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• ABSTRACT 

This paper provid~s insights into the problem of jails deaths in America 

by drawing upon relevant data from the 1978 and 1983 National Jail 

Censuses and other official sources. The goals of the research were (1) 

to evaluate national death rate trends in and out of jail and (2) to 

analyze state-wide trends in both 1978 and 1983, in order to determine if 

those factors that provided insights into the incidence of jails deaths 

in the earlier census continued to yield the same level of explanatory 

power in the latter. Indeed, we found that, when an adjusted general 

population ("free society") death rate is employed, the death rates for 

certaln causes are actually lower in jails. This generalization, while 

true for natural causes·and homicides, was not the case for sUicides. 

• Depending on which general population rates are compared wlth which jaIl 

rates~ inmates committed suicide at a rate that was between five and 15 

times higher than the rate for free citizens. The general trend in jail 

death rates was generally downward, althouqh once aqain suicide rates 

have tended to exhibit less of a decrease than the rates for homicides 

and death by natural causes. At the state level, jail deaths in 1983 were 

largely understood in terms of the number of people placed at risk in a 

state's local iails. Five and one half years earlier~ jail deaths were 

linked not only to exposure to risk, but also a number of other state-

wide aspect related to local corrections. 
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• At1ERICAN JAILS DEATH-RATES: 

A COMPARISON OF THE 1978 AND 1983 JAIL CENSUS DATA 

INTRODUCTION 

The state of our knowledge about death and dying in American 

jaIls is, by any standard, at an ebb. We know little about the jails in 

which inmates are dyinq~ the states in Which these jails are located~ the 

rates at Whl ch such deaths occLlr, or even whether the rates are 

excessivelY hiqh or Simply demoqraphically representative of a unIque 

population: jail inmates. In fact, our knowledge of jails in general, 

rt:?lying hetlvily as it does on llfirst hand accounts"~ anecdotes and 

geographically limited studies (Goldfarb, 1975), is sketchy; and, the 

picture of jail life---and death---contained in the literature is not 

• particularly appealing. For instance, a decade ago Ronald Goldfarb (1975) 

described American jiil.il s as the "ultimate ghetto, II a characterization 

which echoes the message of Joseph F. Fishman's classic ( 1923) 

description of jails as "crucibles of crime". Richard Velde's comments 

seem to sum up the sense of despair felt by students of America's jails: 

"[Jails areJ "brutal, filthy cesspools of crime---institutions which 

serve to brutalize and embitter men to prevent them from returning to a 

useful role in society" (Bartollas, 1981:210), 

Buicide l perhaps more than any other jail event except a riot, 

captures public attention and typifies tht:? oroblems of death and dying in 

American ,5ails. Etruce L. Danto <1973: 19-21, 34) observes that the;> 

suicide rate for jail residents was three and one-half times ·that of the 

• national non- jal 1 population. C:loldfarb 09'75: 11 S) contends that jail 

staff have been represented as untrained and unprepared to deal with the 



• jail suicide p;~oblem. This fact, Goldfarb believes, is only a relatively 

small part of the total jail death and jail suicide problem. Far too 

often manaqement~s system of jail priorities (e.g., effectiveness and 

security) and the insensitivity of l1ne staff to the harsh realities, or 

unrealities, faced by inmates exacerbate the problem (Goldfarb, 

1975: 115) • 

Besides Danto's reqionally limited accounts, what we know about 

tail deaths 1S contained 1n a handful of stUdies (cf., Flaherty, 1983~ 

Guy et al., 1985; Hayes, 1983; Kennedy, 1983, 1985). The general topic 

of dying 1n jail, which itself occurs with admitted regularity, has been 

largely overlooked by social scientists. Most of the extant suicide 

research remains either (1) highly speculative with little "hard facts" 

to corroborate the author's conclusions or (2), if available data are 

• used. the findings are suspect due to questionable analytical techniques 

or problems wlth conceptualization and/or operstionalization processes. 

The problem of jail death data is perhaps best summed up in a 

sinqle statistic: Jail inmates are 16 times more likely to commit 

suiclde than are members of the free community (Flaherty, 1983; Hayes, 

1~83; see also Bowker, 1982~ Snarr and Wolford. 1985). The line of 

reasoninq underlyinq this rate 1S fairly straiqhtforward. There are about 

200,000 people in American jails on any given day; there are about 400 

suicides per year in American iails~ an American city with a population 

of 200,000 persons has a suicide rate of apprOXimately 25 per year~ thus. 

Inmates are 16 times more likely to commit suicide than their p~ers in 

the free society (see Flaherty, 1983= Hayes, 1983). 

The folly in this and similarly constructed rates is three 

• fold. First, while children do commit sLlicide, this activity is not an 

equal risk behavior amonq all 100,000 residents of the fictitious city. 
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• Analysts of the Uniform Crime Reports have pointed out that the rates can 

and do differ siqnificantly if one uses the total population instead of 

an "at risk" papulation (Chilton and Spielberger, 1970; SaQi and 

Wel1ford q 1968). ConsequentlYI the suiCide rate for the "at risk" people 

in the general population is probably considerably hIgher than 12.5 per 

100~OOO. Second. jails are primarily (90 plus percent) adult male 

bastions; the racial balance of jails rests slightly in favor of 

Caucasians. Few cities of 200,000 population share these particular 

char acter i sti cs. FinallY1 while on any given day approximately 200,000 

inmates may temporarily reside in American jails, some 12 to 13 million 

pass through their gates each year. Few American cities experience this 

rate of in- and out-migration on an annual basis. As a result, comparing 

• the average daily jail population to an "average" American ci ty of 

200.000 seems a rather fallacious line of reasoning to follow. 

Mortality IS a complex social issue which is incapable of being 

adequately represented throuqh a single number or index (Barclay. 

19~8:123). Most mortality rates are specific. That is. the rates 

pertain to some specified portion of the population. They may even 

represent only a particular mode of death, such as accidental death, 

suicide. homicide and the like. for a given portion of the larger 

population. As a result, the selection of the type ot death rate to be 

discussed is identical to the selection of some particular aspect o~ 

mortality for study (Barclay, 1958:124). 

The present study focuses on four death rates, including 

• general mortality (based on the sum of all deaths irrespective of mode of 

death), SUicide, homicide and natural causes.- General mortality is used 
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~ in the initial segments of the analysis to provide some basis of 

• 

comparison with other available general mortality rates. There is, of 

course~ a problem WIth this particular statistic in that many modes of 

death that are part of the general mortality rate of the general 

population are rare or non-eXistent events in jails. For instance, few 

women die in childbirth or, for that matter, few infants die from any 

cause in jail. Death by automobile accident is virtually unknown in 

jail. unless the victim is being transported at the time, and then it is 

Questi onabl e as to whether the death woul d be recorded as a II jail death ". 

Consequently~ we anticipate that unless jails pose an inordinate threat 

to human life, the overall death rates of jails should be lower per 

100,000 or 1,000 jail inmates than the overall death rates for the 

general population • 

SUicide, as we have previously indicated, represents a unique 

orqanizational 9 leqal and public relations problem for American jails, or 

so the extant literature suggests (cf., Bowker, 1982~ Danto~ 1973; 

Flaherty, 1983~ Hayes, 1983. Snarr and Wolford. 1985). Suicide rates 

represent the risks 0+ committing suicide in either the population at 

larqe or the jail population. Yet not only may certain places pose a 

higher suicide risk, but certain segments of the jail population, by 

reason of shared characteristics, face even greater risk of suicides. 

That is, jails, especially the holding facility (24 hours or less), 

contain many individuals that fit the profile of SUicide-prone 

individuals (Bowker, 1982; Hayes, 1984). 

If someone is determined to take the life of another, or even 

his or her own life. there is little that any formal organization can do 

~ in the long term to prevent the dea.th from oct:l~rrinq. Electronic 

surveillance, death watches. and even isolation have proven to be 
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inadequate defenses aqainst a determined perpetrator. In spite of these 

facts, jail homicides, as opposed to what we suspect is a much higher but 

unreported rate for jail assaults, remain rather rare jail events. 

Nonetheless~ we have elected to include them in the initial segments of 

the analysis due to the IIpredatory" nature of the crime.:2 

Deaths by natural causes are the final cause-specific mortality 

statistics that were evaluated in the current study.~ People do suffer 

cardiac arrest in jailor die of hepatitis~ influenza, pneumonia, and 

many other naturally occurring disorders. But very few jail inmates dIe 

a linqerinq death from cancer or other long term illnesses; and most 

deaths due to childhood dIsorders are, by legal definition. unlikely jail 

occurrences. As a consequence, we anticipate that, unless iai1s tr"ULY do 

place inmates at unusual risk to death by natural causes, jail mortality 

rates for thIS cateqory should be lower than those evidenced in the 

general population. 

Estimating PODulation Bases and Calculatina Death Rates 

The 1978 Jail Census was intended to represent the state of 

American jails as of February 15, 1978, although the death rates were for 

the 1977 calendar year. The 1983 Jail Census reflected jail operations 

as of June 30, 1983~ the information relative to inmate deaths was for 

the period July 1, 1982 to June 30, 1983. These shifting dates typify 

the analytical problems related to rate-base selection that are endemic 

to the 1978 and 1983 Jail Census data. Any rate or ratio can only be 

lnterpreted in terms of the base that is used to create it (Barclay. 

1958: Chapter 2), In the present instance, there is, first, the problem 

of selectinq the most a.ppropriate '1ears to use in calcula.tinq the qen~ral 

comparatlve free society rates. Second, there is the need to develop 
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• national equivalent populC'.tion rates against \·Jhich to compare jail death 

rates~ in which case the former, national death rates ~hould logically be 

adjusted to reflect the unique character of jail populations (Barclay, 

• 

1958; see also, Greenfield, 1982). As with the general comparative 

fiqures~ the decision-making process involved in creating an equivalent 

population rate includes the selection of the most appropriate (and most 

defensible) years, as well as logical decisions as to which groups should 

be included in or excluded from the population base. 

Beyond these issues. we are especially sensitive to the base 

selection question Slnce the creation of an appropriate iail population 

base for jail death rates constitutes on~ of the research goals of this 

prOiect. As has already been observed (cf., Chilton and Spielberger, 

1971; 

that 

that 

8agi and Wellford~ 1968), there is a need to develop death rates 

more accurately reflect the "at risk" jail population than those 

use the one day or average daily populations as the base. In a 

given year, just how many people are truly at risk of dying in American 

jails? We suggest that this figure lies somewhere between the one day 

average population and the total number of individuals that move through 

the turnstiles that are this nation's jails. 

The following questions constitute the framework around which 

this report is structured: 

(1) What was the overall death rate for American jaIls, as well 

as the cause-specific rates? 

(2) At the aqgregatized data level, what structural featUres of 

jails statewide and other extra-institutlonal aspects of local and state 

• correcti ons are linked to jai 1 deaths in 1977 and 19827 
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• METHODS 

This report consists of a secondary analysis of two separate 

censuses of American jails conducted five and one-half years apart. The 

data were collected in 1978 and 1983 by the United States Bureau of the 

Census for the United States Bureau of Justice Statistics. The censuses 

were authorized by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 

1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3732). In both censuses. a complete sample 

was attempted = the criteria for inclusion were identical for both 

censuses. That is, the intended universe for both cenSUS~3 consisted of 

all local jails that held inmates beyond arraignment, a period of time 

usually more than 48 hours, and that were administered and staffed by 

local officials~ usually city or county/parish employees. Complete 

• descriptions of the data collection process at-e available from a number 

of different sources CU. S. Department of Justice, 1979, 1981, 1984), 

Suffice to say, both censuses reported a coverage rate in excess of 99 

percent. The 1978 census contained data for 3,493 local jails; a total 

of 3,358 jails were included in the 1983 census. 

associated with 

population base selection were employed in the present research. One 

approach is to present the national mortality rates, general and cause 

speciflC, for a comparable period of time. This tactic has been employed 

in a number of cases (e.g., Flaherty, 1983; Hayes, 1983). While we are 

critical of this approach, we nonetheless include these rates in bur 

report for comparlson purposes • 

• A second approach is to employ a "general population 

equivalent" rates a method similar to that employed by G~eenfield (1982) 
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in his study of prison death rates. Using this latter approach. also 

referred to as an adjusted or standardized death rate by demographers 

(Barclay, 1958:161-2), one determines the total number of individuals in 

whatev8~ "at risk" populations are to be included in the study, which is 

used as the denominator. The total number of deaths for this target 

population is used as the numerator. The next step is to determine the 

weighting factor. Given the fact that adult males constitute in excess of 

90 percent of the jail population (Bowker, 1982; Keve, 1983), the target 

population consists of adult males only. Thus, we had to make 

adjustments for two additional "principal target groups" present among 

adult males in the jail population: Caucasians and non-Caucasians. This 

step wa.s mandated by the rather significant differences in "free society" 

(i.e., non-jail) mortality rates for Caucasians and non-Caucasians (U. S • 

Bureau of the Census, 1979, 1980, 1983). As independent research has 

shown, jail populations are typically over fifty percent Caucasian CU. S. 

Department of Justice. 1980, 1983, 1984). Consequently. the mortality 

rates for adult male Caucasians was multiplied tImes the percent of the 

national iail population that was. in the target year. CaucasIan, while 

the mortality rates of adult male non-Caucasians was multiplied times the 

percent of the natIonal jail population that was Ln that same year non

Caucasian. 

Ideally, the construction of a general population equivalent 

rate will allow us to compare the mortality rate of the incarcerated 

group to the adjusted rate of a similar group of individuals in the free 

society. Unfortunately, this method requires that information relative 

to sex-race-age specific mortality figures be available. Rates for sex

race-age specific groups are not readily available for overall mortality 
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• 1 et alone cause-speci fi c deathg. Consequent I y, the researcher must 

calculate these rates from the raw death fioures collected by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services's National Center for Health 

Statistics. 4 Race and sex specific data for the general population were 

readily available from the Natibnal Center for Health Statistics's Annual 

Mortality Reports (hereafter referred to as the Reports), The Bureau of 

the Census age groups do not conform to the typical groupings for 

criminological research. As a consequence, the age range for the General 

Population Equivalent group was 15 to 64.~ 

Once the age-sex specific death rates for the two racial groups 

were calculated, the next step was to weight them and sum the results to 

obtaln an overall equivalent rate. In 1977, Caucasians constituted 

roughly 57 percent of the jail popUlation; by 1982 they made LIP 58 

• percent of the jai I popUlation (U. S. Department of Justice, 1980, 1984). 

lhe aqe-sex specific rates for Caucasians were multiplied times 57 

percent for the 1978 census and 58 percent for the 1983 census. The 

results were summed with the similarly Weighted rates for non-Caucasian 

adult males in the respective year. 

A third type of mortality rate that frequently finds its way 

lnto jail death stUdies (cf., Hayes, 1983; Flaherty, 198~$) is simply the 

gross number of deaths reported in a given year, general or cause

specific~ divided by the total number of individuals housed in those 

jails on a given day, irrespective of age, sex, or race. In keeping with 

this tradition, we too report such a rate. 

As previously stated, 

deaths of adult male jail inmates. 

we are primarily concerned 

Adult males traditionally 

with the 

accounted 

• for slightly in excess of 90 percent of the jail inmates in America. It 

is cbnceivable that more or less than 90 odd percent of the deaths in any 
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• given census---especially cause specific deaths---involved adult males. 

Thus, the death rates for male jail inmates, general mortality as well as 

cause-specific, are included in this report. 

The final death rate included in the current study reflect our 

concern for considering the total number of persons at risk. As 

previously stated, to base rates on the static one day jail population or 

the average daily population is to overlook the millions of individuals 

that annually pass through America's jails, if only briefly. We contend 

that some measure of the exposure- to-risk factor should be included in 

iail death rates. One method of including an appreciation for the 

exposure tactor in death rates is to base the estimate on the total 

number of II p erson-'1ean; at-risk II accounted fot- by the several mi 11 ion 

• temporary residents of American jails (Barclay, 1958:37-8, 161-66), A 

minimal prerequisite for this figure is an estimate of the time of 

exposure to risk (sentence lengths) for each member of the target 

population (jail inmates). Ideally we would know the exposure to risk for 

each individual of the target population. However, even the average jail sente 
nce 15 rarely collected even on a 

local level. And the Bureau of the Census did not collect a direct 

mea.sure of the average stay. 

The BJS Bulletin entitled "Jail Inmates 1982 11 (U. S. 

Department of Justice, 1983) included an average jail stay figure of 11 

days, This estimated figure was based on the number of days that it 

would take, on average. a fixed iail population to reproduce itself, 

given certaln fates of egress (Kalish. 1985; Stephan, 1985). This method 

was employed in the current study in the person-years at-risk rates. 

• lhat is. the average daily population was divided by the number of 

inmates released on an avefage day. The resulting fiqure, the averaqe 
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stay in days, was then multiplied by the average daily population plus 

yearly admissions and the resulting figure divided by 365. Estimates of 

these data points were available in both data sets. Obviously, any 

"average stayh will be subject to wide variation~ but averages and person 

years at-risk based on institutional level data should account for 

geoqraphlc variability. 

gatl.~_CI1~c~s.'l;§?r! . .?t!~.!§ The following characteristics of jails and jail 

populations were included in the present study: rated bed capacity, 

average daily population, average daily releases~ averaqe daily 

admlssions, average iail stay, percent of average daily population which 

has not been convicted of a crime, and percent of average daily 

population that has been assigned to the jail due to overcrowding of 

state or federal correctional institutions. Only the rated bed capacity 

Question appeared without change on both instruments. 

The average jail stay was estimated by ~mploying the method used 

by the Bureau of Justice Statistics~ which consisted of dividing the 

average daily population by the average daily releases (see note 6). As 

sometimes happens in censuses, somewhat different items were used to 

measure the same characteristics in 1978 and 1983. Estimates of the 

average daily admissions and averaqe daily releases for 1978 were 

obtained by dividing the reported weekly rates by seven. The 1983 

population movement statistics were available for the entlre year only. 

These figures were respectively divided by 365 to give an estimate of the 

average daily admlsslons and releases. 

The 1978 census forms included several qUestions concerning the 

number of inmates currently residing 1n the facility that had not yet 

been convicted of a crime, mlsdemeanor or felony. These guestions 

resulted in the total number of persons not yet arraigned and the total 
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arraigned and awaiting trial or being tried. These figures were summed 

and divided by the total population figures in the jail on the census day 

(the total upon which they were supposedly based) to give a percentage of 

the total population which has not yet been convicted of a crime. The 

1983 form broke down non-convicted status by age and sex, but did not 

distinguish between those awaiting arraignment or trial and those being 

tried. The total number of non-convicted individuals was divided by the 

total inmate population on the census day. The product was an average 

percentage of the inmate population not yet convicted of a crime. 

The final inmate population characteristic consisted of the 

percentage of all inmates which had been assigned to the jail due to 

overcrowding at state or federal correctional facilities. 

contained three separate reasons for holding inmates 

The 1978 form 

for other 

authorities. one of which was overcrowding. This figure was again divided 

by the total inmate population, and was considered to represent the 

percentage of the total inmate population held due to overcrowding. By 

1983 the increasingly sensitive issue of overcrowding necessitated the 

collectlon of more finite data. There were a total of 1.6 cateqories 

related to inmates held for other authorities, of Which four were 

specifically dedicated to overcrowdinq (i.e., federal-illegal aliens~ 

federal-other, state, and other counties or cities). As in 1978, the 

percentage of 1983 inmates held due to overcrowding was obtained by 

summinq the four overcrowding categories and dividing by the total inmate 

popUlation on the census day. 

Staffing Patterns. The administrative, custodial and professional 

• staffing patterns were considered to be central to any study of jail 

mortality rates. The professional staff included social workers, 
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psychologists, medi~al personnel and the like. The Bureau of the Census 

asked the person completing the census forms to differentiate between 

part-time and full-time and to exclude non-paid volunteers. Due to 

changes 1n the forms between 1978 and 1983~ only full-time staffinq 

patterns are included in the present study.~ 

p ij?§! qQ....Q.f...".t.t!(Le.n~lY-§.L§. 

The data analysis was completed in two stages. The first stage 

consisted of comparisons of the various mortality rates for the nation's 

Four separate types of mortality---general mortality, suicide 

rates, homicide rates and natural causes---were presented for the general 

population, general equivalent population, total jail population, adult 

ma.Ie pODulation and the "at-risl·'" adult male jail population. 

The second stage of the analysis involved aggregating the data by 

state. This step resulted in a sample of 45 states.? The final series 

of questions were addressed to this data set. Specifically, ~e were 

interested in the extent to which certain statewide structural and extra

institutional features of American jails are independently related to the 

incidence of deaths by natural causes and suicides. The classic 

reqression approach to covariance analysis, with a nonorthoqonal or 

unbalanced design was employed. Three "new" variables were introduced as 

factors each respective Analysis of Variance CANOVA). These variables 

were (1) statewide expenditures for local corrections per 1,000 jail 

inmates, (2) region and (3) court order. Statewide expenditure data were 

obtained for 1977 CU. S. Department of Justice, 1981b) and 1981 (U. S. 

Department of Justice, 1985b). Expenditures were collapsed into three 

categories: (1) LInder $5,000 per 1,000 inmat.es, (2) $5,000 to $10,000 per 

l~()!)O inmates and (3) over $11),000 per 1,000 inmates. 
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Region reflected the part of the nation in which the subject 

state was located, and lncluded northeast (Maine~ Massachusetts. New 

Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania), north central 

(Illinois, India.na, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, 

Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin), south 

(Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 

Virginia, West Virginia), and west (Alaska, Arizona~ California, 

Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 

Wyoming) • 

Finally, perhaps owing to the extremely large number of civil 

suits (In excess of 10.000) which have been filed aqainst local jails. 

there is no current accounting of which jails have been sued Dr are under 

court order for what particular qrievance (Mullen and Smith. 1980). 

However. it 1S assumed that court orders pending aqainst the state system 

eventually are applied to local corrections (Sheley, 1985: 2~8-302). 

Several different lists of state and federal court orders were available. 

One list covered state prison systems up to 1977; it was used in the 

analysis of the 1978 census data (Mullen and Smith, 1980). Only seven 

states were under court order at that time. The affected states were 

Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, MissiSSippi, 

Oklahoma. In 1982, the list had grown to 

New Hampshire, Ohio, and 

include Alabama~ Arizona, 

California, Florida, Colorado, Oklahoma, Tennessee~ Texas, Georgia, 

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa. Kansas, Kentucky, LOUisiana, Maryland, Missouri, 

Nevada, New Hampshire, New MexiCO, Ohio. Utah, V1rginia, Washington and 

West Virqinia • 

In addition to the three factors! a total 0+ seven covariates 

were introduced in 1978 and eiqht in 1983. The seven common tovariates 
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were the number of full-time administrators~ custody staff! and 

professional staff per 100 inmates in the state"s jails, the average 

percentage of Llnconvicted jail inmates residing in the state"s jails, 

the average jail stay, the average percentage of the state's jail 

population that were held due to overcrowding of state or federal 

facilities~ and the total male person-years at-risk served in the state's 

jails. In 1983~ the total number of statewide suicides in 1978 were 

inclUded as a covariate. a 

MORTALITY RATES IN AMERICAN JAILS: 1978, 1983 

G~f1&E.t:.?.L Mo.r:.t <:ll! ty"R~t;e~ 

In 1977. the general mortality rate, as reported in Table 1, was 

approximately 878 per 100~OOO population. The 1977 qeneral population 

equivalent rate---the general mortality rate adjusted for sex. aqe and 

race---was~ at 656 per 100,000, 25 percent less than that for the qeneral 

population group. Neither of these two rates changed markedly between 

1977 and 1982.· This latter finding suggests that at the national level 

such rates were relatively immutable over time, even when normed for age, 

se>( and race. 

//Table 1 About Herell 

The 1977 death rate for all jail inmates, irrespective of age, 

sex or race. was, at 386 per 100,000 inmates, less than one-half the 

qeneral population rate and forty percent less than the qeneral 

population equivalent rate. Furthermore. the jail rate for all adult 

males did not differ qreatly from the total iail population rate. 

Consequently, We were inclined to believe that sex and age did not playa 

major role 1M the overall rate at which inmates d1e in tail. t10reover, 

the wide disparities between the two jail death rates and both rates for 
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the general population were anticipated given the fact that so many 

modes of death rarely, if ever, occur in jail. Comparisons of the cause-

specific modes of death should at least partially resolve this problem. 

It is important to note that the 1982 qeneral death rates for 

all inmates and all adult male inmates were lower than those reported for 

1977 .. There were absolute drops in the number of deaths (611 to 554 and 

tJ72 to 4<79, respecti vel y) and overall increases in the reported jal1 

populations (158.394 to 233,551 and 147,506 to 206,163, respectively). 

It would appear that While the general mortality rate in the free society 
changed little between 1977 and 1982. and the qeneral population 

equivalent group decreased slightly, the unadjusted and sex-aqe adjusted 

rates for iail inmates decreased by approximately one third! 

The final rates contained in Table 1 are the "at risk" rates for 

adult males. These rates are based on the total person-years at-risk 

represented by millions of inmates processed through the nation 1 s jails 

in a given year. The 1977 mortality rate of 253 per 100,000 person-years 

at-risk is 36 percent lower than either of the other 1977 jail population 

rates; the 1982 rate of 206 per 100.000 person-years at-risk is 15 

percent lower than the comparable 1982 jail mortality rates. 

These rate comparisons prompt us to make several observations. 

First, the much publicized increase in jail population between 1978 and 

1983 (147.506 adult males and 206.163. respectively) 1S less startling 

when one recalculates these figures in terms of person-years at-risk 

(226,251 adult males in 1978 versus 242,670 in 1983). Second. even when 

comparing person-years at-risk, the overall death rate per 100,000· in 

American t8i1&---a rate Which was relatively immutable at the national 

lavel---decrea5ed by at least 19 percent between 1977 and 1982. 

Collectively, these findings suggested that either (1) death-prone 
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• individuals or perhaps, in the case of homicide, the more dangerous 

persons were~ by 1982, less likely to find their way into jail 

populations or (2) individual jails were taking pro-active steps to 

decrease the death rate. 

9~q§§--:?l;le!;UJ..<;:._tt9J.~j:§lUj;:-L . .B§.t§.§ 

Table 2 contains the various suicide rates for the general 

population and American jails. The qeneral population experienced a 

suicide rate of between 12 (1982) and 13 (1977) per 100,000 individuals. 

a rate reported in most jail suicide reports for comparison purposes. The 

general population equivalent rates are between 69 (1977) and 85 (1982) 

percent higher than the respective rates for the general population. The 

unadjusted rates and the sex-age adjusted jail rates were 11 (1982) to 15 

~ (1977) times greater than the respective general population rates and 6 

(1982) to 8 (1978) times greater than the general population equivalent 

rates. Incidentally, 

is cited with high 

it is the first of these jail suicide rates which 

regularity in jail!corrections textbooks (cf., 

Callison, 1983~ Goldfarb, 1975; Snarr and Wolford, 1985). 

IITabie 2 About Here!! 

The person-years at-risk rate reported in Table 2 followed the 

same general pattern as that observed for the overall mortali ty rate (see 

Table I>. While hiqher than those reported for either the general 

population or the general population equivalent group, both the 1977 and 

1983 suicide rates were, at 120 and 112 per 100 J OOO, respectively, lower 

than the unadjusted or age-sex adjusted jail rates. It is also 

interesting to note that jail suicides in both 1977 and 1982 occurred at 

• a rate that (.olas appro>:imately 5 times greater than the rate Observed for 

the general population equivalent group. While even this rate is no 
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cause for celebration q it is roughly one-third the rates previously 

cited, in spite of the fact that the base papulation is by definition 

uniquely disposed towards acts of self-destruction (Bowker, 1983). 

A related observation warrants closer attention. Comparisons 

of the unadjusted and sex-age adjusted jail suicide rates suggested the 

occurence of rather startling decreases in the intervening five and one

half years. Comparisons based on person-years at-risk rates were less 

optimistic: the decrease barely kept pace with the national decreases. 

The 

that 

putative changes in either system clients or organizational mandated 

may 

apparently 

rate. 

have caused the overall decrease in the jail 

had little effect on the person-years at-risk 

mortality rate 

jail suicide 

Jail homicides are a topic of newsworthiness and public 

interest second only to jail suicides. As reported in Table 3, the 

homicide rate for the 1977 general population equivalent group was five 

times greater than the rate for the qeneral population. The unadjusted 

and sex-age adjusted jail rates were one-third that reported for the 

Qeneral population equivalent group. As expected q the person-years at-

risk jail rate was fifty percent lower than either other jail rate. In 

fact, the person-years at-risk jail rate was only slightly higher than 

the general population rate (10.2 per 100,000 versus 9.2 per 100,000). 

//Table 3 About Herel/ 

By 1982 the general population homicide rate had increased 

slightly over the 1977 rate (9.2 per 100,000 versus 10.7 per 100,000). 

The difference between the general population equivalent group rate and 

the general population rate remained roughly the same (5 times), 

suggesting that the former group was not experiencing an inordinat~ 

increase. The 1982 unadjusted rate and both adjusted rates were far" 
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• lower and very similar. Between 4.1 inmates per 100,000 (person-years 

at-risk) and 4.8 inmates per 100,000 (all adult males) died in American 

jails in 1982. All of the 1982 jail rates were more than 50 percent 

lower than any of the 1977 jail rates. By any standard, homicide rates 

in American jails experienced a considerable decline between 1977 and 

1982. However, this decline alone cannot account for the previously 

observed decrease in the overall mortality rate. After all, there were 

only between 23 and 24 homicides reported in all American jails in 1977 

and only 10 in 1982. 

The final cause-specific rates contained in this report 

involved deaths by natural causes. As is quickl'l evident from the general 

population rates contained in Table 4. more peoole per 100,000 population 

• dled of natural causes tha,n for any of the other rates (740.6 in 1977 and 

751.7 in 1982). Norminq the population in terms of jail inmate 

characteristics. resul':ed in a t~ate that was sliqhtly qreater than half 

that of the general population rate in 1977 (494.6 per 100,000 and 1982 

(490.2 per 100,000). Thus, while the general population rate per 100.000 

increased slightly between 1977 and 1982, the rate for the general 

population equivalent group had declined slightly. 

!!Table 4 About Herel! 

Once again, the jail rate at which people were dying, this time 

of natural causes, was lower than that reported in the free society rate, 

irrespective of how that rate was calCUlated. In 1977, over 140 inmates 

per 100,000 died of natural causes in American jails. By 1982 this rate 

was a~proximately 90 to 95 inmates per 100,000 population. The 1977 

• UnadjW5ted and sex-aqe adjL\sted jail population rates were roughly one

third that of the general population equivalent and less than one-fifth 
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that of the general population; the 1982 rates are approximately one

fifth the general population equivalent rate and one-ninth the general 

popUlation rate. 

Finally, the 1977 and 1982 person-years at-risk jail rates of 

95.5 and 80.8 per 100~000, respectively, suggest that (1) the rate at 

which persons die of natural causes in jails is, by any standard, lower 

than the general population rate and (2) the natural causes death rate in 

jails is declining at a pace faster than the general equivalent group but 

slower than suggested b'l the unadjusted and se:·:-aqe adjusted rates. 

E~{cept in the most e:{treme of cases, and in si tuati ons where the onset ,of 

death by natural causes is so swift as to preclUde transferring the 

prisoner, most inmates with truly life-threatening conditions will in all 

likelihood be moved to a hospital or similar care facility. Consequently~ 

as was mentioned in the discussion of the overall mortality rate, we 

expected and indeed found lower death rates by natural causes in jails 

than was the case for the general population. The fact that these rates 

had declined by between 15 percent (person-year at-risk rate) and 

approximately 36 percent (unadjusted and sex-age adjusted rates) since 

1977 must be attributable to something other than good fortune, 

especially given the relative stability of the national rates. 

DEATH RATES IN AMERICAN JAILS: AGGREGATIZED JAIL DATA 

Before examining the relationships between the extra- and 

intra-institutional structural features of jails and various modes of 

death~ a potential problem involving state-wide death rate rankings 

merits attention. Table 5 contains the state by state rankinqs for 

cause-specific rates per 1,000 person-years at-risk. The state with the 

highest ranking suicide rate per 1~000 person-years at-risk in 1978 was 

Wyoming (15.4 suicides per l~OOO person-years at-risk), WIth North Dakota 
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• (12.26) and South Dakota (11.94) close behind. In the 1983 census, 

Wyoming and North Dakota were 41st (tied with Nevada and Idaho): these 

states reported no suicides in 1982. South Dakota dropped to fourth. 

Alaska, which along with Arkansas, Idaho, New Hampshire, and Utah, 

reported no suicides in 1978, was first is 1983, with over 28 suicides 

per 1,000 person-years at-risk. 

!ITable 5 About Here!1 

South Dakota reported the highest 1978 natural causes death 

rate per l J OOO person-years at-risk (8.96', a rate which was closely 

followed by New Mexico (7.62). Nevada (4.68). Montana (4.35'~ Kentucky 

(4.25) and Oklahoma (4.19) had only slightly lower rates. Once again, 

Montana, South Dakota and Nevada were not in the top fifteen in 1983. 

• KentLlcky remained in fifth position; and, Oklahoma dropped from siNth in 

1978 to eleventh in 1983. 

It is apparent that states experiencing the most radical shifts 

in rankings between censuses tended to be fairly small, urban states with 

lower total person-years at-risk (e.g., Wyoming, North Dakota, South 

DaKota. Montana, Oklahoma). The larger, in terms of total population and 

total person-years at-risk served, and more urbanized states exhibited 

considerably more consistency between censuses, irrespective of the cause 

of death (e.q., New Jersey, New York, Texas, MIchigan and California), 

than the smaller more rural stateS. Conse~uently. the rankinqs reflected 
. . 

in Table 5 are influenced--- perhaps'if'lordinat'elY~-:"" by the SHe of the 

state and the at-risk factor: LargEtt~states,ma\/repor-'t numerically more 

deaths. but smaller states may report more· death,s ,per capita for any 

• fixed base. In order to contr(:J1 for this possible confounding factor, . 

the actual number of cause-speci f i c deaths is used as, the dependent 
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variable of the analyses of variance and multiple classification analyses 

that follow, with the total person-years at-risk in a given state used as 

a covariate. 

ptEt!?~,,"..§.og .. P.§.§:,:tJL9Y,J;J§!!h~rEL...k€thl?~§ 

Analysis of variance CANOVA) and multiple classification 

analYSIS (MeA) were ideally suited for the available data. The extra

instltutional factors included in this segment of the analysis are 

primarily nominal in nature~ and, as such are treated as main effects. 

These variables include the per capita (1000 inmates) expenditures on 

local corrections for each state (under $5,000, $5,001 to $9~999, $10~000 

and over), region of the country (northeast, northcentral, south, and 

west), and whether or not the state correctional system was under a state 

or federal court-order in the year preceding the census. The covariates 

were limited to the following intra-institutional variables: full-time 

administrators, full-time custody staff, full-time professional staff, 

averaqe percentaqe of unconvicted inmates in a state~s jails, average 

jail stay statewide, average percentage of inmates held in a state's 

1ai1s due to overcrowding in state or federal correctional facilities, 

the total person-years at-risk statewide~ and, in only the case of the 

1983 data, the total number of cause-specifIc deaths reported in the 

previous census. 

The ANOVA provided insights as to WhICh factors or main effects 

made siqnjficant contributions td the explained variance. The MeA. which 

employs a form of dummy-coding to allow us to understand the impact of 

the main effects, revealed both the unadjusted impact (eta) of the main 

effects (eta), the impact of the main effects adjusted for other main 

effec'cs as well as the r:ovariates (beta), and the total eHplained 

variance (R2). 
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• Table ,6 contains the ANOVA for 1978 deaths by natural causes. 

All three main effects made significant contributions. In thlS instance, 

three of the coveriates also contributed signlficantly to total 

vari3.ti on. The statewide rate of full-time professional staff per 100 

inmates (r = .318), average jaIl stay statewide (r = .141), end person

years at-risk for male jail inmates in a state (r = .). All three effects 

were significant beyond the .001 level. 

IITabie 6 About Herell 

The MeA for 1978 deaths by natural causes is provided in Table 

6 In all three cases, controlling for the other main effects resulted in 

increased direct effects (beta values). The explained variance for the 

main effects was a substanti~l 45.1 percent. Region of the country made 

• the largest single contribution ('13 = .97); the south had the highest 

number of deaths by natural causes, followed in descending order by the 

west, northeast and northcentral. Jails spending the most money per 

capita (8 = .68) had more deaths than jails spending lesser amounts~ 

states'u.ndel' cou.rt order had more jail deaths than states not Linder 

court orders. 

Entering the covariates into the MeA resulted in two major 

changes. First of all~ the explained variance almost doubled q increasing 

from 45.1 percent to 79.7 percent. Second, only the impact of the court 

order main effect was unaffected by the covariates. The direct effects 

of both expenditures per cap~ta and region decreased by one third. 

States expending the most money per capita still experienced the most 

deaths by natural causes, but the west replaced the northcentral as the 

• region with ·the IONes'c number o·f deaths~ a fact no doubt aHributable to 

the larqer number of person-years at-risk experienced by northcentral and 
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northeastern 

person-years 

most deaths. 

states. The 

at-risk rates, 

southern states. which also enjoyed 

remained the reqion of the nation with 

high 

the 

As is evident from the ANOVA contained in Table 7, some rather 

startling changes in the factors related to deaths by natural causes had 

occurred by 1983. Only one of the main effects, region, made a 

significant contribution; nonetheless~ the overall main effects 

contribution was also significant. And but one of the covariates, 

person-years at-risk for male jail inmates, made a similarly significant 

contribution, which also effected the overall impact of the covariates. 

The siqnificance of the total explained variance was in excess of .001. 

//Table 7 About Here// 

The MeA analysis for 1983 deaths by natural causes 

provided some insiqhts into these dramatic shifts. The 

expenditures per caPlta and court order status were slight 

<Table 7) 

impact of 

1 n 198,.5. 

especially when compared to 1978. Region continued to make the larqest 

single contribution, with the south continulng to exhibit the largest 

number of deaths, followed, once again, by the west, northeast and 

northcentral. However, the impact of region on the explained Variance, 

as adjUsted for other main effects, was about one third less in 1983, and 

one quarter of its 1978 impact when adjustments were made for both the 

main effects and covariates. As fLlrther evidence of the declining impact 

of the extra-institutional factors, the total explained variance of the 

main effects was 8.3 percent in 1983, compared to 45.1 percent in 1978; 

the overall explained variance in 1983, to which only reqion and person

years at-risk made slgnificant contributions. increased from 79.7 percent 

in 1978 to 88.6 percent. 
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• What was in 1978 a problem linked to per capita expenditures, 

court orders, staffing patterns~ average jail stay, regionality and 

person-years at-risk was related five and one-half years to only the 

latter two factors. We think this finding significant for the following 

reason: Those factors which no longer impacted on the statewide number of 

iail deaths due to natural causes were factors amenable to changes 

precipitated largely by court intervention. Region is problematic, but 

the variations in deaths reported by 1983 were much lower than those 

observed in 1978, a di fference perhaps due to resl dual cultural as well 

as institutional difterenhes (cf.~ Doerner q 1975. 1978; Gastril. 1971; 

Wn ght et aI., 1983; Bl au and Bl au. 1982) • Logically, we mlqht 

anticipate that the more people a state processed thrpuch its isil 

• system---all things being equal---the more deaths by natural causes that 

state will report. Simply put, a variatIon of this condition---Dost 

things being equaJ--- seems to have been more the case in 1983 than it 

was in 1978. 

In 1977, all three main effects made Significant contributions 

to the number of suicides committed in a state~s jail system (Table 8). 

However, among the covariates, only the total person-years at risk made a 

siqnlficant contribution. In spite of this fact, the total main effects, 

additive covariate effects and overall explained variance were all 

siqnificant at or beyond the .001 level. 

IITable 8 About Here// 

The MGA for suicides In 1977 are summarized In Table 8 • 

• . COllectIvely the three maln etfects variables accounted for 26.9 percent 

of the variance In number of suicides. The eta values and unadiusted 

deviatlons for expenditures and region suqqest that these varIables are 



• of only minor importance to incidence of suicides; however, the adjusted 

deviations and beta coefficients suggest that these variables have 

something of a suppressor effect on one another. As wIth deaths by 

natural causes, the number of suicides in a state increased as the per 

capIta expenditures increased~ the southern states reported the highest 

number of suicides. While northeastern states eKpressed the lowest 

incidence. States in whIch the prison system was under court order 

reported hIgher incidence of suiCIdes than states in which there was no 

such state or federal court order. 

Adjustlnq for the covariates resulted in a rather dramatic 

Increase in the multiple R square value (74.5 percent versas 26.9 

percent). Inclusion 0+ the covariates in the MeA also resulted in 

• lo~~ered beta values for per capita e>:pendi tures <. 54 vers(J.s .73) and 

region (.48 versus .74), while the direct effects of the court order 

variable were unaffected by the covariates. The patterns observed for 

the main effects were unchanged by the inclusion of the covariates: the 

qreater the expenditures per capita~ the great the incidence of suicides; 

the southern and northeastern states remained at opposite ends of the 

Incidence level continuum, with northcentral and western states in 

between; states with prison systems under court order had slgnificantly 

hIgher ln~idence of iail suiCIdes involving male inmates than did states 

whose prison systems were not under court order. 

As had been the case WIth death by natural causes, the patterns 

exhibIted by the Independent variables in 1978 and 1983 changed rather 

drama.ticall'{. But, a.s even a orief emamination of the AI\IOVA contained in 

• Table 9 t~eveals. there were some SUbtle differences as well. First of 

all, F value for the main effects was less significant in 1983 (p = .016) 
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than in 1978 (p > .001). In fact, not one of the main effects had a 

significant F value. Rather we suspect that since a nonorthoQonal ANOVA 

desiqn was employed, it is possible that wlth stronqly associated 

IndivIdual factors~ the addItive effects as a whole may be slQnificant 

while none ot the individual effects are slgnlficant (Nle et al., 

1975:406). The effects of reQlon and court order approached but dId not 

reach the .05 slqnlflcance level. In the case ot death by natural causes, 

only the effects of region aChIeved statistIcal siqnificance. As for the 

covariates and total explained variance, once again the resultant F 

values are In excess of .001. By 1983, the incidence of suicide, much as 

had been the case for death by natural causes, was closely related to the 

sum of the person-years at-risk in a given state~s jail system. 

In 

deaths by 

//Table 9 About Here!/ 

1978, the main effects revealed significantly more about 

natural causes (45.1 percent) than suicides (26.9 percent). 

Five and one half years latter the main effects variables alone accounted 

for almost twice the explained variance for suicides (14.9 percent) as 

they did for death$ by natural causes (8.3 percent). Further, as clearly 

demonstrated in the MCA summarlzed in Table 9. adjusting for the 

covariates and independents increased the total explaIned varIance for 

suicides to a level similar to that for death by natural causes. 

Furthermore. the direct effects of expenditures, reqien and court orders 

decreased at a rate which paralleled that observed in the MCA for death 

by natural causes. The direct effect of court order" a variable whose 

impact was nearly (p ~ .OS) siqnificant, was less than observed in 1975, 

but states with court orders continued to report mars suicides than non

court order states. One unexpected development, given the pattern 

observed for deaths by natural causes~ involved region. The F value for 
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reqion was, once aoain, nearly (p = .053) siqnlficant. However, the 

regional pattern was unlike any other thus far observed. 

Once the adjustments for covariates were made, states in the 

six northeast states reported more suicides than any other region. It is 

also interestIng to note that the northeast region reported the lowest 

inCIdence of suicides in 1978 and consistently reported lower than 

average nllmbers of death by natural causes in both 1978 and 1983. The 

south. which had shown equal consistency in reporting more deaths by 

natural causes in 1978 and 1983 and suicides in 1978 than any other 

region. was ranked second for suicides in 1983. Adjusting for the 

covariales little effected the court order variable. Most of the 

decrease In the direct effects of this variable occurred with the 

• adjustments for the other independent variables. Once again~ court-order 

states reported more suiCIdes than non-court-order state~:;. In sum, at 

the time of the 1983 census, the incidence of both suicide and death by 

natural causes was lInked in almost identical fashion to regionality and 

the total person-years at-risk experienced by a state's jail inmate 

populatlon. In the prevIous census, the inCIdence of both causes of 

death Independent variables. 

SUMMARY 

With the qlaring exception of SUiCIde, death rates in American 

jails were considerably lower than rates experienced by either the 

general population or the equivalent population group. Initially, we 

attributed part of the lower than expected rates for jails as a whole and 

death by natural causes in particular to the fact that certain modes of 

• death as either rare or L1nheard of in a jail conteHt.. Clearly, this 

generalization does not hold for homicides, the rate which exhibited the 
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qreatest free societY-jail population disparities. Some individuals, 

principally people whose aqe~ race or ethnic backqround place them in a 

hiqher than average risk category, were statistically less likely to be 

murdered 1n custody than if they had been free on the streets. This 

finding does not necessarily mean that these individuals are "safer" in 

1ftil, as the rate of assaults~ including those in which injuries are 

serious enough to eventually result in death (elsewhere), is largely 

unknown. Rather, homicide was a rare event in either census year; given 

the paucity of jail homicides, further analyses of homicide rates were 

deemed impractical. 

All 1983 jail death rates were lower than those observed in the 

previous census. Jail suicides. however. did not decline at the same 

rate as jBll-based qeneral rates, homicide rates or death by natural 

causes rates. TIle diverQence between suicide rates and the others is 

partlcularly obvious when the rates are based on person-years at-risk. 

The forces that seeminqly brouqht about reductions 1n iail-based 

homicides and deaths by natural causes had less 0+ an impact on suicides. 

At the aqgreqate level, what initially appeared to be a 

straiqhtforward question of which state had the highest per capita death 

rate was made more complex by the fact that there did not appear to be a 

pattern in the state rankings in either 1978 or 1983. In~er-census 

comparisons based on percapita rates showed that population poor states 

tended to exhibit greater variability than those for the more populous 

states. Herein lay a clue to a previously observed pattern: Deaths jails 

tended to be larqer and more active than non-death jails. Since the 

number of people processed by jails was obviously a critical feature of 

the Amerlcan jail death phenomenon~ we opted to inclUde it as an 

independent variable rather than have its impact be neutralized by 
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• ranking the states by the death rates per 1,000 person-years at risk. 

This approach proved to be highly advantageous. The person-

years at-risk variable dominated the analyses in 1983. In 1978, certain 

extra- and intra-institutional factors played almost as significant a 

role in our understanding of the incidence of jail deaths as did the sum 

of the Person-years at-risk. But by 1983 virtually all of the explained 

variance was made by the at-risk variable, with some assistance from 

reqion and. less often. the court order status of the state. 

The statewide incidence of jail deaths in the early 1980's 

seemed close1 '{ l1nked to factors beyond the normal scope of 

admInistratIve or legislatIve actions, principally the number 0+ 

IndiVIduals placed at risk by reason of their reSIdence in j81l for some 

• period 0+ time. This contention limits the viable options open to state 

and local authorities. In fact, one of the only remaining ways to 

• 

fUrther reduce these rates is to employ restrictive arrest policies or 

to issue addItional court orders to limit the size of jails, neither of 

which are likely to be met with much support by local law enforcement 

authorities nor public officials in general. And if the latter tact if 

adopted, conceivably more people may end up spending shorter periods of 

time in jail. as law enforcement and jail officials struggle to keep a 

supply of X arrestees in Y jail beds. Unless court orders are accompanied 

by changes in arrest and detainment policies, the net effect may be 

little real change in the total person-years at-risk. 

PRUBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS 

The attainment of the research goal~ that guided this prQiect 

was not without its setbacks and problems. the resolutIon of which may be 

seen by some as a seri es C)f Htermi nal er"rors" that severel y 1 i mit the 
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• usefulness of the findinga. Perhaps this view is accurate. At the same 

time~ these problems, to be summarized shortly, not only serve as 

benchmarks for those who would restrict the generalizability and validity 

of the findings, but may also guide others in the collection and analysis 

of data Which would be entirely free of "terminal errors." 

There were literally dozens of major problems encountered 

during the secondary analysis of the 1978 and 1983 Jail Census data. 

Generally speakinq, these problems fell into one of four categories. The 

first c.?tegory i nvol ved Ii mi taU ons imposed by i nstrumentau on (i. e •• 

alteratIons in the instruments used to collect the data), For e>:ample, 

homicide in 1978 was implicitly limited to the death 0+ a jail inmate by 

InjUrIes inflicted by another inmate. In 1983, this death category was 

• expanded to homicides committed against inmates by individuals other than 

inmates (e.g., jail staff). Thus, the earlier homicide data, while not 

called homicide by name, was considered to be more conservative than the 

latter (1983) data. In any event, the paucity of homicides in either 

census. but especially in 1983, made all but the most rUdimentary 

comparisons unmanageable and meaningless. 

Other problems with instrumentation included but were not 

limited to the following; (1) chanqing the basis for collection pf 

admissions and releases from weekly (1978) to yearly (1983), (2) 

providing more expliCIt categories for pvercrowdlnq data In 1983 than was 

the case 1n 1978, and (3) alterinq the basis for inclusion ot full-time 

and part-time staff In the survey instrument from any and all staff 

(1978) to only those staH on the jaU pr'emises dLtrinq the census day. 

• C;;l y the last instrumentation problem \..,as trul V problematic: ~ our answer 

was to acknowledge this limitation in the affected segments of the 
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analysis and to include only full-time staff data---the group least 

likely to be effected by the chanqe in instructions---in the aggregatized 

data analysis. 

The second set of problems centered around shiftinq the time 

frame for the 1983 study from the calendar year of the earlier census to 

a fiscal year schedule. This change is problematic for two reasons. the 

second of greater lmportance than the first. That is. the differenca 

between the two surveys is five and one-half years~ whereas the 

difference between previous survey, conducted in 1972 and the next one, 

scheduled for 1988, is five years. Secondly, and more importantly, it is 

difficult to obtain certain census data for fiscal year schedules, 

especially death-related information. 

use calendar year data. 

As a result it was necessary to 

Some readers may be concerned by the fact that much of the 1983 

comparison data used in the segment of the analysis on rates calculations 

and some of the economic data in the aqgreqatized data analysis were not 

for the appropriate years. Specifically. the most recent cause-specific 

data available by aqe, sex and race were for 1980. The fact that these 

data dId not dramatically change from 1977 will not deter the purists 

from questIoning any comparisons made with these data. In any event, we 

were careful to note these problems durinq the analYSIS. And. many of 

the signi+lcant shifts in rates dId not involve these comparisons. The 

expenditure data presents a more serious and less easily resolved 

problem. The necessary data were available for 1977. But the most 

recent data were for 1981~ and they were pUblished in mid-1985. Against 

the prospects of waiting until 1989 for the .ost appropriate data, we 

included the 1981 expenditures data in the aqgregatized data analysis as 

"quasi-1982" per capita e>rpendi ture infor-mation. 

32 
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Perhaps the most serious shortcominq is the lack of an 

unassailable measure of exposure to risk. or person-years at-risk. We 

employed 

Bureau of 

a technique used to calculate the 11 day fiqure reported by the 

Justice Statistics 1n its Bulletin entitled "Jail Inmates 

1982". This method may "in the lonq run" be an accurate measure of the 

average stay. but in the small iail with little ingress and egress it may 

be terribly inflated. Again, while we would have preferred a specific 

measure of the average jail stay, a required statistic in the compilation 

of person-years at-risk, this particular method was employed since it 

provided an at least marginally defensible measure. 

It would be an understatement to suggest that the National Jail 

Census data pose serious problems for the data analyst interested in jail 

condi tions. For the reasons just cited the observations and conclusion 

contained in thls paper remaln our interpretations of the reality 

contained in what are at best "organlzational outcomes" (Cic:ourel, 1968), 

It 1S also possible that the resultant errors severely Ilmit the 

reliability and qeneralizabllity of the findlnqs, whlch 1S one reason 

that I have so carefully documented each step in the varIous analyses. 

Whatever our concerns about the data, whose shortcominqs and faults were 

legion before the present study added to the list, We should not lose 

sight of the fact that they remain our best plcture ot death and dying in 

American jails • 
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NOTES 

lThe number of deaths by all causes reported in American jaIls, unlike 

many jail events, includinq assaults by other inmates and guards or the 

denial of other basic civil rights, is probably a fairly accurate 

statistic. Cynics among us would contend, and perhaps not without some 

justif i cati 011, that there may be strong inducements to cl i:\ssify some 

suicides and perhaps even some homicides as death by natural causes or 

locate certain deaths by natural causes as anywhere but the local jail. 

Since the late 1970s the number of "wrongful death suits" that have been 

filed in state and federal courts has mushroomed (Anderson, 1984; Fyfe, 

1985a~b); the concomitant pressures to intentionally misclassify a 

~wronqful" jail death as the result 0+ natural causes or victim-caused 

have no doubt likewlse lncreased. As stronq as the litlqious-related 

inducements to alter these classifications may appear on the surface, the 

fact remains that in spite of a few well-publicized exceptions~ the 

successful application of such suits --- and therefore the impetus to 

misclassify--- was relatively uncommon even in 1983. As far as the 

public relations problem is concerned. a jail death, even if the victim 

has not been convicted of a crime, is still only the death of a putative 

criminal, and as such unlikely to evoke public approbation unless the 

circumstances of that death are so heinous as to negate the victim's 

nonperson status (Goffman, 1961). In short, the overall cause-specific 

death statistics are probably as reliable and valid (or as unreliable and 

invalid) as any other currently available official crime statistics 

(Haqan~ 1985:94-6~ Nettler, 1984: Chapter 3). We adhere to the position 

adV8nGed by Cicourel (1968). Crime statistics are social constructs. 

Crime rates and. by e)·:tensl on. ;aj 1 death stati sti cs, are produced 



• through the interaction of repm-ting behavior of jail officer,!9; jaJL' 

death classification policies, and the BL!reaU o'f the Census~DE?a.th 

statistics~ however, are less open to manipulation than other:· ' 

1I0rqanizational outcomes" (~1cCleary et a1. , 1982; Sheley and Hahton; 

1978) • Sti 11, jid I-based variations of the same questions that ·surroLi.ridc .. 

the compilation of crime statistics are t-elevant for these data ,,(see· 

Sheley, 1985:75-83). Certainly, they offer as representative a picture of;" 

death and dying in American jails as is currently available. 

:otproblems of intrumentation effected the quality of the homicide data. 

The 1978 census instrument asked for the number of inmates who dled while 

confined in the facility as a result of "injury by another person=" in 

1983. the phraseoloqy had been chan qed to homicide and further included 

• "homlclde by ather inmate" and "homicide-other". Between the two 

censuses. the Bureau of Justice Statistics received several inqUiries 

about inmate homicides perpetrated by staff or ather individuals besides 

inmates (Stephan, 1985). The changes in the wording of these questions 

were a response to this concern. Theoretically, the 1978 IIhomicide" 

statistics are more conservative than those collected in 1983. 

ZThe Department of Health and HUman Service~s Mortality Reports include 

literally hundreds of different modes of death. most of which are by 

natural causes. In fact, the sum of all suicides, homicides and 

accidental deaths combined represent a relatively small fraction of 

deaths in the free society (U. S. Department of Health and Human 

SerVices, 1980. 1985; Bureau of the Census. 1979. 1980. 1983). Most 

'. deaths in Amerlca are due to natural causes, and most of these deaths are 

the result of "deqenerative dlseases" (e.q •• cancer. heart-rela.ted 

dIseases and disorders). At the risk at soundinQ redundant. many of 
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these causes are rarely if ever found in a jail setting or among jail 

inhabitants. 

4Aqain a complication arose since publication of sex-race-age specific 

informatien in its most raw state is not qenerally ava~1able for up to 

five years after its collection. Given this limitation, both the general 

population rates and the qeneralpopulation equivalent group rates were 

calculated from 1977 and 1980 data. the latter representing the most 

recent se>:-race-aqe specif:tc mortali ty information available. The 

unavailability of directly comparable data leads, instead, to a 

comparison of the most recent iail death rates, compiled a.$ they Net-e for 

1982 q with non-jail death rates as reperted for 1980. This shortcoming 

certainly opens up this segment of the analysis to questions concerning 

comparable data. However, the relatiVe stability of the Mon-jail rates 

reported between 1977 and 1980 suggests that such criticisms may well be 

undeserved. 

!!SThe age specific requirement represented still another 

and ten year intervals are included in the Reports. 

problem. Five 

The five year 

interval data fa\'" the Hl ow end" divisions a\'"e as follows: 15-19 and 2(1-

24. It was felt that while 15. 16 and 17 year old youths are~ in most 

jurisdictions, classified as adults, their inclusion in the population 

base and mortality figures more than offset the problems of excluding the 

is and 19 year old youths, who do constitute a large segment of the jaIl 

pODulahon. At the other end of the age spectrum~ few ia11 lnhabitants 

are 65 years of aqe and older: and, this qroup exhibits extremely high 

ml"Jrtal i ty rates~ especial! y tor natural causes. 
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6Chanqes in forms between 1978 and 1983 censuses pose still another 

challenge for those int~rested' in staffing patterns. In 1978, 

information relative to all paid, full-tlme and part-time employees Was 

collected. The 1983 forms specIfically indicated that th~ Bureau was 

interested only in the number of pald, full-time and part-time employees 

on the preilllSeS as of the ~4 how- period of the "census day". Thus. pa.rt-

tIme and full-time employees th~t wor~ed weekends or shift-work outside 

of the "census day" and those employees en vacation and sick leave were 

excluded. Comparisons between staffing patterns in 1978 and 1983 must be 

made with extreme caution since the raw data, especially in the case of 

part-time employees, have different time parameters. Of the two types o~ 

employees, the number of fUll-time employee of a jail is more immune from 

• this problem than part-time, and as such, the segment of the analysis 

relying on employee data solely employs information for full-time staff. 

7Although data were available for the District of Columbia was not 

considered at this staqe in the analysis. In addition, five states were 

excluded from both censuses as they do not operate local correctional 

facilities. but had integrated tail-prison systems. These states were 

Connectlcut J Delaware. Hawaii. Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

aWe were interested principally in the dIrect effects of the metrIc and 

nonmetnc independent vanables on the incidence of deaths by natural 

causes and suicides. Consequently, our analyses partition the additive 

effects of the factorc into separate main effects by adjUstlnq for all 

other effects, as well as revealing the saturated model. In addi tion, 

the siqnificance of each metric variable or covariate is reported • 

• Finally, in order to examine the relationships of factors to criterion 

Variables, independent of each other and the other covariates, we also 
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reported the results 0+ the appropriate Multiple Classification Analyses 

(MeA). Each MCA qenerated (1) adjusted devlations. or the means of each 

cateqory expressed as deviations from the grand mean, (2) etas. which 

when squared lndicated the proportion of the varlations in the criterion 

variable explained by the factor, (3) adiusted deviations, or the means 

of each category expressed as deviations from the qrand mean and adjusted 

for the influences of the other factors and/or covariates, (4) partial 

betas, or the direct effects of the factors after controlling for the 

other factors and/or covariates, and (5) the reported R2 values, which 

represented the proportion of variation in each criterion variable 

explained by the additive effects of all factors and covariates. 

9The general population death data ars for 1980 and nat 1982. HO\,lever, 

to avoid contUsion, the 1980 data will be referred to as 1982 gensral 

population dsath data. Similarly, ths 1983 Jail Census rsportsd on death 

for the fiscal year 1982-83~ but will be discussed as 1982 iail death 

data • 
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Table 1. General Mortality Rates in Amerlcan Jails and the General 
____ .. __ e9P.L:!1 a.,tlgflJ .. _t~?'..?-!!._t~B;;_. ___ . __________ . ____ . ________ ._ 
--... ,~.,.....,-- .. ~,."".~, ... , ....... _ .. --.,---... _-,-_._-----_._------------

Population Basel 
F'opul aUon 

77 82 77 

Number 
of 

Deaths 

82 

~10rtali ty 
Rate 
per 

100,!)00 

77 82 

General F'opulation~ 216,330 226,556 1,899,597 1,989,841 878.1 878.3 

General Population 70,262 71,869 382,382 449,551 656.3 638.7 
Equivalent:s: 

Jail Population: 158.394 233.551 611 554 385.7 247.8 
All Inmates 4 

Jail Populatlon: 147.506 206.163 572 499 :::::87.8 242.0 
All Adult 1"1ales'l:.'i 

Jail Populatlon: 226.251 242.670 572 499 252a8 205.6 
At-nsk Adult Males~> 

1Populatlon base fiqures expressed in thousands. 
2Total estlmated United states population in 1977 and 1980~ total 
number of deaths reported in 1977 and 1980 for all causes. 
~AQe-sex-race-adjusted United States populatlon in 1977 and 1980~ total 
number of reported deaths in 1977 and 1980 from all causes, also age
sex-race adjusted; rates are weiqhted to reflect proportlon of white 
adult males and other-race adult males in American jails. 

4Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of 
deaths reported in 1977 and 1982 for all causes. 

'l:.'iAdult male jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of adult 
male deaths reported for 1977 and 1982 for all causes. 

bEstimated adult male "person-years at-risk" jail population in 1978 
and 1983; total number of adult male deaths reported for 1977 and 1982 
for all causes; a total of 43 of the 1978 jails and 21 of the 1983 
jails were excluded due to missing data • 
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Table 2. Suicide Rates in American Jails and the General Population: 
1977 1982 -----.... -~~ .. -... =--------------------.---~-

F'opul aU on Base 1 NLimber SLlicide Rate 
Population of per 

Suicides 100,000 

77 82 77 82 77 82 

General Population 2 216~330 226,556 213,772 26,960 131$3 11.9 

General Population 70.262 71.869 17.258 16~763 22a6 21. 7 
Equivalent Z 

Jail Population: 158.3'14 223.551 297 294 187.5 131. 5 
All Inmates4 

Jail PopLilatlon: 147.506 206.163 272 272 184.4 131. 9 
All Adult InmatesO:S 

Jail PopL!1 at Ion: 226.251 242.670 272 272 120.2 112.1 
At-nsf: Adult Malese 

lPopulation base figures expressed in thousands. 
-Total estimated United States population in 1977 and 1980~ total number 
of suicides reported in 1977 and 1980. 
~Aqe-sex-race-adjusted United States popUlation in 1977 and 1980; total 
number of reported suicides in 1977 and 1980, also age-sex-race 
adjusted; rates are weighted to reflect proportion of white adult males 
and other-race adult males in American jails. 
4Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of 
suicides reported in 1977 and 1982. 

eiAdult mal e jail popul aU on in 1978 and 1983; total number of adult mal e 
suicides reported for 1977 and 1982. 

<!'Estimated adLilt male "person-years at-risk" jail popUlation in 1978 and 
l'183~ total number of adult male suicides reported for 1977 and 1982; a 
total of 43 of the 1978 jails and 21 of the 1983 jails were exclLided 
from the analysis due to missing data. 
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Table 3. Homicide Rates in American Jails and the General Population: 
, ___ J 9ZLs-t~,§.:Z=--_______ , _________________ , 

------"-----,-"-,----------------------
Population Base./. Number Homicide Rate 

Population of per 
Homicides 100,0(1) 

77 82 77 82 77 82 

General Population~ 216,330 226,556 19,402 24~241 C} ? , ..... 10.7 

General Population 70,262 71,869 14.047 17.407 41::" I::' ..J.u 51. 9 
E.qLIl val ent ~ 

Jail Population: 158.394 223.551 24 10 15.2 4.5 
All Inmates4 

Jail Popul a ti on: 147.506 206.16::::; 23 10 15 .. 5 4.8 
All Adult ~1ales'l:> 

Jail Population: 226.251 242.670 2;'::~ 10 10.2 4.1 
At-risk Adult r1ales A. 

1Population base figures expressed in thousands. 
2Total estimated United states population in 1977 and 1980; total number 
of homiCides reported in 1977 and 1980. 
~Aqe-sex-race-adjusted United states population in 1977 and 1980; total 
number of reported homicides in 1977 and 1980, also age-sex-race 
adjusted; rates are weighted to reflect proportion of white adult males 
and other-race adult males in American jails. 

4Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of 
homicides reported 1n 1977 and 1982. 
~Adult male jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of adult male 
homicides reported for 1977 and 1982. 
·~stimated adult male "person-years at-risk" jail population in 1978 and 
1983; total number of adult male homicides reported for 1977 and 1982; a 
total of 43 of the 1978 jails and 21 0+ the 1983 jails were excluded 
from the analYSIS due to missing data • 
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Table 4. Natural Causes Mortality Rates in American Jails and the 
, ___ .J3ig.!1~r: aL f=!ogl::!.L;t~.LQn..L_t 92':Z~_1«t§;2:::..· _____ _ 

,-------------------------------------------
Population Basel NLlmber 

of 
Deaths 

t'lod:al i ty Rate 
per 

100 1 000 
f'opul aU on 

General Population 
Eqm val ent:$ 

Jail Population: 
All Inmates 4 

Jail Population: 
All Adult ~1ales'5 

Jail Population: 

77 

158.394 

147.506 

226. 2~:;1 
At-risk Adult l"tales;!,. 

____ Aof ... 

82 77 82 77 82 

226,556 1,601,100 1.713.100 740.6 751.7 

71.869 293 11 827 4174.6 490.2 

2~53. 551 223 2(1) 140.8 89.5 

206.163 216 196 146.4 95.1 

242.670 216 196 95.5 80.8 

lPopulation base figures expressed in thoLlsands. 
2Total estimated United States population in 1977 and 1980; total number 
of deaths reported in 1977 and 1980 for natural causes. 
~Aqe-sex-race-adjusted United States population in 1977 and 1980; total 
number of reported deaths in 1977 and 1980 from all causes, also age
sex-race adjusted; rates are weighted to reflect proportion of white 
adult males and other-race adult males in American tails. 

4Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of deaths 
due to natural causes reported for 1977 and 1982. 

5Adult male jall population in 1978 and 1983; total number of adult male 
deaths due to natural causes reported for 1977 and 1982. 

bE.stlmated adult male "person-years at-risk" jail population in 1978 and 
l<t8~~ total number of adult male deathS reported for 1977 and 1982 for 
natural causes; a total 0+ 4~ 0+ the 1978 jaIls and 21 of the 1983 jails 
excluded due to mis5lnq data • 
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• Table "" ..J. CaLIse-specific Suicide and Death by Natural Causes , F(ates (per 1 ~ Oc)O person -yeat- s at-risk) foY-
_._, ___ ..... _ ... -11alg _.L~i.tj;n.lllatf??,_(Ra.~~:: .. tf}gs _jD,_J'?ren~ .. D? .. §~s) __ ,_ .. ____ 

,,. .. ""------.--~---- ... -,-----..,----.--.----.,,-------... - ..... ---.... -

Rates Per 1,000 Person-Years At-Ri s~: 

Suicide Natural Causes 
State 1978 198::::; 1978 1983 

Alabama .l::l6 (28) 1.97 ( 10) 1.29 (21) .71 (23) 

Alaska .00 (41) 28.12 (1) .00 (38) .00 (35) 

Arizona 3.45 (11) 1.69 ( 13) .69 (29) .00 (36) 

Ark:ansas .O() (41 ) 4.24 C!;) 1.31 (20) 3.45 (1) 

Cal Hornia .64 (33) .62 (37) 7C' 
•• ..)\J (35) 1.15 '.17) 

Colorada 1.10 (24) 1.28 (21 ) 1.66 (13) .38 (29) 

Florida 0') 
• I .... (27) 1.12 (24) .84 (26) 1.44 (12) 

• ("Jeorqi a .57 (:3:5 ) 1.05 (26) .36 (34) .83 (20) 

Idaho .00 (41) .00 (41) 1. 78 ( 12) .00 (36) 

III inoi s .86 (28) .71 (34) .43 (:;::3) .12 (34) 

Indlana 3.46 (10) 2.l::lB (6) 1.04 (24) 1.~4 (10) 

Iowa 5.06 (7) 1.10 (25) .00 (38) .00 C::;:6) 

~:.ansas .91 (26) .73 (32) 2.14 (9) 1.64 (8) 

Kentucky 3. (}9 (13) 2.90 (5) 4,.25 '.5) 2.34 (5) 

LOI.a siana .Bl (30) 1.13 (23) 1.05 (22) ,,/5 (22) 

l'1aine 5.15 (6) 1.59 (18) .00 (38) 1.89 (6) 

r1aryland .52 (,36) .62 (37) .17 (37) .46 (26) 

Massachusetts .48 (37) 1.67 (16) • (H) (38) .30 (32) 

l'1ichigan 1.88 (20) .38 (40) .72 (28) .57 (24) 

t1innesota 2.75 (15) 1. 75 (12) .55 (3(l) 1.09 (18) 

• Mi ssi ssi ppj 6" (34) .77 (31) 1.55 (15) .·42 (27) . ..... 

Missouri 1~ 1)8 (25) .90 (29) 1.35 (19) .57 (24) 

Montana .q ":"1::' :11....)\....1 (9) 4.73 (2) 4.35 (4) .00 (0) 



-- ----~-----~ --------1 

:. 
Table 5. (Conb nLled) Cause-specific Suicide and Death by 

Natural Causes Rates (per 1,000 person-'1ears at-
risk) for Male Jail Inmates <Rankinc;s in 
F:'<;!.re.n.~he.~El.s ) ---'-

_ .. _ .. '· ........ -1 

Rate Per 1.000 Person-Years At-risk 

Suicide Natural Causes 
State 1978 1983 1978 1983 

Nebraska 3.44 (12) 1.04 (26) 1. 72 (10) 21159 (4) 

Nevada 2.81 (14) .00 (41) 4.68 (3) 1.20 (16) 

New Hampshit-e .00 (41) 1. 82 (11 ) .00 (38) .00 (36) 

New J(;?rsey .67 (32) .70 (35) .50 (31) .36 (30) 

Ne\'l t'le:d co 9.68 (4) 1. ~56 (19) 7.26 (2) 1.59 (9) 

r~ew Yod~ .46 (39) .46 <39} II ~$2 (36) .40 (28) 

Not-th Carolina 2.74 (6) 1.01 (28) ::; .. 42 (7) 1.8:':-. (7) 

• North Dakota 12.:':::6 C~) .00 (41) .00 (38) .00 (:-56) 

Ohio 2.70 (17) 1.56 (19 ) 1.42 ( 18) 1.23 (15) 

W:;lahoma r.::- ...... ..,. 
~. £..J (5) 2.83 en 4.19 (6) 1.51 <11 ) 

Oregon .47 (:::::8) 1.69 ( 13) .00 (38) .00 (36) 

Penns'tl vania • ::58 (40) 1.69 (13) 1.05 (22) .83 (20) 

SOLlth Carolina 1.22 (22) .68 (36) .91 (25) 2.74 (3) 

South ))al~ota 11. 94 (3) 3.16 (4) 8.96 (1) .00 (36) 

Tennessee • 71 (31) 1.65 (17) 1. 43 (17) 1 II 25 (14) 

Te>las 1.66 (21) 1.27 C22) 1.66 (13) 1.27 (13) 

Utah .00 (41) 31109 (5) 1.44 ( 16) .00 (36) 

Virginia 2.05 (19 ) .72 (33) 1. 71 (11) .96 (191 

Washington 2.57 ( 18) .81 ( 31» .7 .. } (27) .29 (:'.::;~. ) 

West Virginia 4.85 (8) 2.50 (8) 3.23 (8) 3.11 C2) 

• ~~isconsi n t.3:;:; (22) "J ..,"" ~.L\:J (9) .44 (~;2) .36 (30) 

Wyominq 15.40 (.1) ,no (9 ) .00 (38) .00 (36) 
_ .................. __ .. ~·~ ... "., .. " ... _~_ •• ·"",..... ... t __ .... ", _______ --.. ~.---
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'. Table 6. Analysis of Variance.: Incidence of Death by Natur-al 
Cab!§§§..E:t-:;:7.i:ai;§J.tLJ 97.§ 

----
Sum of Mean Si gni·f i cance 

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F 

Main Effects 429.11 6 71.52 11.48 >.001 

EXF'ENPERCAF'78 1 162.61 "" ..::. 81. 31 13.06 >.001 

REGION~ :::::45.09 "" 115.03 18.47 >.001 ,,::. 

COURTORDEFOS';!!; 34.42 1 :34.42 5.53 .025 

Cova.hates 328.64 7 LI·6.95 7.54 >.001 

FTADMIN78 4 1.19 1 1.19 .19 .67 

FTCUSTODY78'ei 14.72 1 14.72 2,,36 .13 

FTF'ROF78.1:· 45.98 1- 45.98 7.~;8 .011 

RATENOCONVCT7!3'7 .01 1 .01 <.01 .96 

• AVGSTAY7SEl 27.45 1 27.45 4.41 .044 

UVERCRUWD78 9 .70 1 .70 .11 .74 

MALEPOP7!3l0 144.63 i 144.63 i-."":t' I"'l"':'" 
'&::''';t. L,. ... J >.001 

E:{plained 75'7.75 13 58.29 9. ~56 >.001 

Residual 193.05 :::;:1 6.23 

Total 950.80 44 21.61 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 6. (Continued) Anal ysi s of ~)ari ance: Incidence of Death 
_____ .R.'i.....Ii€!.hY.tsLQ.@..y.§.~a. ... ttL§.t "!.t..e 

Multiple Classification Analysis 

Grand Mean- 4.73 

Variable and N 
AttribLltes 

Unadjusted 
Dev~n Eta 

Adjusted for 
Independents 
Dev'n Beta 

Adjusted for
Independents 

gl, Covariates 
Dev~n Beta 

E.XF'E.NPERCAPIB 

Under 5~(lOO 12 L 10 
5.001-9~999 16 .45 
Over l(1,(lOO 17 -1.2c) 

REGHJN 

Northeast 6 -1.23 
Northcentral 12 -1.73 
South 15 3.40 
\~est lr~ £. -1. 90 

COUF~iORDER78 

No court order 38 -.50 
Under court 7 2.70 

Ot~der 

Multiple R Squared 
~1ul Uple R 

.21 

c .... 
uu..!. 

.25 

-5.15 
1.49 

-3.25 
-3.46 
6.29 

-2.78 

-.42 
2.30 

.68 

.97 

.22 

1.64 
.57 

-.62 
-2.22 
4.23 

-2.76 

.451 

.672 

2.35 

11978 State-wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates. 
2Reqions of the nation. 

.41 

.67 

~22 

aState or Federal Court order for- state prisons as of 1977. 
4State-w.ide r-ate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates. 
I!1State-wide rate of full-time cLlstody staff per 11)0 inmatss. 
bState-~Jide !'"'etta of pr-ofessional staff per 100 inmates. 
7Aver-aqe statewide percentage of unconvicted jail inmates. 
SAverage statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to 
overcrowding 1n state or federal correctional institutlons. 

·Statewide average jail stay in days. 
10Statewide total person-years at-r-isk. 

.797 

.892 



• Table 7. Anal ysi '3 of Variance: Incidence of Death by Natural 
___ ~ ___ C;gt~!§§1~_j.lLj.9'§;;!....P..L$:t...~te 
~.-----.-~--. 

Slim of Mean Significance 
SoUt-ce of Variation Squares OF Square F o'f F 

Main Effects 192.36 6 32.06 3.66 .008 

E.XF'ENF'I::.RCAF'83 1 4<).14 ~j 
..:.. 20.07 2.29 .12 

REGIlIN!2 157.77 3 52.59 =,,,99 .002 

CUtJF:TUF~OER83~ 2.7,' 1 2.77 .32 .578 

COVat-lates 1858.28 8 232.29 26.49 >.001 

FTADMIN83 4 6.94 1 6.94 .79 .38 

FTCUSTOOY83'1S .29 1 .. 29 .03 .86 

FTPROF83 6 11.89 1 11.89 1.36 .25 

RATENOCONVCT837 .28 1 .28 II ()3 .86 

• A\/GSTAY83 el 14.54 1 14.54 1.66 .21 

OVERCRON083 9 7.78 1 7.78 .89 .35 

MALEPOF'83 1 ,. 637.58 1 637.58 72.73 >.001 

SUICIDES78 11 .74 1 .74 .08 .77 

E>(plained 205().64 14 146.47 16.71 >.001 

Residual 263.01 30 8.77 

Tota.l 2:-::;13.64 44 52.58 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Table 7 (Continued) Analysis of Variance: InCidence of Death 
___ ._._ .. by'"- Na.1;u[ aL.Ca.L\§e!~L.LQJ.9.8.;L b y~.$.t. a..t;:~"J ~.:::l~5.t ___ ._. __ .. 

Mul bpi e Classification Ana.! ysi s 

Grand Mean = 4. ~51 
AdjLlsted for 

Adjusted for Independents 
Variable and N Un ad .iusted Independents ?-< Covariates 

Attributes Dev~n Eta Dev'n Beta Dev~n Beta 

EXF'ENPERCAF'83 .10 .18 .07 

Under 5,000 1<' .... 9'"·-• J:. -1.42 .70 
5,OOl-9~999 17 -.78 -.42 -.01 
Over 10.000 15 .09 1. 71 -.59 

REGION .26 • .37 .17 

Northeast 6 -1.31- -1.76 -1.45 
Nm-thcentral 12 -2.06 -2.26 -.83 
South 15 2.42 3.70 1. 74 
West 12 -.::51 -1.49 -.61 

COURTORDER83 .09 .04 .07 

No court order 27 -.53 .23 .44 
Under court 18 .80 -.35 -.65 

order 

~lul bple R Squared .083 .886 
Multiple R .288 .941 

'1983 State-wide correctlons expenditures pel'" 1000 inmates. 
2Reqions of the nation. 
~State or Federal Court order for state prisons as of 1983. 
4State-wide rate of full-time administrators pel'" 100 inmates. 
~State-wide rate of full-time custody staff per 100 inmates. 
·State-wide rate of professional staff per 100 inmates. 
7Average statewide percentage of unconvicted jail inmates. 
SAver age statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to 
overcrowdinq in state or federal correctional institutions. 

9Statewide average jail stay in days. 
'OBtatewide total person-years at-risk. 
I1Totai number of deaths by natural causes in the state 

reported in 1978. 



• 

• 

Table 8. Analysis of Variance: Incidence of SUicide in 1977 
___ , ___ ,"JJY.J~tS1t ~_( f\! ... =-..!/-5.:.-,> __ 
_ , .. _""..,..-.-< .. H .... " ... ...,_~' ........ _._-. ___ " ____ • ____ ... __ ,_ ... _________ _ 

Source of Variation 
Sum of 

Squares 

Main Effects 352.34 

EXPENPERCAP78 1 249.04 

REGION~ 240.99 

COURTORDER78~ 54.96 

Covariates 

FTADMIN78 4 10.65 

FTCUSTODY78!!'J 1.50 

FTPROF78 6 16.33 

RATENOCONVCT787 2.63 

AVbSTAY78a 

OIJERCROWD78 9 .24 

Mean 
DF Square 

Significance 
F of F 

6 58.72 5.46 .001 

2 124.52 11.58 >.001 

3 96.99 9.02 >.001 

1 54.96 5.11 .031 

7 88.89 8.27 >.001 

1 10.65 .99 .33 

1 1.50 .14 .71 

1 16.33 t. e,i2 .23 

1 2.63 .24 .62 

1 16.33 1.52 .23 

1 .24 .02 .88 

MALEPOP'?81 0 274.78 1 274.78 25.55 >.001 

E:·:plained 974.58 13 74.97 6.97 >.001 

Residual 333.34 31 10.75 

Total 1307.91 44 29.73 



• 

• 

Table 8. (Continued) Analysis of Variance: Incidence of 
, __ ~,.$..l:Ii ci,9!¥S in __ 197§....I;!L9.tat~--.iN:="191, ________ _ 

---------------------------------------------,---------
Multiple Classification Analysis 

Grand Mean = 6.04 Adjusted for 
Adjusted for Independents 

Variable and N Unadjusted Independents & Covariates 
Attdbutes Dev'n Eta DeV'n Beta Dev'n Beta 

EXF'ENPERCAF'78 

Under 5,000 12 
5.001-9.999 16 
Over 10,000 17 

F~EGIOI\I 

Northeast 6 
Northcentral 12 
South 15 
West 12 

CDURTOR1)ER78 

No court order 38 
Under court 7 

order 

Multiple R Squared 
MultipleR 

.08 

-.54 
-.11 

.48 

.27 

-2.38 
.21 

1.69 
-1.13 

.16 

-.36 
1.96 

.73 .54 

-6.24 -4.79 
-.82 1.59 
3.63 1.89 

.74 .48 

-5.11 -4.03 
-2.01 -.29 
5.43 ~;a27 

-2.23 -1.78 

,.,00;:-
lit ":,,,,_, .23 

-.54 -.5:J 
2.91 2.88 

.269 .745 

.519 .863 

--~-~-... --------------------------- ---
'State-wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates. 
~Regions of the nation. 
::SState or Federal Court order -for state pr"isons as of 1977. 
4State-wide rate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates. 
~State-wide rate of full-time custody staff per 100 inmates. 
·State-wide rate of professional staff per 100 inmates. 
7Average statewide percentage of unconvicted jail inmates. 
aAverage statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to 
overcrowding in state or federal correctional institutions. 

9Statewide average jail stay in days. 
10Statewide total person-years at-risk. 



• Table 9. Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Suicide in 198::\ 
q.Y_$Jai:.§ 

Sum of Mean Si gni fi cance 
Source of Vtl.riation Squares DF Square F of F 

Main Effects 237.69 6 39.62 3.17 .016 

EXPENPI:::RCAF'83 1 21.19 2 10.60 .89 .44 

REGION.2 107.29 "< .... 35.76 2.87 .053 

CQURTORDEF<83z 40.94 1 40.94 3.28 .080 

Covanates 977.'11 , 8 122.24 9.79 <'001 

FT ADI'1 I N8:3; 4- .07 1 .07 <.01 • C)4 

FTCUSTODY8;jl5 1. 68 1 1. 68 .13 .72 

FTF'ROF83'" .00 1 .00 .00 .99 

RATENOCONVCT837 .02 1 .02 <'01 .97 

• AV5STAY83 El 1.59 1 1.59 .13 .72 

OVERCROIIJDS39 .15 1 .15 .01 .91 

MALEF'OP83 1 (> 179.45 1 179.45 14.38 .001 

SUIClDES78 11 11.62 1 11.62 .93 .34 

E}(p la.i ned 1215.61 14 86.83 6.96 <.001 

Residual ~:74. 39 30 12.48 

rotal 1590.00 44 :$6.14 

.",~_",,,,,,,,",,,.,.,,,,,._,,_.,~,,,,_ 

• 



• 
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Table 9. (Continued) Analysis of Variance: Incidence of 
__ ", ______ Shlis: i:.fI,§§.J. ru.9i!.3 by_$t§XJL.LN=.:!l§l. ____ . 

Multiple Classication Analysis 

Grand Mean = 6.00 

Variable and 
Attributes 

1\1 Unadjusted 
Dev'n Eta 

EXPENPERCAF'!:l3 

Under 5,0(lO 
5,001-9,999 
Over 10,0(1) 

REGION 

Northeast 
Northcentral 
South 
West 

COURTORDER83 

16 --.65 
15 ;--.47 

6 L 17 
12 -1.67 
15 2.40 
12 -1.92 

No court order 27 -1.33 
Under court 18 2.00 

order 

Multiple R Squared 
Multlple R 

.15 

• :;:;3 

.27 

AdjLlsted for 
Independents 
Dev'n Beta 

-1. 01 
-.32 
1.25 

1.46 
-1.40 
2.44 

-2. ~58 

-.89 
1. :-!,4 

.16 

.35 

.18 

.149 

.387 

AdjLlsted for 
Independents 
& Covariates 
Dev'n Beta 

.28 

.0'7 
-.33 

1. 78 
-.52 

1165 
-1.18 

-.68 
1.03 

.04 

.17 

.14, 

.765 
• 87l~ 

11983 State-wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates. 
2Reqions of the nation. 
3State or Federal Court order for state ~risons as of 1983. 
4State-wide rate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates. 
~State-wide rate of full-tIme custody staff per 101) inmates. 
6State-wide rate of professional staff per 100 inmates. 
7Averaqe statewide percentage of unconvicted jaIl inmates. 
aAveraqe statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to 
overcrowdinq 1n state or tederal correct10nal institutions. 

·Statewlde average jail stay in days. 
1QStatewide total person-years at-risk. 
&lTotal number of suicides in the ~tate reported in 1978. 




