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ABSTRACT

This paper provides insights into the problem of jails deaths in America
by drawing upon relevant data from the 1978 and 1983 National Jail
Censuses and opther official sources. The goals of the ressarch were (1)
to evaluate national death rate trends in and out of jail and (2) to
analyre state-wide trends in both 1978 and 1983, in order to determine if
those +actors that provided insights into the incidence of jails deaths
in the earlier census continued to vield 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
certain 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 populatioﬁ rates are compared with which jail
rates, inmates committed suicide at a rate that was between five and 13
times higher than the rate for free citizens. The general trend in jail
death rates was generally downward, although once again suicide rates
have. tended to exhibit less of a decrease than the rates +for homicides
and death by rnatural 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 jails. Five and one half years earlier, jail deaths were
linked not only to expesure to risk, but also a numpber of other state-

wide aspect related to local corrections.



AMERICAN JAILS DEATH-RATES:

A COMFARISON OF THE 1978 AND 1983 JAIL CENSUS DATA

INTRODUCTION

The state of our knowledoe about death and dying in  American
jails is, by any standard, at an ebb. We know lititle about the jails in
which inmates are dying, the states in which Ehese jails are located, the
rates at which such deaths occur, or even whether the rates are
gwcessively high or simply demographically representative of a un. gue
papul ation: 3ail inmates. In fact, owr knowledge of jails in general,
relying heavily as it does on "first hand accounts®, apecdotes and
geographically limited studies (Goldtfarb, 1973), is sketchyy; and, the
picture of jail life-—-and death---contained in the literature is not
particularly appealing. For instance, a decade ago Fonald Boldfarb. (1973)
described American  jails as the "ultimate ghetto,” 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:
“IJails arel “brutal, filthy cesspools of crime-—-institutions which
serve to brutalize and embitter men to prevent them from retuwning to a
useful role in society” (Bartollas, 1981:210).
Lying.in American Jails

Buicide, perhaps more than any other jail event except a riot,’
captures public attention and typifies the problems of death and dying in
American jails.,  Bruce L. Danto (1973:19-21, 74) observes that the
suicide rate for jail residents was three and pne-half times that pf the
national hon—jail population.  Goldtarb (19789:115) contends that jail

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




jail suicide problem. This fact, Goldfarb believes, is only a relatively
small part of the total jail death and jail suicide problem, Far too
pften management’s system of jail priorities (e.o., effectiveness and
security) and the insenmsitivity of line staff to the harsh realities, or
unrealities, faced by inmates exacerbate the problem (Goldtfarb,
19753:118) .

Besides Danto’s regionally limited accounts, what we know about
1ail deaths is contained in a handful of studies (cf., Flaherty, 1983
buy et al., 1989; Hayes, 1983; hennedy, 1983, 1983). The general topic
of dving in 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 guestionable analytical technigues
or problems with conceptualization and/or operationalization processes.

The problem of jail death data is perhaps best summed up in &
single statistic dail inmates are. 16 times more likely to commit
suicide than are members of the free community (Flaherty, 1983; Hayes,
1¥83; ses also Bowker, 1982; Snarr and Wolford, 19685). The line of
reasoning underlying this rate 15 fairly straightforward. There are about
200,000 people in American jails on any given day; there are about 400
suicides per yvear in American iails; an American city with a population
of 200,000 persons has a suicide rate of approximately 25 per year; thus,
nmates are 16 times more likely to commit suicide than their peers in
the free society (see Flaherty, 19831 Haves, 1%983).

The folly in this and similakly constructed rates is  three
fald, First, while children do commit suicide, this activity is not an

equal risk hehavior among all 100,000 residents of the fictitious city.



Analysts of the Uniform Crime Reports have pointed out that the rates can
and dbo differ significantly if one uses the totél population instead of
an "“at risk" population (Chilton and Spielberger, 1970;  Sapi and
wellford, 1968). Consequently, the suirvide rate for the “at risk" people
in the general population is probably considerably higher than 12.5 per
100,000, Second, jails are primarily (90 plug percent) adult male
bagtions; the racial balance of jails rests slightly in favor of
faucasians., Few cities of 200,000 population share thesg particular
characteristics. Finally, while on any given day approvimately 200,000
inmates may temporarily reside in American jails, some 12 to 13 million
pass through their gates each year. Few American tities 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 city of
200,000 seems a rather fallacious line of reasoning to follow.

Jail Mortality: What to Study?

Mortality is a complex social issue which is incapable of being
adeguately represented through a single number or - index (Barclay.
1998 123). Most mortality rates are specific. That is, the rates
pertain to some specified portion of the population. They may even
represént only & particular mode pf death, such as saccidental 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
dispussed is  identical to the selection of some particular aspect of
martality for study (Barclay, 1998:124).

| 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 seqmenfs of the analysis to provide some basis of
comparison with other available general martality 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 uanknown in
jail, wupless the victim is being transported at the time, and then it is
guestionable as to whether the death would be recorded as a "jail death".
Conseguently, we anticipate that unless jails pose an inordinate threat
to human 1life, the overall death rates of jails should be lowsr per
100,000 ar 1,000 jail inmates than the overall death rates for the
general population.

Suicide,  as we have previously indicated, represents a unigue
organizational, legal and public relatiqns problem for American jails, or
0. the extant literature suggests (cf., Bowker, 19823 Danto, 1973
Flaherty, 198%: Hayes, 1983y Snarr and Wolford, 1985). Suicide rates
repraesent the risks of committing suicide in either the population at
large or the jail population. Yet not only may certain places pose &
higher suicide risk, but certain segments of the jail population, by
reason - of shared characteristics, face even greater risk of suicides.
That is, j&ils, especially the holding tacility (24 hours or 1&53),
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 death from occurring. Electronic

surveillance,  death watches,  and even isolation have  proven to be
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inadequate defenses against & 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 dug to the "predatory" nature of the crime.?®

| Deaths by natural tauses are the final cause-specific mortality
statigstics that were evaluated in the current study.® Feople do  suffer
cardiac  arrest in jail or die of hepatitis, influenza, pneumonia, and
many. other naturally occurring disorders. But very few jail inmates die
a lingering oeath from cancer or other long term illnesses; and most
deaths due‘to childhood disorders are, by legal definition, unlikely jail
poourrences.  As a consequence, we anticipate that, unless jails truly do
place inmates &t unusual risk to death by natural causes, jail mortality
rates fuk this category should be lower than those evidenced in the
general population.

Estimating Fopulation Bases and Calculating 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 far
the 1977 calendar year. The 1982% Jail Census reflected jail operations
as of June 30, 198%; the information relative’to inmate deaths was far
the period July 1, 1982 to June 30, 1983, These shifting dates typity
the analytical problems related to rate-base selection that are endemic
to the 1978 and 1983 Jail Census data.  Any rate or ratieo can  only be
interpreted in o terms of the Base that is used to greate it (Barclay,
1958:  Chapter 2). In the present instance, there iz, first, the problem
of selecting the most appropriate years to use in calculating the general

comparative  free society rates., Second, there is the need to develop
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national equivalent population rates against which to compare jail death
rates, in which case the former, national death rates should logically be
adjusted to reflect the unique character of jail populations (Barclay,
1958 sea also, Greenfield, 1982). As with the general comparative
tigures, the decision—-making process involved in creating an equivalent
population rate incliudes the selection of the most appropriate (and most
detensible) vears, &5 well as logical decisions as to which groups should
be included in or excluded from the population base.

Bevond these issues,  we are especially sensitive to tﬁe bhase
selection question since the creation of an appropriate jail. population
base +or jail death rates constitutes one of the research goals ot this
proiect. As has already been observed (cf., Chilton and Spielberger,
1971¢ Sagi and Wellford, 194B), there is a need to develop death rates
that more accurately reflect the "at risk" jail population than those
that use the one day or average daily populations as the base. In &
given vyear, just how many people are truly at fisk 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 Ffollowing questions constitute the framework around which
thig report is structureds

(1) What was the overall death rate for American jails, as well
as  the cause-specific rates?

(2) At the aqgkeqatized data level, what structural features of
jails statewide and other edtra-institutional aspects of local and’state

corrections are linked to jail deaths in 1977 and 19827



METHODS

This report consists of a secondary analysis of two separate
censuses of American jails conducted %ive and one-half vears apart. The
data were collected in 1978 and 1983 by the United States Bureau of the
Lensus for the United States Eureau of Justice Btatistics. The cehsusea
were auwthorized by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act  of
1968, as amended (42 U.8.C. 3F732).  In both censuses, a complete sample
was attempted: the criteria +or inclusion were identical  +or both
censuses.‘ That is, the intendéd universe for both censuses 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 emplovees. Complete
descriptions of the data collection process are available from a number
of different sources (. 8. Department of Justice, 1979, 1981, 1984},
Suffice to say, both censuses reported & coverage rate in excess of 99
percent. The 1978 census contained data for 3,493 local jails; a total
of 3,388 jails were included in the 1983 census.
lhe Variables

bPeath . _Rates, B8everal solutions to the problems asspciated  with

population base selection were emploved in the present research. One
approach’ is to present the national mortality rates, general and cause
speciftic, for 4 comparable period of time. This tactic has beén amnploved
in a number of cases (e.g., Flaherty, 1983} Hayves, 1783). While we are
critical of this approach, we nonetheless include these rates in  our
reporf for comparison purposes.

A second approach is. to employ a "general - population

equivalent” rate, a method similar to that employed by Greenfield (1982)




in his study ot ﬁriscn death rates. Using this latter approach, also
referred to as an adjusted or standardized death rate by demographers
(Barclay, 1?58:151—2), one determines the total number of individuals in
whatevaer "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. Biven the fact that adult males constitute in excess of

20 percent of the jail population {(Bowker, 19823 Keve, 1983), the target
population consists of adult males only. Thus, we had to make

ad justments for two additional "principal target groups" present  among

adult males in the jail population: Caucasians and non-Laucasians. This
step was mandated by the rather signiticant differences in "free society“‘
(i.e., non-jail) mortality rates {for Caucasians and non-Caucasians (U. 8.

Bureau of the Census, 1979, 1980, 198%). As independent research has
shown, jail populations are typically over fitty percent Caucasian (U. 8.

Department of Justice, 1980, 1983, 1984, Conseguently., the mortality
rates +tor adult male Caucasians was multiplied times the percent of the
national iail population that was, in the target vear, Caucasian, while
the mortality rates of adult male non-Caucasians was multiplied times the
percent  of the national jail population that was in that same year non-
Caucasian.

Ideally, the construction of a general population equivalent
rate will allow ue to compare the mortaiity rate of the incarcerated
group to the adjusted rate of a similar group of individugls in the free
socigty. Unfdrtunately, this method reguires that information relative
to sex-race—-age specific mortality figures be available. Rates for seu-

race—age specific groups are not readily available for overall mortality




let alone cause~specitic deaths. Consequently, the researcher must
ralculate these rates from the raw death figures collected by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Bervices's National  Center ~for Health
Btatistics.* Race and sex specific data for the general population were
readily available from the Mational 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
Fopulation Eguivalent group was 15 to 64.®

{nce 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
gbtain ‘an overall equivalent rate. In 1977, Caucasians constituted
roughly S7  percent of the jail population; by 1982 they made up S8
percent of the +4ail population (U. 8. Department of Justice, 1980, 1984),
The age-sey spécific rates for Caucasians  were multiplied times &7
percent for the 1978 census and 58 percent tor the 1983 census. Thé
results were summed with the similarly weighted rates for non=Caucasian
adult males in the respective vear.

A third type of mortality rate that freguently finds its way
into jail death studies (cf., Hayes, 19833 Flaherty, 198%) is simply the
gross number. ot deaths reported in a given vyear, general or cause-
- ospecific, dividéd by the toptal number of individuals housed in | those
‘5ails on & given day,‘irrespective of age, sex, or race. In keeping with
this’traditimn, we too report such a rate.

As previously stated, we are primarily concerned with the
deaths of adult male jail inmates.  Adult males traditionally accounted
¥ok‘slight1y in excess pf 90 percent of the jail inmétes in America. It

is conceivable that more or less than 90 odd percent of the deaths in any
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' . given census——especially cause specific déaths-——~-involved a‘dult males.
| Thus, the death rates for male j8il inmates, general mortality as well as
cause-specific, are included in this report.

The +inal 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 populaticn is to overlook the millions of individuals
that -annually pass throuah America’®s jails,  if only briefly. We contend
that some measure of the exposure- to-risk factor should be included in
jail  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 ‘Ypersen-years at-rish™ accounted for by the several million
temporary residents of American jails (Barclay, 199B:37-8, Ll&l-&6). A

‘ minimal prereguisite 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 1s rarely collected even on a

local level, And the Bureau of the Census did not collect a direct
‘measure of the average stay.
The BJS Bulletin entitled "Jail Ipmates 1982"  (U. 8.
Department of Justice, 1983 included an. average jail stay figure of 11
davs. This estimated figure was based on the number of days that it
would take, on average, a fiwed jail population to reproduce  itself,
~given certain rates of egress (Kalish, 1985: Stephan, 19835).  This method
was employed ih the current study in the uersnn—years at=risk rates}
‘ That iss the average daily population was divided by the number of

inmates released on an average day. The resulting figure, the average
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stay in days, was then multiplied by the average daily population plus
yearly admissions and the resulting figure divided by 348. Estimates of
these data points were available in both data sets. Obviously, any
"average stay” will be subject to wide variation, but averages and person
vears at-rigk based on institutional level data should afcount for
fneographic variability.

Jail _Characteristics The +following characteristics Df’jails and  jail
populations were included in the present study: rated bed capacity,
average daily population, average daily releases, average daily
admissions, average jail 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 j2il dus to overcrowding of
state or federal correctional institutions. Only the rated bed capacity
guestion appeared without change on both instruments,

The average jail stay was estimated by employing the method used
by . the Bureau of Justice Statistics, which consisted of dividing the
average daily population by the average daily releases {(see note &). As
sometimes happens in censuses, somewhat different items were used to
measure the same characteristics in 1978 and 1983, Estimates  of the
averaqe daily  admissions and average daily releases +for 1978 were
obtained by dividing the reported weekly rates by seven. The 1983
population movement statistics were available for the entire year only.
These figuwes were respectively divided by 345 to give an sstimate of the
average daily admissions and releases.

The 1978 census forms included several questions concerning the
number of  inmates currently residing in the facility that had not  vet
‘heen convicted of & crime, misdemeanor or felony. These questions

resulted - in the total number of persons not vet 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 tensus 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
198% form broke down non—-convicted status by age and sey, 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
tatal inmate population on the census day. The product was an  average
percentage of the inmate populatien not vet 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. The 1978 form
contained  three separate reasons {for holding inmates 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
1987 the increasingly sensitive issue of overcrowding necessitated the
collection of more finite data. There were a total of 16 categories
related to inmates held +or other authorities, of which Jour were
specifically dedicated to overcrowding (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
summing 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, medical personmel 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. Dus to
changes in the forms between 1978 and 1983, only full-time staffing
patterns are included in the present study.®

Design of the Analysis

The data analysis was completed in two stages. The +irst stage
consisted of comparisons of the various mortality rates for the nation’s
jails, Four separate types of mortality-~—general mortality, suicide
rates, homicide rates and natural causes-—-were presented for the general
population, general equivalent population, total sail population, adult
male population and the "at-risk" 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, wev werea
interested in the extent to which certain statewide structural and extra-
institutional features of American jails are independently related to the
incidence ot deaths by natural causes and suicides. The classic
regression  approach to covariance analysis, with a nonorthogonal or
unbalanced design was employed. Three "Rew" variables were introduced as
tactors  each respective Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). These wvariables
were (1) etatewide eupenditures for local corrections per 1,000 jail
inmates, (2) region and (3) court order. Statewide expenditure data were
obtained for 1977 (U, §S. Department of Justice, 198ib) and 1981 (U. 8.
Department of Justice, @ 1988h). Evpenditures were collapsed into  three
categories: (1) under &5,000 per 1,000 inmates, (2) $5,000 to $10,000 per

1,000 inmates and (3) over $10,000 per 1,000 inmates.




Region reflected the part of the nation in which the subject
state was located, and included northeast (Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, NMNew Jersey, New York, and PFennsylvanial, ncrth"central
(Illinois,  Indiana, Towa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, WNorth Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin), south
{Alabhama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Hentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Yirginia, West Wirginia), and west <(Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mewico, Oregon, Utah, Washington,
Wyoming).

Finally, perhaps owing to the extremely large number of civil
suits (10 excess of 10,000) which have been filed against local jails,
there is no current arcounting of which jails have been sued nr are under
court order tor  what particular grievance (Mullen and Bmith, 1980).
However, it is assumed that court orders pending against the state system
gventually are applied to local corrections (Sheley, 1985:  2vB-3032).
Gaveral 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 opf the 1978 census data (Mullen and 8mith, 1780), Only seven
states were under cowt order at that time. The affected states were
Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Hampshire, Ohio, and
Oklahoma. In 1982, the list had grown to include Alabama, Arizona,
California, Florida, Cblorado, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texasy Georgla,
Illinpis, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Rentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Missouri,
Nevada,  New Hampshire, New Mewico, Ohio, Utsh, Virginia, Washington and
West Virginia.

In addition to the three factors, a total of seven covariates

were introduced in 1978 and gight in 1983, The seven common - covariates
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were the number- of Full-time administrators, custody staf+, and
professional  staff per 100 inmates in the state®s jails, the average
percentage of unconvicted 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 statewids suicides in 1978 were

included as a covariate.®

MORTALITY RATES IN AMERICAN JAILS: 1978, 1983

General Mortality Rates

in 1977, the general mortality rate, as reported in Table 1, was
anpraximately 878 per 100,000 pbpulatiun. The 1977 general population
eguivalent rate-——the general mortality rate adjusted for sex, age and
race-——wWas, at 634 per 100,000, 25 percent less than that for the general
population group. Neither of these two rates changed markedly hetween
1977 and 1982.% This latter finding suggests that at the national level
such rates were relatively immutable over time, even when normed for age,
sex and race.

//Table 1 About Here//

The 1977 death rate for all jail inmates, irrespettive of age,
sex  or race, Was, at 3Bé6 per 100,000 inmates, less than one-half the
general population  rate and forty percent less . than  the general
population eguivalent rate. Furthermore, the jail rate for all adult
males did not differ qreatly from the total sail population rate.
Gonsequently, we were inglined to believe that sew and age did not play a
major role in the overall rate at which inmates die in jail. Moreaver

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 deatﬁ rarely, if ever, occur in jail. Comparisons of the cause-
specitic modes of death should at least partially resolve this problem.
It is important to note that the 1982 general death rates +or
all inmates and all adult male inmates were lower than those reported for
1977« There were absolute drops in the number of deaths (411 to 534 and
972 to 499, respectively) and overall increases in the reported jail
populations (158,394 to 233,551 and 147,504 to 206,163, respectively).

It would appear that while the general mortality rate in the free society
changed little hetween 1977 and 1982, and the general population

equivalent group decreased slightly, the unadjusted and sex-age adjusted
rates for jail inmates decreased by approdimately 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

repregented by millions of inmates processed through the nation’s jails
in a given year. The 1977 mortality rate of 293 per 100,000 person-years
at-risgk ig 36 percent lower than either of the other 1%77 jail population
rates: the 1982 rate of 206 per 100,000 person-years at-risk is 15
percentylower 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) is less startling
whern one recalculates these figures in terms of person-years at-risk
(226,251 adult males in 1978 versds 242,670 in 198%). Sepcond. even when
compariné person-years at-risk, the overall death rate per 100,000 in
American  jalls—-——a rate which was relativelvfimmutable at the national
level--—decreased by at least 19 percent between 1977 and 19BZ.

Collectively, these findings suggested that either (1) death-prane
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individuale or perhaps,  in the case of hﬁmicide, the more dangerous
persons were, by 1¥82, less likely to find their way into jail
populations or (2) individual jails were taking pro-active steps to
decreass vthe death rate.

Cause-specific Mortality Rates

Table 2 contains the various suicide rates for the general
population  and American jails. The general peppulation 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 betwesn 49 (1977) and BS  (1982)
percent higher than the respective rates for the general population. The
unad justed rates and the sex-—age adjusted jail rates were 11 (1982) to 15
(1977 times greater than the respective general population rates and &
(1982) to 8 (1978) times greater than the general population equivalent
rates. Incidentally, it is the first of these jail suicide rates which
is cited with high regularity in jail/corrections teutbooks (cf.,
Callisen, 1983: Goldfarb, 19793 Bnarr and Wolferd, 1983).

//Table 2 About Here//

The person-vears at~rigk rate reported in Table 2 followed the
same general pattern as that observed for the overall mortality rate (see
Table 1), While higher than those reported for either the general
population Df the general population equivalent group, both the 1977 and
1983 suicide rates were, at 120 and 112 per 100,000, respectively, lower
than the.  umadjusted or age-sex  adjusted j;ail rates. It is also
interesting to note that {ail suicides in both 1977 and 1982 pcocurred  at
a rate that was approximately 5 times greater than the rate observed for

the genperal population gquivalent groun. While even this rate  is no
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tause bfor ‘celebration, ‘it is roughly Dné—third the rates previously
cited, in spite of the fact that the base population is by definition
Qniquely disposed towards acts of self-destruction (Bowker, 1983)_ |

A ralated cbhservation warrants closer attentiah. Comparisons
af the unadjusted and sex~age adjusted jail suicide rates suggested the
occurence of rather startling decreases in the intervening five and one-
half vears. Comparisons based on person—years at-risk rates were less
optimistic: the decrease barely kept pace with the national decreases.
The putative changes in either system clients or organizational mandated
that may have caused the overall decrease in the jail mortality rate
apparently had little effect on the person-years at-risk jail suicide
rate,

dail homicides are a topic of newsworthiness and public
interest second only to jail suicides. As reported in Table 2, the
homicide rate for the 1977 general population eguivalent group was ‘¥ive
times greater than the rate for the general population. The unadijusted
and  sex—~age adjusted jail rates were one-third that reported for.  the
general population equivalent group. As expected, the persopn-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 Here//

By 1982 the general population homicide rate  had increased
slightly’ pver the 1977 rate (9.2 per 100,000 veprpses 10.7 per 100,000) .
The difference between the general population equivalént group rate and
the general population rate remained roughly  the same (5 times),
suggesting that the former group was not experiencing ah inordinate

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 19B2, All of the 1982 jail rates were more than S0 percent
lower than any bf the 1977 ;ail rates. By any standard, - homicide rates
in American jaiis experienced a considerable decline between 1977 and
1982, Howaver, this decline alone capnot account for  the previously
ubéerved decrease in the overall mortality rate. After all, there were
anly. 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 byVnatural causes. As is guickly evident from the general
population rateg contained in Table 4, more people per 100,000 populatian
died of natural causes than for any of the other rates (740.6 in 1977 and
7591.7 in 1983, Norming the population in terms of jail inmate
characteristice, resulued in a rate that was slightly greater than half
that of the general population rate in 1977 (494.46 per 100,000 and 1982
(490.2 per 100,000). Thus, while the general prulaticn‘rate per 100,000
increased slightly between 1%77 and 1982,  the rate {or the general
population eguivalent group had declined slightly.

//Table 4 About Here//

Dnce again, the jail rate at wﬁich people were dying. this time
of natural causes, wasylower than that reported in the free society rate,
irrespective of how thét rate was calculated. In 1977, over 140 inmates
per 100,000 died of natural causes in American jails. By 1982 this rate
‘was approximately 90 to 95 inmates per 100,000 population. The 1977
unadjuﬁted and sex-age adjusted jail population rates were roughly one-

third that of the general population equivalent and less than ong~fifth
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that ot 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
93.5 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 eguivalent group but
slower than sugaested by the unad;usted and sex-age adjusted rates.
Evcaept in the most extreme of cases, and in situations where the Dnset¢9+
death by natural causes is so swift as to greclude transferring the
prisoner, most inmates with truly life-threatening conditions will in all
likelihood be moved to a hospital or similar care fapility. Consequently,
as was mentioned in the discussion of the overall mortality rafe, we
expected and indeed found lower death rates by natural causes in jails
than was thé 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

EBefore ewamining the relationships between the extfa— and
intra-institutional structural features of jails and various modes of
death, & potential problem diAvolving state-wide death rate rankings
merits  attention. Table 9 contains the state by state rankings ?ur
cauge-specitic rates per 1,000 person~years at-risk. The state with the
- highest ranking suicide rate per 1,000 person—yearé at-risk in 1978 'waﬁ

Wyoming (15.4 suicides per 1,000 person-years at-risk), with Morth Dakota
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f12.26) and South Dakota (11.94) close behind. In the 1983 rensus,
wyahing and North Dakota were 4ist (tied with Nevada and Idaho): these
states reported no suicides in 1982, Houth Dakota dropped to fourth.
éla.ska5 which along with Arkansas, Idaho, New Hampshife, and Utah,
reported noysuicides in 1978,  was First is 1983, with over 28 suicides
per 1,000 person-years at-risk.

//Table 5 About Here/s/

South  Dakota reported the highest 1978 natural causes death
rate per 1,000 person-years at-risk (8.96), & rate which was closely
followed by New Mexico (7.42). Nevada (4.68), Montana (4.33), kentucky
(4.23) and Oklaboma (4,1%9) had only slightly lowsr rates. Once  again,
Montana, %outh Dakota and Nevada were not in the top fifteen in 1983,
Kentucky remained in fit+th positiony and, Oklahoma dropped +rom sixth in
1978 to eleventh in 1983.

It is apparent that states experiencing the most radical shifts
in rankings between censuses tended to be fairly smally urban states with
lower total person-years at-risk (e.g., Wyoming, North Dakots, South
Dakota, Montana, Oklahomal. The larger, in teres of total population and
total person—years at-risk served, énd more urbanized states exhibited
considerably more consistency between censuses, irrespective of the cause
ot death (e.q., New Jersey, New York, Texas, Michigan and California),
than the smaller more rural States.; CQHSQQUently. the rankinas reflected
in Table 5 are intluenced--- ﬁerhabéfiﬁéfdiﬁafélvff%-by the size of the
state and the at-risk factor: La#qéﬁ5S@a£é§jm%y:Fépqrf~nuaeﬁically more
deaths, but smaller states may repor£‘mﬁfeadééﬁhgrﬁé;fcgpiﬁa for  any
fived base.  In order to control for this"pﬁésiﬁiéiédﬁfuﬁﬁdfhg 'factdr,'

the actual number of cause-specific deaths is uéed  &$, the dependeht




variable of the analyses of variance and multiple classitication analyses
that follow, with the total person-years at-risk in a given state used as

a covariate.

Analvsis of variance (ANOVA) and multiple classification

analysis (MCA) wers ideally suited for the available data. The extra-
institutional factors included in this segment of the analysis are
primarily nmminal in nature, * and, as such arg 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 bf the country (northeast, northcentral, zouth,‘ 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 fu the fbllnwing intra—inétitutional variables: full-time
administrators, full-time custody staff, full-time professional staff,
averane percentage of unconvicted inmates in a state’s jails, average
jail  stay statewide, average percentage of inmates held in a state’s
jails due to overcrowding in state or federal correctional facilities,
the total person-years at-risk statewide, and, in only the case of the
198% 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 siqﬁificantkcohtributiuns to the explained variance. The MCA, which
emplaoys & torm @f dummy-coding fn allow us teo understand the impact of
the main effects, ‘revealed bbth the unadjusted impact (eta) of the main
eftects (eta), the impact of the main etfects adjusted for other main
effects as well as “the Covériates (beﬁa); and the total explained

variance (R#),
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Table & cbntéins the ANDVA for 1978 deaths by natural causes.
ALl tﬁfee main effects made significant contributions. In this ingtance,
three of the covariates also contributed significantly to  total
variation. Thé statewide rate pf full-time professional staff per 100
Cinmates (r = .318), average jail stay statewide (r = .141), and person-
vearg at-risk for male jail inmates in a state (r = ,). All three effects
were significant beyond the .001 level.
//Table & About Here//
© The MCA for 1978 deaths by natural causes is provided in  Table
6 In all three rcases, controlling for the other main effects resulted in
increased direct effects (beta values). The explained variance for the
main effects was a substantial 43.1 percent. Region of the country made
the largest single contribution (B = .97); the south had the highest
numb er 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 amountss
states  wnder court order had more jail deaths than states not under
court orders.
Enterinq‘ the covariates into the MCA resulted in two major
changes.  First of all, the explained variance almpst doubled, increasing
‘+rbﬁ 45.1 percent to 79.7 percént. Second, only the impact of the court
order main effect was unaffected by the covariates. The direct effects
of both expenditures per capita and reqion‘decreased by one third.
Statés gypending the MDst money per caﬁita still ewperienced the most
deaths by natural causes, but the west replaced the northteﬁtral as the

regiun‘with the lowest number of deaths, a fact no doubt attributable to

the‘larﬁer number of person-years at-rish experienced by northcentralkand
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northeastern states. The southern states, which also enjoyed high
person-years at-risk rates, remained the region of the nation with the
most deaths.

s is evident from the ANDVA contained in Table 7, some rather
startling . changes in the factors related to deaths by natural causes had
geccurred by  19B3. Only one of the main effects, region, made a
gsignificant contribution; nonetheless, the overall main effects
contribution was also significant. And but oneg of the covariates,
person-years at-risk for male jail inmates, made a similarly significant
contribution, which also effected the overall impact of the covaristes.
The significance of the total explained variance was in excess of 001,

//Table 7 About Here//

The MCA analysis for 1983 deaths by natural causes (Table 7)
provided some insights into +these dramatic shifts. The impact of
prpenditures per capita and court order status were slight 1 1983,
especially when compared to 1978. Region continued to make the largest
single contribution, with the south continuing to exhibit  the iarqest
number of deaths, followed, once again, by the west, northeast and
northeentral., However, the impact of redion on the explained variance,
as adjusted for other main effects, was about one third less in 1983, and
one qguarter of its 1978 impact when adjustments were made for - both the
main effects and covariates. As further evidence of the declining impact
of the entra~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 ih 1983, to which oniy region and person-
yaars at-risk made significant contributions, increased from 79.7 percent

in i978 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-hal+f yéars to only the
latter two factors. We think this finding significant for the following
reason: Thosé factors which no longer impacted on the statewide number of
jail deaths  due to natural causes were factors amenable to changes
precipitated largely by court intervention. Region is problematic, but
the wvariations in deaths reported by 1983 were much lower than those
observed in 1978, a difference perhapsndue to residual cultural as well
as institutional difterences (cf., Doerner, 1975, 19783 Gastril, 1971;
Wright et al., 1983: kiau and BRBlau, 1983). Logically, we might
anticipate that the more people a state processed through its  sail
system———all &things being equal-—--the more deaths by natural causes that
state will report. Simply put, a wvariation of this condition-—-post
things being equal-—— seems to have been more the case in 1983 than it
was in 1978.

States. and Suicide

In 1977, &ll 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
significant coptribotion. In spite of this fact, the total main effects,
additive covariéte eftects and overall explained variance were all
significant at or hevond the 001 1evel.‘

//Table 8 About Heres/s

The MUA for suicides in 1977 are summarized in  Table 8.
'~,Coilect19e1yv the three main ettects variables accounted tor 26.9 percent
mf o the variance in number of suicides. The eta’valuesv and unad;justed

deviations +for expenditures and reqgion suggest that these variabies are

o
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of only minor importance to incidence of suicidesy however, the ad;justed
deviations  and beta coefficients suggest that  these wvariables have
samething of & suppressor etfect on one anpother. As with deaths by
natural causes, the number of suicides in a state increased as the per
capita expenditures increased: the southern states reported thé highest
number of suicides, while northeastern states expressed the lowest
incidence. Btates in which the prison system was under court order
reported higher incidence pof suicides than states in which there was no
such state or federal court order.

fAd;justing for the covariates resulted in a rather dramatic
increase  in the multiple R sguare value (74.3 percent yversus 26.9
percent). Inclusion o+ the covariates ip the MCA also resulted in
lpwered beta wvalues Ffor per capita ewpenditures (.34 verses 7%} and
reqion (.48 wersus .74), while the direct etfects of the coqrt ordet
variable were unaffected by the covariates. The patterns ohserved for
the main etfects were unchanged by the inclusion of the covariates: the
‘greater the sxpenditures per capita, the great the incidence of suicidess
the sgouthern and northeastern states remained at opposite ends of the
incidence level continuum, with northeentral and  western states in
betweeni states with prison systems under court order had significantly
hiqher incidence of jail suicides involving male inmates than did states
whose prison systems wWere npot under court order.

As had been the case with death by natural causes, the patterns
exhibited by the independent'variables in 1978 and 198% changed  rather
dramatically. But, as eveh a Drief wamination of the ANOVA contained in
Table 9 reveals, there were some subtle differences as well.  First ot

all, F value for the main effects was less siqnificant in 1987 (n = .01&)




than in 1978 (p » .001). In fact, not one of the main effects had a
significant F value. Rather we suspect that since a nonarthogonal ANMOVA
design was employed, it is possible that with strongly asseociated
individual +factors, the additive effects as a whole may be significant
while none ot  the individual etfects are significant (Nie et al.,
1975:406) . The ef+ects of region and court order approached but did not
treach the .03 signiticance level. In the cass ot death by natural causes,
only the sftects of region achigved statistical significance. #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 natuwral causes, was closely related to the
sum of the person-years at-risk in a given state’s jail system.
//Table 9 About Here//

In 1978,  the main effects revealed significantly more about
deaths by 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 deaths by natural causes (8.3 percent). Further, as clearly
demonstrated in  the MCA summarized in Table 9. -adjusting {or the
covariates  and independents increased the total explained wvariance  for
siicides to & level similar  to that for death by  natural causes.
Furthermore,  the direct sftects of expenditures, region and courtrmrdera
decreased at & rate which paralleled that observed in the MCA for death
by natural causes.  The direct effect pof court order, & variable whose
impact was nearly (p = .08) significant, was less than observed in 1978,
but ‘states with court orders continued to report more sulcides 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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region was, once again, nearly (p = .053) signiticant. However, the
regional patterh was unlike any other thus far observed.

Once the adjustments for covariates were made, states in the
six northeast states reported mpre suicides than any other region. {t is
also interesting to note that the northeast region reported the lowest
incidence of suicides in 1978 and consistently reported lower than
average numbers of death by natural causes in both 1978 and 1983, The
south, which had shown egual consistency in reporting more deaths by
natwal causes in 1978 and 19BZ and suicides in 1978 than any other
region, was ranked second for suicides in 1983, Adjusting for the
covariates little effected the court ordesr variable. Most of the
decrease in  the direct effects of this wvariable  occurred with - the
adjustments for the other independent wariables. Once again, cowrt-order
states reported more suicides than non-court-order states. In sum, at
the time of the 198Z census, the incidence of both suicide and death by
natural causes was linked in almost identical fashion to regiocnality and
the total person-years at-riek experienced by & state’s jail ‘inmate
population. In the. previous census, the incidence of both causes of
death independent variables.

SUMMARY

With the glaring exception of suicide, death rates in American
jails were considerably lower than rates experienced by either the
general population or the eguivalent peopulation  group. Initially, we
attributed part of the lower than expected rates for jailé as a whole and
death by natural causes in particular to the fact that tertain modes of
death &s either rare or unheard p{ in a jail context. Clearly, thieg

gengralization does not hold for homicides, the rate which exhibited the
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greatezt +ree society~-jail population disparities. Some individuals,
principally people whose age., race or ethnic backoround place them in a
higher than average risk category, were sfatistically legss likely to be
murdered -1n  custody than i¥ they had been free on the streets. This
finding does not necessarily mean that these individuals are "safer" in
jaily - as the rate of assaults, including those in which injuries are
serious enough to eventually result in death (elsewherel), is largely
unknown. Rather, homicide was a rare event in either census yeari 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 jail-based general rates, homicide rates or death by natural
causes trates. The divergence hetween sui&iderrates and the others is
particularly obvious when the rates are based on person-years  at-risk.
The +forces that sesmingly brought about reductions in jail-based
homicides and deaths by natural causes had less ot an impact on suicides.

At the aqgregate level, what initially appeared to be a
straightforward guestion ot which state had the highest per capita death
rate was made more complex by the fact that there did not appear to he a
pattern in the state rankings in either 1978 or 1983, Inter-census
romparisons 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 larger and more active than non-desth jails. Since the
number of people processed by jalls was obviously & critical feature of
the American jail death phenomenon, we opted tp include it as an

indgependent  variable rather  than have its impact be neutralized by
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rankinq»the states by the death rates pet 1,000 person—-years at risk.

This approach proved to be highly advantageous. The person-
vears at-risk variable dominated the analyses in 19B3. In 1978, certain
extra- and intra-institutional factors played almost as significant a
role in ouwr 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 +rom
region and, less often, the court order status of the state.

The statewide incidence of jail deaths in the early 19B0°s
seened closely  lipked to factors beyond the normal  scope  of
administrative or legislative actions, principally the number of
individuals placed at risk by reason of their residence in jail for some
pefiud ot time. This contention limits the viable options open to state
and local authorities. in fact, one of the only remaining ways to
?urther 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 locsl law enforcement
authorities nor public officials in general. And i+ the latter tact if
adopted, conceivably more péople may end up spending shorter periods of
timg 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 chbange in the total person-vears at-risk.

FROBLEMS AND SOLUTIONS
The attainment of the resesarch goals that guided this project
was not without its setbacks and problems, the resolution of which may be

seen by some as & series of "terminal errors" that severely limit the
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usefulness of the findings. Ferhaps thig view is accurate. At the same
time, these problems, to be summarized shortly, not only serve as
benchmarlks for those who would restrict the generalizability and validity
of the findings, but may also guide others in the collection and analysis
gf data which would be entirely free of "terminal errors.”

CThere were literally dozens of major problems encountered
dguring the secondary analvsis of the 1978 and 1983 Jail Census data.
venerally speaking, these problems +ell into one of four categories. The
tiret category involved limitations imposed by  instrumentation (i.e..
alterations in the instruments used to collect the data).  For example,
homicide in 1978 was implicitly limited to the death of a iail 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 esarlier homicide data, while not
called homicide by name, was considered to be more conservative than the
latter (19B3) data. In any event, the paucity of homicides in either
census, but especially in 1983, made all but the most rudimentary
copparisons unmanageable and meaningless,

Other problems with instrumentation included but were not
limited to the followings (1) changing the basis for collection of
admissions  and releases  from weekly (1978) to yearly (1983), (&)
providing more explicit categories for overcrowding data in 1983 than was
the case in 1978, and (%) altering the basis tor inclusion ot full-time
and part-time staff in the survey instrument from any and all staff
(1978 to only those statf on the jail premises during the census  day.
oly - the last instrumentation problem was truly Drmblematiu; our answef

was to acknowledge this limitation in the affected segments of the
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analysis and to include only full-time staff da£a~-~the group - least
likely to be effected by thekchanQE in instructions-—-in the aggregatized
data analysis.

The second set of problems centered around shifting the time
frame for the 1987 study from the calendar vear of the earlier census  to
a +iscal vear schedule. This change is problematic for two reasons., the
second of greater importance than the first. That i, the difference
between the two surveys is five and one-half vears, whereas the
difterence 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 vyear schedules,
especially death-related intormation. As a result it was necessary to
use calendar year data.

Some readers may be concerned by the fact that much of the 1783
comparison data used in the segment of the analysis on rates calculations
and some of the economic data in the aggregatized da#a analysis were not
tor the appropriate vears. Specitically, the most recent cause-specific
data available by age, sex and race were for 1980. The fact that these
gata did not dramaticelly change from 1977 will not deter  the purists
trom guestioning any comparisons made with these data. | In any event, we
were careful to note these problems during the analysise  And. many of
the signiticant shifts in rates did not involve these comparisons. The
erpenditure data pkeéents a more serinus and  less easily resolved
problem, The necessary data were available for 1977. But the hast
recent data were for 1981, and they were published in mid-1985. Against
the prospects of waitinq until 1989 for the post appropriate data, we
included the 1981 expenditures data in the aggregatized data analysis as

"quasi~1982" per capita expenditure information.
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Ferbaps the mpst serious shortcoming is thevylack of an
urnassailable measure of exposure to risk, or persoﬁ—years at—risk. We
ehployed & technique used to calculate the 11 day figure reported by the
Bureau -of Justice Statistics in ité Bulletin entitled "Jail Inmates
192y, This method may "in the long run" be an accurate measure of the
average stay, but in the small jail with little ingress and eqress it may
be terribly inflated. Again, while we would have preferred a specific
measure of the average jall stay, a reguired 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
Censues data pose serious problems for the data analyst interested in jail
conditions. For the reasons just cited the observations and conclusion
contained in this paper remain our interpretations of the reality
contained in what are at best “organizational Dutcﬁmes" (Cicourel, 1968).
[t is- also possible  that the resultaht errors  severely limit the
reliability and  generalizability of the findings, which is one teason
that I have so carefully documented esach step in the varipus analyses.
Whatever ouw concerns about the data, whose shortcomings and faults were
legion before the present study added to the list, ws should not lose
gight of the fact that they remain our best picture ot death and dying in

American jails.



NOTES

*The number of deaths by all causes reported in American jails, unlike
mary sail events, including assaults by other inmates and guards or the
‘denial of other basic civil rights, is probably a fairly accurate
statistie. Cyniéa ameng us would cpntend, and'perhans nat without some
justification, that there may be strong inducements to classify some
suicides and perhaps even somg 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 heen
filed in state and federal courts has mushroomed (Anderson, 19843 Fyte,
198%a,b)y  the concomitant pressures to  intentionally misglassify a
"wrongful®  jail death as the result of natural causes or victim—-caused
have no doubt likewise increased. As strong as  the litigious-related
inducements to alter these classifications may appear on the surtace, the
tact remains that in spite of & few well-publicized  exceptions,  the
successtul  application of such suits ~—— and therefore the impetus to
misclassify——= wag relatively uncommon even in 19873, As  far as the
public relations problem is concerned, a jail death,r even it the victim
has not been convicted of a crime, 1is 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
{Hagan, 1985:94-6&: Nettler, 1984: Chapter 3). We adhere to the position
advanced by Cicourel (1948), Crime statistics are social cnnstructs.

Crime rates and, by extension, iail death statistics, are  produced




through the interaction of reporting behavior of @ iail o¥+i§éh§;  533135"
death classification policies, and the Bureau of the Cenéugf'lﬁﬁééﬁh‘ h;‘
‘statistics, however, are less open to manipulation théﬁ'iyﬁgﬁégj;fﬂ'
"organizational  ootcomes” (MeCleary et al., 19823 Sheley ;ﬁﬁi Hﬁ%;ﬁﬁ; :'
1978),  8till, jail-based variations of the same questions thaﬁegﬁgﬁéﬁﬁﬁglﬂ
the compilation of crime statistics are relevant for theseijdgﬁéﬁi{séétf

Sheley, 19B5:79-83). Certainly, they offer as representative a picturérdf{gw

death and dying in American jaile as is currently available.

“Froblems of intrumentation effected the ouality of the homicide data.
The 1978 census instrument asked for the number of inmates who died while
contined in the facility as & result of “injury by another persor;” in
1983, the phraseology had been changed to homicide and further included
"homicide by  other inmate" and "homicide-other®. Between the two
censuges,‘ the Bureau of Jdustice Statistics received several inguiries
about inmate homicides perpetrated by staft or other individuals besides
inmates {Stephan,  1983). The changes in the wording of these guestions
were & respohse to this CONCErn. Theoretically; the 1978 ‘“homicide"

statistics are more conservative than those collected in 1983,

*The Department of Health and Human Bervice’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
actidental deaths combined represent a relatively small fractibn of
deaths in the +ree socisty (U. 5.  Department of  Health and. Human
Services,. 1980, 1985:; Bureau of the Census, 1979, 1980; 19683) ., Most
deaths in America are due to natural causes, and most of these deaths are
the result of ‘degenerative diseases” (e.q.., cancer,  heart-related

diseases and disorders). At the risk ot sounding redundant, Many of




these causes are rarely if ever found in a jail setting or ameng - jail

inhabitants.

“fAgain a ccomplication arnse gince publication of sexy-race-age specific
information in its most raw state is not generally avgilable far up  to
+ive‘year5 after its collection. Given this 1imita£ion; toth the QEnerai
pdpdlatiun rates and the oeneral population equivalént group rates were
calculated from 1977 and 1980 data, the latter reoresenting the most
recent  sex-race-age specific mortality‘ information available. The
unavailability of directly comparable data leads, instead, to a
comparison of the most recantviail death rates, compiled asvthey waré for

19682, with non-iail death rates as reperted for 1980. This shortcoming

certainly opens up this segment of the analysis to guestions concerning‘

comparable data, However, the relative stability of the non-jail rates

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

undeserved,
®The age specific reguirement represented still another problem. Five
and ten vyear intervals are included in the Reports. The five vyear

interval data 4or the “low end" divisions are as follows: 15-19 and 20~

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
hase and'mnrtality fiqures,mure than offset the problems DF‘éncludinq the
18 and 19 year old youths, who do constitute a large segment ot the jail

population. At the other end of the age spectrum, few jail inhabitants

are &5 years of age and older: and, this group exhibits extremely hiqh

martality rates, especially for natural causes,




éChénqés in forms Abetween 1978\and 1983 censuses pose still another
thallenge fDF‘ those interested in staffing patterns. In f??B,
information relative to a11~paid, fﬁll—timé and part-time emplovees wWas
collected. The 1983 forms specifically indicated that the Bureau was
interested nniy in the number of paid, full-time and part-time emplnyées
on the premises as of the ©4 howr period of the “census day". Thus. part-
time and full-time eﬁployees that worked weekends or shift-work outside
of the "census day" and those emplovees on vacation and sick leave wera
excludedu Comparisons between statfing patterns in 1978 and 1983 must be
made With extreme caution since the raw data, especially invthe case of
part-time employees, have differeht time parameters. OFf the two types ot
employees, the number of full-time emploves of a jail is more immune firom
this problem than part-time, and as such, the segment of the apalysis
relying on employee data solely employs information for full-time staff,
“Although data were available for the District of Columbia was not
considered at this stage in the analysis. In addition, five states were
wcluded  +rpom both censuses as they do ﬁot operate local correctional
farcilities, but had integrated jail-prison systems. These states wers

Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Igland, and Verpont.

“We  were interested principally in the direct etfects of the metric and

- nonmetric independent variables on the incidence of deaths by natural

causes and suicides. & Conseguently, ouwr analyses partition the additive
gftacts of ﬁha tactors into separate main effects by adiusting for all
Dthet etfects, as well as revealing the saturated model. In "addition,
the significance 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




_reported the results of the appropriate Multiple Classitication Analyses
tMOAY . Each MCA generated (1) adjusted deviations, or the means of each
category expressed as deviations from the grand mean, (2) etas, which
when squared indicated thé proportion of the variations in the criterion
variable explained by the factor, (3) adjiusted deviations,  or the mpans
of each category exwpressed as deviations from the grand mean and adijusted
for the influences of the other factors and/or covariates, (4) partial
betas, ar the direct effects of the {actoré after controlling for the
other factors and/or covariates, and (5) the reported R® values, which
represented the proportion  of variation in each criterion variable

gxplained by the additive etfects of all factors and covariates.

?The general population death data are for 1980 and not 1982. However,
to aypid contusion, the 1980 data will he referred to as 1982 general
population death data. Similarly, the 1983 Jail Census repofted on death
tor  the fiscal year 1982-87%, but will be discussed as 1982 jail  death

data.
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Table 1. General Mortality Rates in  American Jails and the General
- e ORUL A ONE 1977, 1983
Mortality
Fopulation Rase? Number Rate
Fopulation of per
: Deaths 100,000
77 g2 g2 77 82
beneral Fopulation® 214,330 226,556 1,899,597 1,989,841 878.1 B878.3
peneral Fopulation 70,262 71,869 83,382 449,851 686.3 638.7
Equivalent®
Jail Population: 158,794 233,551 &11 594 3B5.7 247.8
All Inmates*
Jail Fopulation: 147.506 206,163 572 499  IB7.8 242.0
All Adult Males®
Jail Population: 226,281 242,670 572 499 252.8 205.6
At-risk Adult Malesg®
‘topulation base figures expressed in thousands.
2Tptal estimated United States population in 1977 and 1980: total

number of deaths reported in 1977 and 1980 for all causes.
Fhge-sex~race-adjusted United States population in 1977 and 1980: total
numper of reported deaths in 1977 and 1980 from all causes, also age-
sex—race adiusted; rates are weighted to reflect proportion of white
adult males and other-race adult males in American jails.
“Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983%; total
deaths reported in 1977 and 1982 for all causes.
Sadult male jail population in 1978 and 198%; total number of adult
male deaths reported for 1977 and 1982 for all causes.

“Egtimated adult male “person~years at-risk" jail population in 1978
and 19833 total number of adult male deaths reported for 1977 and 1982
for all causes; & tptal of 43 of the 1978 jails and 21 of the 1983
jails were eycluded due to missing data,

number of




Tahle 2. Suicide Rates in American Jdails and the General Fopulation:
1977, 1982

Fopulation Base* Number Suicide Rate
Population of per
Suicides 100, 000
77 a2 77 B2 77 a2
beneral Fopulation® 214,330 226,556 28,772 24,960 13.3 11.9
Beneral Population FO 262 71,869 '17,258 16,763  22.64 21.7
Equivalent™
Jail Populations 158,394 223,531 297 294 187.5 1%1.9
All Inmates*
Jail Fopulation: 147,506 206,143 27z 272 1B4.4 1319
All Adult Inmates™
Jail Fopulation: Q26,201 242,670 272 2T 1202 112.1

Ht-risk Adult Males®

tPFopulation base figures eupressed in thousands.

“Total estimated United States population in 1977 and 19803 total number
of suicides reported in 1977 and 1980,

*Age-gex-race—-adjusted United States population in 1977 and 1980; total
number of reported suicides in 1977 and 1980, also afe-sel-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 19BZ2.

“Adult male jail population in 1978 and 1983; total number of adult male
suicides reported for 1977 and 1982,

“Estimated adult male "persopn~years at-risk" jail population in 1978 and
198%: - total number of adult male suicides reported for 1977 and 1982y a
total  of 4% of the 1978 jails and 21 of the 1983 jails were excluded
from the analysis due to missing data.



Table 3. Homicide Rates in American Jails and the General FPopulation:
1977, 1982

Fopulation Base?! Number Homicide Rate
Fopulation of per
Homicides 100, 000
77 g2 77 82 77 a2
Beneral Fopulation® 216,320 226,354 19,402 24,241 Q.2 10.7
peneral Fopulation 70,2632 71,86% 14,047 17,407 45,5 a9i.9
Eguivalent®
Jail Population: 158,394 223.551 24 10 15.2 4.5
ALl Inmates<
Jail Fopulation: 147.5086 2060163 23 i0 15.8 4.8
ALl Adult Males®
Jail Fopulation: 226,951 242.670 25 10 10.2 4,1

At-rishk Adult Malec#

*Population base figures expressed in thousands.

“Total estimated United States population in 1977 and 19803 total number
of homicides reported in 1977 and 1980,

*Age-sex~-race-ad justed United States population in 1977 and 19803 - total
number of reported homicides in 1977 and 1980, also age-sex-race
adjusted; rates are weighted to raflect proportion of white adult males
and other-race adult males in American jails.

“Total reported jail population in 1978 and 1983y total  number of
homicides reported in 1977 and 1982.

SAdult male jail population in 1978 and 19833 total number of adult male
homicides reported for 1977 and 1982,

“Estimated 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 4% of the 1978 jails and Z1 of the 1983 jails were excluded
from the analysis dug to missing data.




Table 4. Natural Causes Mortality Rates in American Jails and the
GBeneral Population: 1977, 1982

PRSI Se—

» Fopulation Base?! Number Mortality Rate
Fopulation , of per
Deaths 100,000
77 2 77 g2 77 0 82
Beneral Population® 216,330 226,556 1,601,100 1,715,100  740.&6 751.7

General Fopulation 70,262 71,869 297,827 2H6,582 494,46 490.2
Equivalent® ‘

Jail Fopulation: 158,394 233,551 RRE 200 140.8 82.59
All Inmates4

Jail Population: 147.506 2064167 216 194 146.4 95.1
ALl Adult Males™

Jail Populations 226,281 242.470 216 196 ?53.3  B80.8

At-risk Adult Males®

*Fopulation base figures expressed in thousands.

*Total estimated United States population in 1977 and 1980; total number
of deaths reported in 1977 and 1980 for natural causes.

FAge-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 jails.

“Total reported jail population in 1978 and 198%; total number of deaths
due to natural causes reported for 1977 and 1982,

Spdult male jarl population in 1978 and 198%;  total number of adult male
deaths due to natural causes reported +or 1977 and 1982,

“Estimated adult male "person-years at-risk" jail population in 1978 and
199%:  total number of adult male deaths reported +or 1977 and 1982 for
natural causes; a total ot 4% ot the 1978 jails and 21 of the 198% jails
gucluded due to missing data.




. ' Table 5. Cause-specific BSuicide and Death by Natural Causes
T Rates {par 1,000 person-vears at-righk) for
Male dail Inmates (Rankings in Farenthe ses)

o Shbensss ot e N ———

Rates Fer 1,000 Ferson-Years At-Risk

, Suicide Matural Lauses
State 1978 1983 1978 1987
Alabama 7 »Ha (28) 1.97 (1) 1.29 (21 71 ﬁE-’S)
flaska o SO0 (41 28.12 (D) L0000 (3R) .00 (39)
Arizona T4 (11 1.469 (13 A8 (29) 00 (36)
Arkansas SO0 (41 4,24 (3) 1.31 (20 3.45 (1)
California L64 (33) A2 (3T 35 (35)  1.15 (17)
Lolorada 1.10 (24) 1.28 (21)  1.66 (1) .38 (29)
Florida LH2 (27 1412 (24) L84 (26) 0 1.44 (1)
: Georgia 57 O(EE) 0 1.05 (26) L6 (34) LB (20
‘ Idahp , L00 (41) L0041y 178 (D LO0 (34)
Illinois .86 (28) 71 (34 LA3 (33 L1238
Indiana 346 (1) 2.88 (4) 1.04 (24) 1.54 (GX03]
Towa S.06 (7)) 1.10 (I .00 (38) .00 (34)
kansas <21 (26) 7"_‘ (E2) 2.74 (9} 1.64 (B)
kentucky .09 (13 2,90 (5) 4,25 (5) .34 ()
Loursiana LBLO(I0) 0 1.1F (23 1,05 422) 75 (22)
Maine 5,15 (8) 1,59 (18) .00 (3B)  1.8Y (&)
ﬁaryiand JER 3Gy LR (A7) A7 G Ab (26)

Magsachusetts A8 (E7) 1.67 ‘(lé-) .00 (Z8) SEO(ED)

Michigan 1,88 (20) .38 (40) .72 (28)  .E7 (24)
Minnesata 2.75 (15) 1,75 (1D .55 (30)  1.09 (1)
’ | Mississipni 62 (34) L77.(31) 1LE5 (15 .42 (27)

Missouri ' 1.08 (25) 70 (29) 1.35 (19 .57 (24)

Montana 4,35 (9) 4,73 (2} 4.35 (4) .00 (0)




Table 3.

(Continuad) Cause-specitic

" Matural  Csuses Rates (per
risk) for  Male  Jail

Farentheses)

Suicid
1,000
Inmates

g and Death by
person-years at—
{Rankings in

State 1978
Nebraska T. 44
Mevada 2.81
New Hampshire » 0
New Jersay A7
New Mexico ?.68
Mew York b

North Carolina  2.74

North Dakota 12,26
Uhio 2.70
Ukl ahoma 5,23
Oregon 47
Fennsvlvania g

South Carolina 1.22

South Dakota

11,94
Tennessee v.71
Teras 1.46
Utah « D0
Virginia | 2,03
Washington .o 2,57

West Virginia 4.85

Wisconsin 1.3
Wyoming 1F,. 40

Rate Per 1,000 Person-Years At-risk:

Suicide
1983

(1) 1.04 (28)
(14) .00 {41)
(41)  1.B2 (1D
(32) .70 (35)
(4)  1.E6 (1D
(39) .4b (39

{1t) 1.01 (28)

€2 CoL0 40
(17 1.36 (1)

(3 2,83 A7)
{Z8) 1.6% (13
(40) 1.69 (17%)

(22) o8 (38)

(31) © 1.65 (U7
(1) 1027 (22
(41)  F.09 (5)
(19) 7R (ET)
(18) B30

() 2,80 (&)

(22) 2,25 (9)
(1 L0 (9)

19
1.72
4.48

0

8.96
1,43

1.66

Matural Causes
78 1983

(1o 2:.99 (4)
3 1.20 (16)
(38) L00 (36)
(X1 .36 {30)
() 1.99 ()
{(38) LA A28
{73 1.8% A7)
(32) LU0 (EL)
(1gh) 1.23 (18
(o) 1.51 (11}

(38) 00 (36)

- (232 LB8% (20)

(25) 278 (%)

(1 L00 (3&)
(17)  1.25 (18
(13 1.27
(1&) LO0 (36)
(1) .96 (19
(27) .29 (33)

{8) O

By

(E2) o Db CEO)

38 SO0 {E6)




i ‘ Table &. Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Death by Natural

Causes by State in 1978

Source of Variation
Main Effects
EXFENFERCAF78*
REGION=
COURTORDERTB>
Covariates
FTADMINTS#
FTCUSTODY 78
FTPROF78%
RATENOCOMYCT7B7
. AVEBTAY78e
| UVERCRUWD78
MALEFDP782
Explained
-Residual

Total

Sum of
Sguares

429,11
162,61
345, 09
34, 472
328, 64
1,19
14,72
45.98

« 01

27.43

70
144, &7
757.75
193,05

730.80

Mean
DF Sguare
& 71,52
2 8l.3

T 115,03

1 E4.42
7 46,95
1 1.1%
1 14.72
145,98
i e

1 27.45
1 70
1 144,63

13 58,29

Signiticance

F of F
11.48 ».001
13,06 »,001
18,47 ».001

5,53 . 025
7.54 >.001
.19 .87

236 L 13
7.38 L0110
.01 .96
4,41 044
;11 L7

o iy
e et

9.36

>, 001

3,001




’ Table &. (Continued) @nalysis of Variance: Incidence of Death
by Matural Causes by State

Multiple Classifitatimn Analysis

Grand Mean = 4.73
Adjusted for
Ad justed for Independents

Variable and N Unad justed independents % Covariates
Attributes Devin Eta Devin Eeta Devin Beta

EXFENFERCARTS 21 .68 ' )
Under 5,000 12 1,10 ~5, 15 ~E., 00
G 001-9,999 14 .45 - 1.49 1.64
Over 10,000 17 ~1.20 2025 v

REGIUN ' .52 .57 &7
Nartheast & -1,.23 ~Fe 25 -
Mortheentral 12 =-1.73 —Ee 48 —~R 22
South 158 T A0 b 2% 23
wWest 2 -1.90 -2.78 -2.76

O . COURTORDER7S .75 e i,
No court order 38 - &0 - 42 -, 435
Under court 7 270 2,30 2,35
order
Multiple R Sguared - | . 451 797

Multiple R _ <672 892

+1978 Etate~wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates.
#Hegions of the nation.
*btate or Federal Court order for state prisons as of 1977,
*Gtate-wide rate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates.
“Gtate-wide rate of full-time custody staff per 100  inmates.
“Gtate~wide rate of professional statt per 100 inmates.
~Thverage statewide percentage of unconvicted 4ail inmates.
“Average statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to
pvercrowding in state or federal correctional institutions.
Phtatewide average jail stay in davs.
tegtatewide total person-years at-risk.




Table 7. Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Death by Natural
Causes_in 1983 by State

REp—

sum of Mean Siqni%icance
Source of Variation Hquares  DF  Sguare F of F
Main Eftects 192,38 & BRL0G T. b6 L 008
EXFENFERCAFRS3 40,14 220,07 2,29 .12
REGIUN= 187,77 5 BR.G9 .99 002
COURTORDERGS® 2,77 1 277 L3200 .578
Lovarrates 1858, 28 8 232,29 0 E6.4% 001
FTADMINBZ 4 6.94 1 6.54 .79 3B
FTCUBTODYB3Y 29 1 .29 L5 .86
FTPROFB3® 11.89 1 11.8% 1.36 .25
RATENDCONVETEZE™ .28 ’ i - 28 LOE 0 .BA
AVESTAYEES 14,54 1 14.54 1.66 .21
OVERCROWDBE® 7.78 i 7.78 B9 .35
MALEPOPEZ LS 637.858 1 437.58 72,73 #0001
BUICIDER7B** 74 1 74 L0B .77
Enplaiﬁed 2080.64 14 146.47 16,71 ».001
Fesidual 263,01 EO0 B.T77

Total 2ELE. a4 44 52.58




' Table 7 (Continued) Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Desat
by.Natural Causes in 1983 by State (N=435) ‘

RS P

BT s s I e e S e

Multiple Classification Analysis

Grand Mean = 4.31
Adjusted for
Adjusted for Independents

Yariahle and N Unadijusted Independents % Covariates
Attributes Devin Eta Dev’n Beta Dev’n Beta
EXFENFERCAREE | 10 .18 07
Under &, Q00 = T2 -1.42 L 70
5,001~9,999 17 -.78 -. 42 -, 01
Over 10,000 18 . 0G 1.71 -89
REGION . 2b 37 17
Northeast & —1.731 ~1.76 ~1.45
Northcentral 12 ~2.064 ~2. 248 -, 83
South 15 2,42 He 70 1.74
wEst 12 =31 ~1.49 -6l
. COURTORDERSS . 09 .04 07
No court order 2T -G53 2E 44
Under court i B0 g - &5
order
Multiple KR Souared « OBZ . 8864

11982 State-wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates.
*Regions of the nation.
Htate or Federal Court order +or state prisons as of - 1983,
*Gtate-wide rate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates.
“State-wide ratp of full-time custody staff per 100 inmates.
“State-wide rate of professional staff per 100 inpates.
7Average statewide percentage of unconvicted jail inmates.
Sfverage statewide percentage of jail inmates held due to
overcrowding in state or federal correctional institutions.
8tatewide average jail stay in days.
toStatewide total person-years at-rigk. :
*1Tgtal number  of deaths by natural causes in the state
reported in 1978,




. Table B, Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Suicide in 1977
by State (N = 449)

[ ———

Sum of Mean Bignificance
Source of Variation Squares DF Sguare F af F

Main Effects 252,34 6 EB.72 S.46 L0014
EXPENPERCAF78Y 249,04 2 124.82 11.88 .00
REGION= 240.99 3 95.?9 .02 »001
COURTORDER78® 54,96 1. 54.96 5.11 2031

Covariates 622,24 7 B8B.8% B.27  ».001
FTADMINTB 10.65 1 16,65 L9900 L33
FTCUsTODRY78® 1.80 1 1.50 L1471
FTPRUF78% 16,33 1 16,33 1.82 .23
RATEMOCONVET 787 E,éﬁ 1 2.63 L2400 (62

~ . AVSSTAY7Be 16,33 1 16,33  1.52 .23

DVERCROWD7 8% | .24 1 24 L0200 .BB
MALEFUOP7BLe 274.78 1 274.78 25,85 x.00

Explained B74.58 13 74.97 .97 k001

Residual IFELE 110,78

Total | 1307.91 44 29.73

I‘ 2



‘ Table 8.

{Continued) Analysis of Variance: Incidence of
Suicides in 1778 by Btate (N=43)

Grand Mean

Variable an
Attribute

EXPENFERCAP

Under 5,0
5, 001-9, 9
bver 10,0

REGION

Northeast
Northoent
Houth
West

' ‘ COURTORDERT
No court

Under cou
order

Multiple R
Multiple R

Multiple Classification Analysis

= 6.04 Adjusted for
Ad justed for Independents
d- N Unadjusted Independents % Covariates
= Dev'n Eta  Dev’n Beta Dev’n Beta
78 , .08 73 « 54
0o 2 -. 54 ~&. 24 ~4,7%
29 14 ~-.11 -.82 1.89
00 17 A48 ) 1.89
27 74 48
&  -2.38 ~5,11 —4, 03
ral 12 ) -2,01 - 29
15 1.69 S.43 e 27
12 -1.1% ~2.23 =1.78
B 16 R 23
order X8 ~. 38 -, 54 )
rt 7 1.96 2.9 2.88
Squared « 269 . 745
L3519 B3

Lotate-wide
*Hegions of
- SState or
Gtate-wide
SGtate-wide

“State~wide

“Average st
ffAverage s
avercrowdi,
POratewide

togtatewide

corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates.

the nation.

Federal Court order for state prisons as of 1977,
rate of full-time administrators per 100 ipmates.
rate of full-time custody staff per 100 inmates.
rate of professional statf per 100 inmates.
atewide percentage of unconvicted jail inmates.
tatewide  percentage of jail inmates held due to
ng in state or federal correctional  institutions.
average jail stay in days.

total person-years at-risk,




' Table 9.  Analysis of Variance: Incidence of Suicide in 1983

by State
Sum of Mean Significance
Source of Variation Sguares  DF Bguare F of F
Main Effects 237.469 b I9.462 .17 .0l6
EXFENFERCAFRIY 21.19 2 10,60 LB 44
REGION= 107.29 I FB.T6 2.87 053
COURTORDERBE™ 40,94 I 40.94 .28 .080
Covariates 977.%1 .8 122.24 .79 4£.001
FTADMINGZ 4 .07 1 07 .01 .94
FTCUSTODYHS3Y 1.68 1 1.48 13 .72
FTRRUFBI® Q0D 1 . Q0 SO0 .99
RATENOCONVETBS™ 02 1 .02 £.01 .97
‘ AVGESTAYB3S 1.89 1 1.59 L3 .72
OVERCROWDEZ= .15 1 15 L0191
MALEFOFBE 179.45 I 179.45 14,38 .00l
BUICIDES78+2 11,62 1 11.42 LHE L34
Explained 1215.61 14 B4.8Z £.96 4..001
Residual 374.39  E0 12.48
Total 1590.00 44 36,14




Table 9. (Continued) Analysis of Variance: Incidence of
 Buirides in_ 1983 by State (N=4%5)

T e

Multiple Classication Analysis

Grand Mean = &.00
Adjusted for
Adjusted for independents

Yariable and N Unadjusted Independents % Covariates
Attributes Devn Eta Devin Heta Devin Beta
EXPENFERCAFBS 15 16 04
Under &, 000 13 1.3 -1.01 « 28
55()01-95 9‘?? 16 "nb’E" - bl 32 -07
Over 10,000 15 =.47 1,25 - HE
REGION ) i 17
Northeast & 1.17 1.44 1.78
Northeentral 12 ~1.47 -1.40 -.52
Sauth 185 2,40 2.44 » &5
West 12 -1.92 -2,738 ~-1.18
. COURTORDERSSI . w27 .18 14
No court order 27 -1.33 -. B9 - 68
Under court B 2,00 1.34 1.03
ordet
Multiple R Sguared . 149 765
Multiple R . 387 874

{983 State-wide corrections expenditures per 1000 inmates.
“*Regions of the nation.

*Gtrate or Federal Court order for state prisons as of 1983,
“Gtate-wide rate of full-time administrators per 100 inmates.
"State-wide rate of full-time custody staff per 100 inmates.
“Btate-wide rate of professional staff per 100 inmates.
“Average statewide percentage ot unconvicted jail inmates.
“ftverage statewide percentage ot jail inmates held due to
pvercrowding in state or federal correctipnal institutions.
HSratewide average jail stay in days.

1obtatewide total person-years at-risk.

**Tptal number of suicides in the state reported in 1978.





