) 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; usp. 
NCJ number to order. Postage and 
handling are charged for b'Jlk 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, MI481 06 
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National Crime Survey 
Criminal victlml;tation In the U.S.: 

1985 {final Jeport), NCJ-l 04273,5/87 
1984 (final report), NCJ-l 00435, 5/86 
1 983 (final report), NCJ-96459, 10/85 

BJS special reports: 
Elderly victims, NCJ·107676. 11/87 
Violent crime trends, NCJ-l07217. 

11/87 
Robbery victims, NCJ-l04638, 4/87 
Violent crime by strangers and 

nonstrange.s, NCJ-l03702, 1/87 
Preventing domestic violence against 

women, NCJ-' 02037,8/86 
Crime prevention measures, 

NCJ-100438, 3/86 
The use of weapons In committing 

crimes, NCJ'99643, 1/86 
Reporting crimes to the pOlice, NCJ· 

99432, 12/85 
Locating cit", suburban, and rural 

crime, NCJ-99535, 12/85 
The risk 01 violent crime, NCJ·97119. 

5/85 
The economic cost 01 crime to victims, 

NCJ-93450, 4/84 
Family violence, NCJ-93449,4/84 

BJS bulletins: 
Criminal victimization 1986, NCJ· 

106989, 10/87 
Households tOUched by crime, 1986, 

NCJ-l 05289,6/87 
The crime 01 rape, NCJ·96777,3/85 
Household burglary, NCJ-96021, 1/85 
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ·80829, 

4/82 
Crime and the elderly, NCJ-79614. 1/82 
Measuring crime, NCJ-7571 0.2/81 

Series crimes: Report of a field test (BJS 
lechmcal report), NCJ·l 04615, 4/87 

Crime and older Americans inlormatlon 
package, NCJ-104569, $10, 5/87 

Lifetime likelihood of victimization, (BJS 
technical report), NCJ-l04274.3/87 

Teenage victims, NCJ-l03138. 12/86 
Response to screening questions in the 

National Crime Survey (BJS technical 
report), NCJ'97624, 7/85 

Vlctfmlzatlon and fearot crime: Wortd 
perspectives, NCJ-93872. 1/85 

The National Crime Survey: Working 
papers, vol. I: Current and historical 
perspectives, NCJ-75374, 8/82 
vol. II: Methodological studies, 
NCJ·90307, 12/84 

Issues in the measurement 01 vic­
tlmh:atlon, NCJ-74682, 10/81 

The cost of negligence: Losses from 
preventable household burglaries, 
NCJ-53527. 12/78 

Rape victimization In 26 American cities, 
NCJ-55878,8/79 

Criminal victimization In urban schools, 
NCJ-56396, 8179 

An introduction to the National Crime 
Survey, NCJ-43732.4/78 

Local victim surveys: A review of the 
Issues, NCJ-39973, 8/77 
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Profile of State prison Inmates, 1988, 
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Capltat punishment 1986, NCJ-l06483, 
9/87 

Prisoners In 1986, NCJ-104864, 5/87 
tmprlsonment In four countries, NCJ-

103967,2/87 
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NCJ-103204, 12/86 
State and Federal prisoners, 1 925-85, 

102494, 11/86 
Prison admissions and releases, 1983, 

NCJ-l 00582,3/86 
Examining recidivism, NCJ-96501, 2/85 
Returning to prison, NCJ-95700, 11/84 
Time served In prison, NCJ-93924, 6/84 

Correctional populations In the U.S-
1985, NCJ-l03957, 2/88 

1984 census of State adult correctional 
laollitles, NCJ-l 05585,7/87 

Historical corrections statistics In the 
U.S_, 1850-1984, NCJ-l 02529,4/87 

1979 survey of inmates 01 State correctional 
facilities and 1979 census 01 State 
correctional facilities: 

BJS special reports: 
The prevalence of Imprisonment, 

NCJ-93657,7/85 
Career patterns In crime, NCJ-88672, 

6/83 

BJS bulletins: 
Prisoners and drugs, NCJ-87575, 

3/83 
Prisoners and alCOhol, NCJ-86223, 

1/83 
Prisons and prisoners, NCJ-80697, 

2/82 
Veterans In prison, NCJ-79232, 11/81 

Census of jails and survey ollall inmates: 
Drunk driving, NCJ-l 09945,2/88 
Jail inmates, 1986, NCJ-l07123. 10/87 
Jail inmates 1985, NCJ-l05586, 7/87 
The 1983 jail census (BJS bulletin), 

NCJ-95536,11/84 
Census 01 jails, 1978: Data for 

Individual jails, vols. HV, Northeast, 
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72279-72282,12/81 

Profile 01 Jail Inmates, 1978, 
NGJ·65412,2/81 

Parole and probation 
BJS bulletms: 

Probation and parole 1986, NCJ-
108012,12/87 

PrObation and parole 1 985, NCJ-
103683, 1/87 

Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83 

BJS special reports: 
Time served In prison and on parola, 

NCJ-108544,1/88 
Recidivism 01 young parolees, NCJ-

104916, 5/87 

Parole In the U.S., 1980 and 1981, 
NCJ-87387,3/86 

Characteristics of persons entering 
parole during 1978 and 1 979, NCJ-
87243,5/83 

Characteristics of the parole population, 
1978, NCJ·66479, 4/81 

Children in custody: 
Public juvenile facilities, 1985 

(bulletin), NCJ-l02457, 10/86 
1982-83 census of juvenile detention 

and correctional facilities, NCJ-
101686.9/86 

Expenditure and employment 
BJS bulletins: 

Justice expenditure and Itlmployment: 
1 985, NCJ-l 04460, 3/87 
1983, NCJ-101776, 7/86 
1982, NCJ-98327, 8/85 

Justice expenditure and employment In 
the U.S.: 
1980 and 1981 extracts, NCJ-96007, 

6/85 
1971-79, NCJ-92596, 11/84 
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Courts 
BJS bulletins; 

1&9 

State felony courts and falony laws, 
NCJ-l06273,8/87 

The growth of appeals: 1973-83 trends, 
NCJ-96381,2/85 

Case IIlIngs In State courts 1983, 
NCJ-95111,10/84 

BJS special reports; 
Felony case-processing time, NCJ-

101985,8/86 
Felony sentencing In 18 tocal jurisdic­

tions, NCJ·97681, 6/85 
The prevalence of guilty pieas, NCJ-

96018, 12/84 
Sentencing practices In 13 States, 

NCJ-95399, 10/84 
Criminal dofense systems: A national 

survey, NCJ-94630, 8/84 
Habeas corpus, NCJ-92946, 3/84 
State court case load statistics, 1977 

and 1981, NCJ-87587, 2/83 

Sentencing outcomes In 28 felony 
courts, NCJ-l05743, 6/87 

Natlonat crimi nat delense systems study, 
NCJ·94702. 10/86 

The prosecution of lelony arrests: 
1982, NCJ-l06990, 2/88 
1981, NCJ-l 01380,9/86, $7.60 
1980, NCJ-97684, 10/85 
1979, NCJ-86482, 5/84 

Felony laws of the 50 States and the 
District 01 Columbia, 1986, 

NCJ-l05066, 2/88, $14.70 
State court model statistical dictionary, 

Supplement, NCJ'98326, 9/85 
1 st edition, NCJ-62320. 9/80 

State court organization 1980, NCJ· 
76711,7/82 

Computer crime: 
BJS speCial reports: 

Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-
96666,3/85 

Electronic fund transfer and crime, 
NCJ-92650, 2/84 

Electronic lund transfer systems fraud, 
NCJ-l00461.4/86 

Computer security techniques, NCJ-
84049,9/82 

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

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81. 
$11.50 

Criminal justice resource manual, 
NCJ-61550, 12179 

Privacy and security 
Privacy and security of criminal history 
information: Compendium of State 
legislation: 1984 overview, NCJ-

98077.9/85 

Criminal justice Inlormation policy: 
Automated lingerprint identification 

systems: Technology and policy 
issues, NCJ-l 04342, 4/87 

Criminal justice "hot" flies, 
NCJ-l 01850, 12/86 

Data quality policies and procedures: 
Proceedings of a BJS/SEARCH 
conference, NCJ-l 01849, 12/86 

Crime control and criminal records 
(BJS special report), NCJ-99176, 
10/85 

State crim!nal records repositories 
(BJS technical report), NCJ·99017, 
10/85 

Data quality of criminal history records, 
NCJ-98079,10/85 

Intelligence and Investigative records, 
NCJ-95787.4/85 

Vlctlmlwitness legislation: An over­
view, 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 
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on last page 

Federal justice statistics 
Tho Federal civil Justice system (BJS 

bulletin), NCJ-1 04769, 7/87 
Employer perceptions of workplace 

crime, NCJ-l01851, 7/87 

Federal offenses and offenders 
BJS special reports: 

Pretrial release and detention: The Ball 
Relorm Act 011984, NCJ-l 09929, 2/88 

White-collar crime, NCJ-l06876, 9/87 
Pretriat release and misconduct, NCJ-

96132,1/85 

BJS bulletins: 
Bank robbery, NGJ'94463, 8/84 

... Federal dru9 law vlo!ators, NCJ-
92692,2/84 

Federal justice statistics, NCJ-
80814.3/82 

General 
BJS bulletins and special reports: 

Tracking offenders, 1984, NCJ-l09686, 
1/88 

BJS telephone contscts '87, NCJ· 
102909, 1 2/86 

Tracking offenders: White-collar crime, 
NCJ-l02867,11/86 

Pollee employment and expenditure, 
NCJ-l00117,2/86 

Tracking offenders: The child victim, 
NCJ-95785, 12/64 

Tracking offenders, NCJ-91572, 11/83 
Victim and witness assistance: New 

State laws and the system's 
response, NCJ-87934, 5/83 

Report to the Nation on crlm9 and 
justice, second edition, NCJ-

105506.5/88 
Data center & clearinghouse lor drugs 

& crime (brochure), BC'000092,2/88 
Drugs and crime: A guide to BJS data, 

NCJ-l 09956,2/68 
BJS data report, 1986, NCJ-l06679, 

10/87 
Sourcebook 01 criminal justice statistics, 

1986, NCJ-l 05287, 9/87 
BJS annual report, fiscal 1 986, NCJ-

103385,4/87 
1986 directory of automated criminal 

justice information sytems, NCJ-
102260, 1/87, $20 

Publications of BJS, 1 971-84: A topical 
bibliography, TB030012, 10/66, $17.50 

BJS pUblications: Selected library in 
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10/86, $203 domestic 
National survey 01 crime severity, NCJ-

96017, 10/85 
Crimlnat victimization of District of 

Columbia residents and Capitol Hill 
employees, 1982-83, NCJ'97982; 
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85 

DC household victimization survey data 
base: 
Study Implementation, 

NCJ-98595, $7.60 
DOCUmentation, NCJ-98596, $6.40 
User manual, NCJ-98597, $8.20 

How to gain access to BJS data 
(brochure), 8C-000022, 9/84 

Report to the nation on crime and justice: 
The data, NCJ·87068, 10/83 

BJS maintains the following 
mailing lists: 
o Drugs and crime data (new) 
o White-collar crime (new) 
o National Crime Survey (annual) 
o Corrections (annual) 
." Juvenile corrections (annual) 
o Courts (annual) 
!9 Privacy and security of criminal 

history information and 
information policy 

o Federal statistics (annual) 
o BJS bulletins and special reports 

(approximately twice a month) 
" Sourcebook of Criminal Justice 

Statistics (annual) 
To be added to these lists. write to: 
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/ 
NCJRS 
Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850. 



To be added to any BJS mailing list, copy 
or cut out this page, fill it in and mail it to: 

o If the mailing label below is 
correct, check here and do not 
fill in nam e and address. 

Name: 

Title: 

Organiza tion: 

S tree t or box: 

City, State, Zip: 

Daytime phone number: 

Justice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS 
U.S. Department of Justice 
User Services Department 2 
Box 6000 
Rockville, MD 20850 

You will receive an 
annual renewal card. 
If you do not return it, 
we must drop you from 
the mailing list. 

Interest in criminal justice (or organization and title if you put home address above): 

Please put me on the mailing list for-

o 

o 

Justice expenditure and employ­
ment reports--annual spending 
and staffing by Federal/State! 
local governments and by func­
tion (police, courts, etc.) 

o 

D 
processing of Federal white- New! 
White-collar crime--data on the} 

collar crime cases 

o Pl-ivacy and security of criminal 
history information and informa-
tion policy--new legislation; 0 

o 

maintaining and releasing 
intelligence and investigative 
records; data quality issues 

Federal statistics--data describ­
ing Federal case processing, from 
investigation through prosecution, 
adjudication, and corrections 

u.s. Department of Justice 

Bl.II'eau of Justics Statistics 

Washington, D.C 20531 

o 

Juvenile corrp.ctions reports-­
juveniles in custody in public and 
private detention and correction­
al facili ties 

Drugs and crime data--sentencing 
and time served by drug offend­
ers, drug use at time of crime by 
jail inmates and State prisoners, 
and other qUality data on drugs, 
crime, and law enforcement 

BJS bulletins and special reports 
--timely reports of the most 
current justice data 

Prosecution and adjudication in 
State courts--case processing 
from prosecution through court 
disposition, State felony laws, 
felony sentencing, criminal 
defense 

Official Business 
Penalty for Private Use $300 
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o 

o 

o 

Corrections reports--resul ts 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 
Sta tistics {ann ual)--broad-based 
data from 150+ sources (400+ 
tables, 1'00+ figures, index) 

Send me a form to sign up for NIJ 
Reports (issued free 6 times a 
year), which abstrat!ts both 
private and government criminal 
justice publications and lists 
conferences and training sessions 
in the field. 
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