
U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Justice Programs 
Bureau of Justice Statistics 

1989 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails 

Drunk Driving 
By Robyn L. Cohen 

BJS Statistician 

More than half the persons In local jails 
charged with the offense of driving while 
Intoxicated with alcohol (OWl) Ir 1989 had 
prior sentences to Incarceration for OWl 
offenses. About 1 In 6 persons jailed for 
OWl had served at teast three prior sen
tences In Jailor prison for drunk driving. 

.ThiS report examines the characteristics of 
persons who were confined in local jails in 
1989 and who had been charged with OWL 
The findings were obtained from the 1989 
Survey of Inmates of Local Jails, which 
gathered extensive data from interviews 
with a nationally representative sample of 
5,675 Inmates In 424 Jails during the 
summer of 1989. The sample was drawn 
to represent an estimated 395,000 jail 
Inmates In 3,312 local jails on June 3D, 
1989. The Bureau of the Census carried 
out the interviews for the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics. 

This report also analyzes recent trends in 
arrests for driving under the influence of 
alcohol or other Intoxicants (OUI). Data on 
arrests for OUI were drawn from Uniform 
Crime Reports provided by State and local 
police agencies to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI). 

Other major findings include the following: 

• Between 1980 and 1989 the number of 
arrests nationwide for OUllncreased nearly 

•
2%, while the number of licensed drivers 

ncreased 14%. 
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Age 21 to 24: 1,784 arrests per 100,000 drivers 
in 1980 and2, 183 in 1989 
Age 18 to 20: 1,757 arrests per 100,000 drivers 
in 1980 and 1 ,607 in 1989 

Figure 1 

• Over the period from 1980 to 1989 the 
number of OUI arrests per 100,000 
licensed drivers grew by nearly 7% from 
982 per 100,000 drivers to 1,049. 

• Since 1983 all States that permitted the 
sale or purchase of alcoholic beverages to 
persons under age 21 have phased In new 
laws raising the minimum age to 21. Per . 
capita arrest rates for OUI for persons age 
18 to 20 have decreased by 21% since 
than - more than twice the rate of the 
decrease among those age 21 to 24 
(9.9%). 
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In the 1989 Bureau of Justice Statistics 
survey of Inmates In local jails, offend
ers charged with or convicted of driving 
while Intoxicated were more than 1 in 
every 11 Inmates. Among convicted 
inmates, 86% of those serving a sen
tence for OWl had been sentenced In 
the past. Almost a third of the OWl 
inmates had served 3 or more previous 
sentences in jail or prison. 

Among all who are arrested for driving 
while Impaired, persons in jail for OWl 
are more likely to be the serious offend
ers. During 1989 over 1.7 million 
drivers were arrested for driving under 
the Influence. In discussing the popula
tion of OWl arrestees, this report 
examines the trends through the 1980's 
for arrest rattls and changes In the age 
distribution of licensed drivers. 

The first BJS Special Report on drunk 
driving, based on the 1983 survey, also 
prasented the trends in rates, the ef
fects of legislative changes before 1986, 
and the drinking patterns of inmates. 
That report had observed an early trend 
In the reduction of drunk driVing arrests 
among persons under age 21 - a trend 
associated with initiatives like raising the 
legal age to buy alcoholic beverages. 
While the annual monetary costs to 
society from drunk driving remain in the 
billions, this report presents findings that 
suggest the positive effects of concert
ed legislative and law enforcement 
efforts. 

Steven O. Dillingham, Ph.D., LL.M. 
Director 
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• On June 30, 1989, about 9% of all 
persons confined in local jails were 
charged with or convicted of OWl. 

• In 1989, 96% of persons In Jail for OWl 
were male; their median age was 32; and 
they reflected a racial distribution similar to 
the adult general population. At the time of 
their arrest, more than 70% were not living 
with a spouse and 78% were employed. 

II Nearly 9 out of 10 jail inmates (86%) 
charged with or convicted of a OWl offense 
had a prior sentence to probation, Jail, or 
prison for a DWI offense or other offense. 

• Of convicted DWI offenders in local jails, 
61% reported drinking only beer, about 2% 
only wine, 18% only liquor, and 20% had 
been drinking more than one type of bever
age prior to their arrest. 

• When the type and amount of beverages 
are converted into equivalent units of pure 
alcohol (ethanol), convicted OWl offenders 
who reported drinking more than one type 
of beverage consumed nearly three times 
the quantity of ethanol of those who drank 
only beer. 

• Prior to their arrest for OWl, half of the 
convicted offenders In jails were estimated 
to have consumed at least 6 ounces of 
ethanol (about equal to the alcohol content 
of 12 bottles of beer) in about 5 hours. 
About 29% reported that they had con
sumed at least 11 ounces of ethanol (equi
valent to about 22 beers) prior to their 
arrest. 

• Those jail Inmates convicted of OWl who 
consumed greater than average quantities 
of ethanol prior to arrest reported a greater 
frequency of usual drinking sessions, as 
reported by the inmates, and greater 
consumption of alcohol than other Inmates. 

II For OWl offenders sentenced to Jail, 
the median term Imposed was 6 months; 
those with 2 or more prior OWl sentences 
received sentences that were more than 
1% times as long as first-time OWl 
offenders. 

• About 80% of all inmates In jail for OWl 
who admitted to being an alcoholic had 
previously been involved In an alcohol 
abuse treatment program. 

OUI and OW~ defined 

OUI (s the general term for drivers who 
operate a motor vehicle after having 
consumed an Intoxicant (such as drugs or 
alcohol); OWl, In this study, specifically 
refers to Jail Inmates who were charged 
with driving while intoxicated by alcohol 
(usually defined by State law as a specific 
concentration of alcohol in the blood). 

Legislative changes 

As a result of changes in Federal highway 
legislation In 1983, States began to phase 
In new laws raising the minimum drinking 
age, as defined by the minimum age for 
which purchase of alcoholic beverages Is 
legal. By 1989 all States had a minimum 
drinking age of 21. Approximately 18 
States do not have a minimum age for 
consumption of alcohol, and 2 States do 
not have a minimum age for posseSSion 
of alcohol.l 

In addition, 29 States and the District of 
Columbia have adopted legislation that 
requires administratively imposed sanc
tions for all persons who, when asked, fail 
or refuse to take a test measuring the 
presence a.nd concentration of alcohol.2 
Such statutes permit law enforcement offi
cers to Immediately confiscate the driver's 
license of persons arrested for OUI who fail 
or refUse to submit to alcohol testing. 

Trends In OUt arrests 

Between 1980 and 1989, the number 
of arrests for OUllncreased 21.7%, 
compared to an Increase of 13.9% in the 
number of licensed drivers (table 1). 
Overall, the number of OUI arrests per 
100,000 licensed drivers Increased 6.8% 
over the period, from 982 to 1,049. 

The difference between the arrest f'ates 
for those age 18 to 20 and 21 to 24 stead
ily increased between 1980 and 1989 
(figure 1). In 1980, arrest rates were 1,757 
and 1,784, respectively, for drivers age 18 
to 20 and 21 to 24 - a difference of 27 per 
100,000 drivers. After 1980, the arrest 
rate of 18-to-20-year-olds decreased while 
the rate for 21-to-24-year-olds Increased. 
In 1989, the rates per 100,000 drivers 
were 1,607 and 2,183, respectively - a 
difference of 576 per 100,000 drivers. 
'See A Digest of Slate Alcohol-Highway Safety Related 
Legislation (WaShington: National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, 1991}. 
20ata were obtained from a survey of the States con· 
ducted by the Nebraska State Senate Transportation 
Committee for yearend 1990. 
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Table 1. Number of licensed drivers, 
number of arrests for DUI, 
and rate of arrest for DUI,1980-89 

Numberof Number of Rate of arrest 
licensed arrests for Dul per 

Year drivers' forDUI 100,000 drivers 

1980 145,295 1,426,700 982 
1981 147.075 1,531.400 1.041 
1982 150,234 1.778,400 1,184 
1983 154,389 1,921,100 1,244 
1984 155,424 1,779,400 1,145 
1985 156,868 1,788,400 1,140 
1986 159,487 1,793,300 1,124 
1987 161,818 1,727,200 1,067 
1988 162,853 1,792,500 1,101 
1989 165,555 1,736,200 1,049 

Percent 
change, 
'1980-89 13.9% 21.7% 6.8% 

'Estimated in thousands. 
Sources: FBI Crime in the United States, 1980-89; 
Fatal Accident Reporting System 1989, A DecElde 
of Progress, National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration, 1990. 

Arrest rates for those age 18 to 20 peaked 
in 1982; for 21-to-24-year-olds, the rates 
peaked a year later. 

The number of OUI arrests of those age 18 
to 20 decreased by 33% between 1983 
and 1989 (from 216,255 to 144,800). The 
number of licensed drivers In this age 
group declined by 15% (from 10.6 mUllan 
to 9.0 million). More than half of the 
decline In the number of arrests between 
1983 and 1989 among drivers age 18 to 20 
(and as much as 22% of the decline In 
arrests for all ages between 1983 and 
1990) could possibly be linked to changes 
In the drinking age laws.3 

Between 1983 and 1989, arrest rates for 
age groups 21 or older declined at a slower 
pace than those for drivers age 18 to 20. 
Arrest rates among licensed drIvers age 18 
to 20 declined more than twice as fast as 
arrest rates for those age 21 to 24 be
tween 1983 and 1989 (21 % versus 10%). 

OUI arrests In 1989 

In 1989 more t'lan 165 million persons held 
a driver's licem,e in the United States -

"This estimate was (:alculated by applying the 1983 
arrest rate for those age 18 to 20 (2,043 par 100,000 
drivers) to the number of drivers in this age group in 
1989 (9,009,821), producing an estimate of 184,074 
arrests in 1989. Actual arrests in 1989 were 144,800 or 
39,274 fewer than expected. The overall decline in the 
number of arrests between 1983 to 1989 was 71,455 
(216,255 - 144,800); the percentage of the decline not 
due to a change In the number of drivers of these ages 
would be mora than half (39,274/71,455). The total 
decline in the number of arrests for persons of ali ages 
between 1983 and 1989 was 180,947. Thus, as much 
as 22% of the drop (39,2741180,947) would be 
attributabie to changes in the prevalence of arrests of 
18-to-20-year-olds. 

• 

• 

• 



nearly 86% of the population age 16 or 
over. The FBI estimated that during the 
same year more than 1.7 million DUI 

• 
arrests were made by State and local 
police agencies. In addition 45,555 motor 
vehicle fatalities occurred; about 49% were 
probably alcohol-related, according to the 
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis
tratlon.4 

The prevalence of DUI arrests can be 
viewed in the context of the amount of 
alcoholic beverages consumed In the 
United States. The per capita consump
tIon of alcoholic beverages reflected little 
change from 1980 to 1989, from 28.3 
gallons per person to 27.2 gallons. 
In 1989, the per capita consumption of 
alcoholic beverages was greater than the 
per capita consumption of coffee (26.9 
gallons per U.S. resident) and milk (26.0 
gallons) and was exceeded only by the 
consumption of soft drInks (41.8 9allons).5 

The annual consumption of alcoholic 
beverages based only upon the adult 
population age 21 or older (all States now 
impose thIs age restriction) would equal 
about 33.7 gallons of beer, 3.0 gallons of 
wine, and 2.1 gallons of liquor per person. 
However, individual patterns of consump-

• 
tion vary. It has baen estImated that 33% 
of the adult population accounts for 95% 
of the alcohol consumed, and 5% of the 
adult population accounts for 50% of the 
consumptlon. 6 

DUI arrests and age 

Since 1980 arrest rates for DUI have not 
Increased consistently acrOSG ail age 
groups. In 1980 those between age 18 
and 39 were overrepresented among 
arrestees, compared to their share of 
licensed drivers (table 2). Persons age 
18 to 20 accounted for 7.2% of drivers but 
12.9% of those arrested, about 1 arrest for 
every 57 drivers. Drivers age 65 or older, 
by contrast, accounted for 10.7% of drivers 
but less than 2% of those arrested, about 
1 arrest for 714 drivers in this age group. 

Compared to 1980, data for 1989 reflected 
declines In arrest rates for drivers under 

4See Fatel Accident Reporting System, 1989: A Decade 
of Progress, National Highway Traffic Safety Admlnls
ration, 1990, p.1. 
Food Consumption, Pricen, and Expenditures, 1970-90, 

Department of Agriculture, I:conomlc Research Service, 
1992, p. 63 • 

• 

8Slave Olson and Dean R. Gerstein, Alcohol in America: 
Taking Action to Prevent Abuse (Washington: National 

. Academy Press, 1985, p. 13). 

Table 2. Percentage distributions of licensed drivers and arrests 
for driving under the Influence (DUI), by age, 1980 and 1989 

1980 1989 Percent 
Arrests per Arrests per change 

Percent 01: 100,000 Percentol: 100,000 In rate, 
Age Drivers Arrests drivers Drivers Arrests drivers 1980-89 

Total 100% 100% 981 100% 100% 1,048 6.8% 

16-17 3.2% 2.2% 668 2.3% 1.1% 503 -24.7% 
18-20 7.2 12.9 1,757 5.4 8.3 1,607 -8.5 
21-24 10.6 19.3 1,784 8.3 17.3 2,183 22.4 
25-29 13.0 17.9 1,347 12,4 22.2 1,869 38.8 
30-34 12.0 13.1 1,076 12.4 17.6 1,436 38.1 
35-39 9.4 0.6 996 11.2 12.0 1,123 12.8 
40-44 7.7 7.4 944 9.7 8.1 872 -7.6 
45-49 6.9 5.9 837 7.6 5.3 725 -13.4 
50-54 6.9 4.9 686 6.2 3.3 558 -18.7 
55-59 6.7 3.5 509 5.7 2.2 400 -21.4 
60·64 5.7 1.9 335 5.6 1.4 262 -21.8 
650rolder 10.7 1.5 140 13.0 1.2 100 -28.6 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding. Tabl'! excludes licensed drivers and arrests for 
those less than 16 years old. For those 16 or older, there were 145,207,000 licensed drivers In 1980 and 
165,517,596 In 1989; there were 1,424,736 DUI arrests In 1980 and 1,734,809 In 1989. The numbor of arrests 
for each age group was obtained by applying the age distribution of known arrests for DUI to the total number 
of ~stimated D~I arrests. Sources: Selected Highwa~( Statistics and Charts, 1989, Federal Highway Adminis
tration; FBI C(lmein the United Stales, 1980 and 1989. 

age 21 and over the age of 40. Arrest 
rates for those age 18 to 20 decreased by 
approximately 9%, and among drivers age 
16 and 17, arrest rates dropped nearly 
25% over the period. Drivers between 21 
and 39 years old had higher rates of arrest 
for DUlin 1989 than in 1980. For exam
ple, drivers between the ages of 25 and 34 
during 1989 experienced rates of arrest 
about 40% higher than drivers of similar 
age groups in 1980. For those age 40 to 
44, arrest rates were down about 8% from 
1980 and each succeeding age group 
showed a larger percentage decline. 

Several possible reasons may account for 
why arrest rates increased in each age 
group between 21 and 39 and decreased 
among all other age groups. Although 
Increased enforcement of drinking and 
driving laws would be expected to affect 
all age groups to some degree, more 
stringent enforcement efforts may have 
been selectively applied to younger age 
groups. Drinking or driving behavior may 
also have changed according to different 
age groups. 

Arrest rates for new groups of drivers who 
turned age 18,19, and 20, and who are 
fully covered by the new laws, decreased 
8.5% from 1980 to 1989. Lower arrest 
rates may be a reflection of changing 
drinking behavior In this group as a result 
of raiSing the minimum drinking age to 2'1. 

3 

National surveys of high school seniors In 
1989 Indicated less prevalent daily drinking 
and drinking in the month preceding the 
survey than did seniors in 1985 and In 
1980 (before drinking ages wers raised). 
In addition, a smaller percentage of seniors 
In 1989, compared to those in 1980, 
reported engaging in binge drinking (5 or 
more drinks In a row at least once in the 2 
weeks prIor to the Intervlew).7 

Overall, the surveys of high school seniors 
document a decline from 1980 to 1989 in 
the percentage of high school seniors who 
drank daily or who had drunk in the last 30 
days. 

Senior class 

Percent who had 
drunk in last30 days 72.0% 65.0% 60.0% 

Percent who drank 
daily 6.0 5.0 4.2 

Percent with binge 
drinking 41.2 34.7 33.0 

I See "Drug use among American high school senior::, 
college students and young adults, 1975-1990," Volume 
1: High School Seniors (Rockville, Maryland: National 
Institute on Drug Abuse, 1991). 



OUI offenders In Jail Prior sentences and crIminal histories An estimated 71 % of those In jail for OWl 
had prior sentences to Incarceration; 

On June 30, 1989, an estimated 395,000 About 86% of persons jailed for OWl had among those In jail for crimes other than 

ft adults were confined In the Nation's 3,312 prior convictions for crlmos, Including OWl, OWl, 56% had previously been confined. 
local jails. An estimated 30,147 (13.8%) and had bean sentenced to probation, jail, Compared to those In Jail for other crimes, 
were serving sentences after conviction or prison (table 4). This percentage was Jailed persons charged with OWl were 
for driving while Intoxicated by alcohol or lower among those In jail for crimes other more likely to have been Incarcerated 
drugs; In 1983, an estimated 10% of the than OWl (76%). thrtOe or more times. Convicted OWl 
jail population nationwide had been con- offenders in jail were nearly twice as likely 
vlcted of OUI. Persons held In local Jails Table 3. Characteristics of Jail Inmates, to have two or more prior OWl convictions 
who wefe unconvlcted but charged with by type of offense, 1989 as those unconvicted persons in Jail for 
OUI accounted for approximately 2% of the 

Percentol Inmates 
OWl (table 5). 

Inmate population In both 1983 and 1989. charged with: 
Characteristic OWl Otheroffenses Table 4. Prior sentences to probation 

Profile of OWl offenders In Jail 
Sex 

or Incarceration, for Jail Inmates, 1989 

Among convicted and uncon'llcted persons 
Male 96.3% 90.1% Percental Inmates 
Female 3.7 9.9 charged with: 

in Jail for OWl, males predominated, and Prior sentence OWl Other offenses 
the racial distribution was more similar to Race 

White non-Hispanic 67.7% 36.0% Probation the adult general population than was the Black non-Hispanic 8.2 45.0 None 28.3% 37.4% 
case for those jailed for offenses other Hispanic 19.5 16.9 Juvenile only 3.2 11.8 

than OWl (taole 3). Inmates charged with 
Other· 4.6 2.1 Adultonly 55.6 35.4 

OWl wera more IIk~ly to classify them- Age 
80th 12.9 15.3 

selves as white and non-Hispanic (68%) 17-20 years old .9% 15.4% Number of times 
~1-24 9.7 20.7 0 28.3% 37.5% than were those Jailed for other offenses 25-29 23.6 23.6 1 32.9 34.2 

(36%). Persons jailed for other offenses 30-34 26.5 18.6 2 14.7 15.2 
were more likely to classify themselves as 35-39 11.6 11.5 30rmore 24.1 13.3 

40-44 9.4 5.0 
black and non-Hispanic (45%), compared 45-49 9.2 2.7 Inoaroeratlon 
to those charged with OWl (8%). 500rolder 9.0 2.4 None 29.1% 44.4% 

Median age 27yrs. 
Juvenfle only 1.1 3.8 

32 yrs. Adultonly 62.4 40.7 
The average age of those jailed for OWl 

Eduoatlon 
Both 7.4 11.1 

was higher than that of those jailed for 8th grade or less 19.9% 15.2% Number of times • other offenses. The median age of the Some high school 33.2 38.9 0 29.1% 44.4% 
OWl jail Inmates was 32, about 5 years High school graduate 32.4 33.2 1 24.1 21.7 
older than the median age of those in jail Some college or more 14.5 12.7 2 16.7 11.2 

30rmore 30.2 22.8 
for other crimes. Of those jailed for OWl, Median education 12 yrs. 12 yrs. 
about 47% had completed high school and 

Marlta! e!!llilil 
Probation or 

about 20% had completed 8 years or less Inoarceratlon 
Married 28.5% 18.0% None 13.9% 24.1% 

of aducatlon. Compared to 82% of Jail Widowed 1.8 .9 JUvenile only 1.3 8.1 
Inmates charged with offenses other than Divorced/separated 34.8 22.3 Adultonly 66.2 44.5 

OWl, about 70% of persons charged with 
Never married 34.9 58.8 Both 18.6 23.4 

OWl reported that they were not living with Employment Numberoftimes 
a spouse at the time of their arrest: An status at arreat 0 13.9% 24.1% 

Employed 78.1% 63.1% 1 16.2 20.9 
estimated 35% had never been married, FUll-time 69.2 51.5 2 16.8 16.5 
35% were divorced or separated, and Part-time 8.9 11.6 Sormore 53.1 38.6 

Unemployed 21.9% 36.9% 
about 2% were widowed. looking 11.0 22.5 Numberof 

Not looking 10.9 14.4 Jail Inmates 30,717 332,726 
At the time of the arrest, 78% of those Median annual Note: Excludes Inmates for whom data on prior charged with OWl were employed, com- Inoomeb $11,000 $6,750 sentences to probation or Incarceration Were 
pared to 63% of inmates charged with 

NumberofJalllnmates 348,927 
unknown. 

other offenses. The median annual 32,310 

Income of those who had been free for at Note: Excludes an estimated 320 Inmates for 
least 1 year prior to the OWl arrest was unknown race and Hispanic origin and an additional 

$11,000. The median annual Income for 1,056 Inmates far missing data on age. Data Were 
missing for 2.309 inmates on education, 1.890 

those Inmates charged with other offenses Inmates on marital status. and 1,911 Inmatos on 
was $6,750. employment status. 

• Includes Asians. Pacific Islanders, Amer,can 
~ldians. Alaska Natives, and other racial groups. 

InclUdes only those inmates who had bean Iree 
at least 1 full year prior (0 arrest 

• 
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About 52% of persons jailed for OWl had 
a previous OWl 00n';lction (table 5). These 
convicted OWl offenders were more likely 

e than other Inmates to have been previously 
convicted of the same crime (table 6). 
Among those In jail charged with robbery, 
22% had a prior robbery conviction with a 

period .spent drinking. Based on these 
responses, It was possible to convert the 
amount and type of beverage consumed 
to a pure alcohol equivalent (ethanol) to 
estimate total Intake. (See Methodology 
for conversions.) 

jall or prison sentence; among those jailed 
for assault, 17% had a previous assault 
conviction; among 'lhose charged with drug 
traffickIng, 14%; among those charged with 
burglary, 28%; and among those charged 
with larceny, 30% had a prior larceny 
conviction with a jail or prison sentence. 

Nearly half (45%) of those In jail for OWl 
had a criminal justice status at the time of 
their arrest: 

Total 100% 

No criminal justice status 55% 
Criminal justice status 45% 

Probation 33 
Parole 5 
BaiVpretrlal release 5 
Other release 3 

Alcohol consumptlor.1 

Convicted offenders were asked detailed 
questions about their consumption of 
alcoholic beverages prior to their arrest for 

Half of the convicted OWl offenders had 
consumed at least 6 ounces of ethanol 
(equivalent to the alcohol content of about 
12 beers) prior to arrest (table 7). About 
7% of the convicted offenders had con
sumed less than 2 ounces of ethanol; 34% 
had consumed between 2 and 5 ounces; 
30% between 5 and 11 ounces; and 29% 
reported consuming the equivalent of 11 or 
more ounces of ethanol. To consume 11 
ounces of ethanol would require drinking 
the equivalent of about 22 beers. 

• 

OWl. Each offender who reported drinking 
prior to arrest provided the types and 
amount of beverages consumed and the 

The median length of the drinking session 
prior to the arrest was 5 hours (table 8). 
Given the median consumption of 6 
ounces of alcohol, this amount of time 
would Imply a rate of consumption equiva
lent to about 2.4 beers per hour. The 
average, or mean, ethanol consumption 
was 8.1 ounces. and the average amount 
consumed escalated with the number of 
hours spent drinking. Those who were 
drinking for 1 hour or less had an average 
ethanol consumption of 2.2 ounces, 
compared to those who were drinking for 

• 

Table 5. N(lmber of prior OWl sentences to Jail or prison 
amol'ig Jallinmat.'as charged with OWl. 1989 

Number of prior OWl Percent of Inmates charged with DWI 
sentences to jaiVprison All Unconvlcted Convicted 

Total 100% 100 % 100% 

None 47.6% 56.0% 46.7% 
1 23.7 28.0 23.3 
2 12.7 8.0 13.2 
30rmore 15.9 8.0 16.11 

Numberof jaU inmateu 32,310 3.087 29,223 

Note: Percents may nat add to 100% because of rounding. 

Table 6. Number of prior sentences to Jail or prison for the same 
offense as the current charge. /alllnmates, 1989 

Prior sentences for Percent of inmatescurrentl:lchE'.I'gedwith: 
same as currentcharee Robber):: Assault Burelar~ Larcen):: Drue traffickina 

Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 100% 100 % 

None 78.3% 82.7% 72.1% 70.5% 86.3% 
1 15.7 13.4 17.0 15.4 11.6 
2 4.1 S.6 6.3 6.6 .8 
Sormore 2.0 .3 4.6 7.5 1.2 

Number of jail inmates 25,650 27,315 40,752 30,033 45,660 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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Drue E2ssessian 

100% 

79.4% 
12.1 
5.0 
3.6 

37,037 

art 

12 hours or more and consuming 16.4 
ounces. 

Most convicted OWl offenders reported 
drinking only beer prior to arrest: 

Percent of DWI offenders drinking 

Bearonl" 61% 
Wine only 2 
LIquor only 1 a 
More than one type 20 

Amounts consumed prior to arrest varied 
with the type of beverage. The median 
ethanol consumption for beer drinkers was 

Table 7. Alcohol consumption prior 
to arrest of Jail Inmates conVicted 
ofOW',1989 

Ounces of ethanol 
consumed 

Total 

Less than 1 ounce 
101.9 
2-2.9 
3·3.9 
4-4.9 
5-5.9 
6·6.9 
7-10.9 
11-14.9 
150rmore 

Median ounces of ethanol 

Numberof jail inmates 

Percent of jail Inmates 
convicted of DWI 

iOO% 

.9% 
6.0 

13.9 
10.4 
9.2 
3.3 

16.5 
10.6 
15.1 
14.2 

6.00zs . 

26,488 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because 
of rounding. Excludes an estimated 2,735 inmates 
Witil unknown data on drinking at the time of the 
offense, drinking during the previous year, or the 
amount of eJcoholic beverE!ges consumed. 

Table 8. Number of hours spent drinking 
and amount of ethanol consumed prior 
to arrest for OWl. for convicted 
Jail Inmates, 1989 

Percentol Average 
jail inmates ethanal 

Hours spont convicted consumption 
drinking ofDWI prior to arrest 

Total 100% 8.10zs. 

i hour or less 8.2% 2.2 
2-3 28.5 4.8 
4-5 20.2 6.5 
6-7 17.1 8.6 
8-9 9.8 13.1 
;0-11 2.8 10.9 
12 hours or more 13.3 16.4 

Madian 5 hrs. 6.00zs. 

Numberof jail inmates 26,508 

Nate: Percents may not add to 100% because 
of rounding. Excludes an estimated 2.715 inmates 
with unknown data on drinking at the time of the 
offense. drinking during the previous year. or the 
amount of alcoholic beverages consumed. 



5.0 ounces or the equivalent of about 10 
beers (table 9). Those drinking only liquor 
prior to arrest consumed a median quantity 
of ethanol of 8 ounces - approximately 
equal to 10 to 11 drinks - or nearly 60% 
more ethanol than those who drank only 
beer. Those who combined different bev
erages were estimated to have had an In
take of ethanol nearly two and a half times 
that of those who consumed beer only. 

Those Jail Inmates convicted of OWl who 
consumed greater quantltles of ethanol 
prior to arrest reported a grea:'ar frequancy 
of typical drinking sessions and more alco
hol consumed during those sessions {table 
10}. Some evidence Indicates that as the 
amount of ethanol consumed prior to arrest 
increased, tha percentage of those who 
described themselves as usually drinking 
dally also Increased. Among those offend
ers reporting consumption of 2 ounces or 
less of ethanol prior to arrest, 18% de
scribed themselves as dally drinkers. By 
contrast, among those who had consumed 
at least 10 ounces of ethanol prior to 
arrest, 45% reported dally drinking. 

Table 9. Type of alcoholic beverage and 
amount of ethanol consumed prior to 
arrest of Jail Inmates convicted of OWl, 
1989 

Percent of Inmates convicted 
of OWl who drank: 

Ounces of ethanol Beer Liquor More than 
consumed onl~ onl~ one!}:!!e 

Total 100 % 100 % 100 % 

Less than 1 oz. 1.0% 1.8% 0 
1-1.9 6.7 8.2 1.7 
2-2.9 16.4 12.2 3.2 
3-3.9 15.2 6.4 0 
4-4.9 9.7 11.4 6.S 
5-5.9 3.1 1.8 5.6 
6-6.9 25.2 1.8 3.5 
7-10.9 7.0 17.4 13.9 
11-14.9 12.5 9.6 29.7 
150rmore 3.2 29.5 35.8 

Median ounces of 
ethanol consumed 5.00ZG. 8.00zs. 13.50zs. 

Number of 
jail inmates 16,322 4,489 5,100 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of 
rounding. Excludes an estimated 576 Inmates 
serving time In jail who reported only drinking wine. 
Also excluded are an estimated 2,736 Inmates for 
whom Information on drinking was not reported. 

Sentencing and OWl 

Convicted offenders sentenced to jail are 
not representative of all persons who drive 
drunk or of those sentenced for OWl. 
Many first-time offenders may have driven 
drunk previously but managed to avoid 
arrest or conviction. Also, a number of 
OWl offenders are under probation 
supervision In the community or have 
received other sanctlons.s The most 

·On December 31,1989,37 States reported that 22.6% 
of the 1,831,432 adult offenders on probation had been 
convicted of OWl. If applied to the entire probation 
population of the 50 States and the District of Columbia 
(2,461,333 probationers), the estimated numbarofDWI 
offenders on probation would be more than 556,000-
an estimate that /5 perhaps 17 times the number of OWl 
offenders In local jells In 1989. See Correctional 
Populations in the United States, 1989, BJS Report, 
NCJ-130445, 1991, table 3.10. 

chronic OWl offenders may have been 
sentenced to State prisons rather than 
local Jails, 

Examination of the length of the Jail 
sentence Imposed for OWl may be useful 
since the Inmates are more likely to be the 
chronic and serious offenders for whom 
the effect of a prior record can be gauged. 

Of those with two or more prior sentences 
to Jail or prison for OWl, 3 out of every 4 
people received a sentence of 4 months or 
mora. The median jail sentence for flrst
time OWl offenders was i 15 days. For 
those with two or more prior sentences 
to Jail or prison for OWl, the median jail 
sentence was 181 days. 

Table 10. Usual drinking behavior of !alllnmllws:;:onvicted ot OWl, 
by amount of ethanol consumed prior to arrest, 1989 

Percent of convicted jail Inmates, by amount 
All of ethanol consumed E!r/or to arrest 

Frequency of convicted Lese than 2-4.9 5-9.9 100rmore 
usual drlnkln!! Inmates 20unces ounces ounces ounces 

Total 100 % 100% 100 % 100 % 100 % 

Dally 35.5% 18.2% 26.7% 40.4% 44.5% 
Once a weak 36.1 36.8 40.1 35.0 32.8 
Less than once a week 6.6 14.6 4.6 5.3 8.3 
Once a month 9.7 21.1 10.6 9.7 6.2 
Less than once per month 11.9 9.4 17.9 9.6 8.2 

Median ounces of ethanol 
consumed prior to arrest 6.00zs. 1.50ZG. 3.00zs. 6.00zs. 14.00z5. 

Numberof jail Inmates 26,021 1,807 8,687 7,610 7,916 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding. Excludes an estimated 3,202 Inmates 
with unknown data on drinking at the time of the offellse, drinking dUring the previous year, the 
frequency of their usual drinking sessions, or the amount of alcoholic beverages consumed. 

Table 11. Length of sentence Imposed on convicted OWl offenders, 
by number of prior OWl sentences to Jail or prison, 1989 

Percent of convicted OWl offenders 

Sentence len!!th AU 
Prior OWl sentences to lail or E!rlson 

None One Two or more 

Total 100 % 100% 100% 100 % 

30 days or less 13.6% 16.3% 20.4% 4.8% 
3i-90 23.1 31.7 20.4 12.6 
91-120 6.6 6.5 6.4 6.9 
121-240 27.8 20.1 28.3 38.5 
241-365 17.3 12.6 17.6 23.7 
More than 1 year 11.6 12.7 7.0 13.4 

Meannumberofdays 258 days 228 days 194 days 346 days 
Median numberofdays 180 115 134 181 

NUmber of jail Inmates 23,061 10,549 5,212 7,299 

Note: Percents may not add to 100% because of rounding. 
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Characterlatlcs of Jail Inmates charged with or convicted Profile of jail Inmates who reported being an alcoholic 
of DWI, by whether they reported being alcoholic, 1989 

Self-reQorted !:!tlor alcoholism: Compared to Inmates charged with or convicted of OWl who 
reported never having been an alcoholic, those who reported 
being an alcoholic had a more extensive history of prior sen
tences to Jail or prison for OWl (59% of alcoholics had prior 
sentences versus 44%) and a higher percentage with dally 
drinking (44% versus 26%). Convicted OWl offenders who 
reported being an alcoholic had consumed a median of 7.5 
ounces of ethanol prior to arrest, compared to 4.5 ounces 
consumed by those who had never been alcoholics. 

Yes 

Age 100 % 
17 -20 years .5 
21-24 5.2 
25-29 24.3 
30-34 29.3 
35-39 12.9 
40-44 10.7 
45-49 8.0 
500rolder 9.1 

Numberof prior 
DWI eentenollB 
to loll or prlaon 100 % 

None 40.6 
1 26.7 
2 13.1 
3 or more 19.7 

Frequency of 
usual drinking 100 % 

Dally 44.3 
Once a weak 26.3 
Less than once a week 7.4 
Once a month 11.3 
Less than once per month 10.6 

Ounolls of ethanol 
consumed prlorlo arrest- 100 % 

Less than 2 ounces 6.6 
2-4.9 23.0 
5-9.9 28.6 
100rmore 41.7 

Median ounces 01 ethanol 7.5 oz. 

Numberof Jail Inmates 16.332 

No 

100 % 
1.5 

14.6 
22.8 
24.2 
10.7 
7.5 
9.6 
9.3 

100 % 
55.4 
21.1 
11.9 
11.6 

100 % 
25.8 
42.9 
5.0 
9.2 

17.1 

100 % 
7.6 

45.4 
30.5 
16.4 

4.5 oz. 

14.552 

Alcohol treatment, by number of prior sentences to lall 
or prison among Jail Inmates charged with OWl, 1989 

Percent of Jail Inmates 
charged with OWl who: 

Number Ever Nevar 
olJai! received received 
Inmates treatment treatment 

All jail Inmates 16.173 80.2°1. 19.8% 

Number of prior 
OWl sentences 

None 6,626 76.8% 23.2% 
1 4.365 86.7 13.3 
2 2.132 84.3 15.7 
30rmore 3,050 75.6 24.4 

Note: Includes only those persons who admitted to being an alcoholic. 

Note: Excludes Inmates whose alcoholic status or frequency of their usual 

Over half (53%) of Inmates charged with or convicted of OWl 
categorized themselves as having been <'\Icoholics. Among 
those who classified themselves as having been an alcoholic, 
about 80% reported prior partiCipation In an alcohol treatment 
program. 

drinking bahavlorwas unknown. 
-Includes only in matas convicted oIOWI: 13.989 who reported having been 
an alcoholic &nd 11.744 who reported never having been an alcoholic. 

Of those Jallinmates convicted and 
sentenced for DWI, 42% (11,901) were 
given as part of their sentenc& a special 
condition or restriction other than Jail time, 
prison, parole, or probation. Half of these 
11,901 jail inmates were required to attend 
an alcohol treatment program. 

location of drinking 

About 4 out of 5 offenders convicted of 
OWl and serving time in Jail reported that 
they had been drinking with others prior 
to their arrest. 

Alone 
Athome 
Inavehlcle 
Other place 

17.2% 
5.8 
5.3 
6.1 

With others 82.8% 
Athome 7.8 
Ata friend's house 24.9 
Inavehlcle 9.2 
In a bar/tavern/Inn 32.3 
Other place 8.7 

Appendix: Estimating blood alcohol 
concentration (SAC) 

Blood alcohol concentration (BAC) refers 
to the number of grams of pure alcohol 
present in 100 milliliters of blood. The 
BAC of an Individual may be established 
by a variety of testing procedures Including 
chemical breath analysis, 'sallva testing, 
blood testing, urinalysis, or chemical 
analysis of tissue samples. 

Blood alcohol concentrations may be 
affected by numerous factors, Including 
physiological differences, food con
sumption, the amount of ethanol Ingested, 
and the time elapsed between drinking and 
testing. Several assumptions underlie the 
estimates of blood alcohol concentration 
presented here: 

1. An average rate of metabolism was 
assumed for the jail Inmates equivalent 
to the general population, though such 
rates are known to vary because of 
differences In physiology and alcohol 
tolerance. 

2. The self-reported body weight used In 
the calculations was assumed to be the 
correct weight for each inmate. 

• Those who drank with others were more 
likely to have been drinking in a 
barltavernJInn or a friend's house. 

Calculating the BAC levels of convicted 
DWI offenders In Jail Is useful for two 
reasons. First, estimating blood alcohol 
concentration serves as a validity check of 
the self-reported amounts consumed prior 
to arrest: whether such amounts seem 
reasonable or even physiologically possi
ble. Second, BAC provides a measure of 
Intoxication that can be compared to other 
groups of drivers for whom BAC is known 
- such as drinking drivers involved In 
fa.tal accidents. 

3. The rate of alcohol consumption was 
assumed to be stable over the drinking 
session prior to arrest. For example, If 6 
ounces of ethanol were consumed during 
a 5-hour drinking session, the formula 
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assumes that 1.2 ounces of ethanol were 
consumed per hour. 

State statutes often define two types of 
minimum BAC that constitute evidence of 
Intoxication - "Illegal per se" and 
"presumptive" levels. Presumptive levels 
of Intoxication are generally lower than 
Illegal per se levels and require a different 
burden of proof to convict an Individual of 
drunk driving. Across the States, Illegal 
per se blood alcohol levels cluster around 
0.10, but several States define It as low as 
0.08 and others as high as 0.15. 
Presumptive levels for DWI or DUI may 
range from 0.05 and up but also cluster at 
the 0.10 level. 

The President's Commission on Drunk 
Driving has recommended that a 
presumptive BAC of 0.08 be enacted by 
State legislatures (November 1983). A 

Appendlxtable1. Estimated mean blood 
alcohol concentration (SAC) at arrest 
of Jail Inmates convicted of OWl, 1989 

Age 
17-24years 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
500rmore 

Numberof prior 
DWlsentencos 
to Jail or prison 

None 
1 
2 
30rmore 

Number of hourtl spent 
drinking before arrest 

1 hour or less 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Beverage consumed 
prlorto arrest 

Beer 
Wine 
Liquor 
More than one type 

Estimated BAC 

0.20 
0.21 
0.20 
0.25 
0.21 
0.16 
0.24 

0.21 
0.23 
0.18 
0.21 

0.11 
0.16 
0.20 
0.23 
0.20 
0.23 
0.27 
0.32 

0.18 
0.17 
0.25 
0.32 

Number of jail In mates 29,223 

Note: Excludes an estimated 8,062 Jail inmates who 
were drinking at the time of the offense but did not 
report one or more of the following: anl0unt of 
ethanol consumed, the number of hours spent 
drinking prior to the arrest, or their weight. BAC Is 
estimated for those who reported drinking for up to 
8 hours before their arrest Because of too few 
cases, reliable estimates could not be obtained for 
those who reported drinking for more thar, 8 hours. 

BAC level above 0.05 Is dese;ribed as 
"driving While Impaired" by the National 
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism 
(NIAAA) Clearinghouse on Alcohol 
Information. 

The estimated BAC was highest among 
Inmates age 35 to 39 and those age 50 to 
64 (appendix table 1). BAC's did not vary 
greatly based on the number of prior DWI 
convictions. As with ethanol consumption, 
BAC's escalated with the number of hours 
spent drinking. The BAC Increased from 
0.11 for those who drank 1 hour or less to 
0.32 for those who drank for a hours. The 
BAC varied by the type of beverage con
sumed, although the highest BAC levels 
were found among those who drank 
combinations of beverages (0.32). 

Jail Inmates were estimated to have had a 
median BAC at the time of the DWI arrest 
of 0.19 and an average (mean) BAC of 
0.21 (appendix table 2). The distribution of 
BAC levels for DWI jail Inmates was similar 
to the BAC levels of drinking drivers 
Involved In fatal accidents in 1989, 
suggesting that the average degree of 
Intoxication of both groups was similar. 

Appendix table 2. Comparison of estimated 
blood alcohol concentration for fatal 
accident drivers In 1989 and convicted 
OWl offenders In locallalls, 1989 

Estimated BAC, 1989 
Drinking 
drivers In
volvadlnfatal Jail 
accidents' Inmates 

Mean 0.16 0.21 

75 tl1 percentile 0.22 0.34 
50th percentile (median) 0.16 0.19 
25 th percentile 0.11 0.09 

'Data were provided by Dr. Terry S. Zobeck of the 
Alcohol Epidemiologic Data System of the National 
Institute on Alcoholism and Alcohol Abuse. BAC test 
results were available for approximately 46% of 
27,803 drivers Involved in fatal accidents in 1989. 
Testing methods Included blood. breath, urine, 
saliva, and other types of analyses that varied from 
case to case. Note that these data cover drivers 
Involved In fatal accidents with measurable amounLS 
of alcohol In their blood, regardless of whether the 
drinking driver caused the accident or Intoxication 
contributed to the accident. 
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Formula for calculating BAC 
after multiple hours of drinkIng 
(Wid mark Formula) 

2LL 

The National Highway traffic Safety • 
Administration (NHTSA) has provided a 
formula for use in this stl!dy that permits 
an estimate of BAC to be made based 
upon the self-reported drinking behavior 
before arrest of the jail inmates. The 
methodology for estimating BAC was 
supplied by Dr. Alfred J. Fe.rlna, research 
psychologist, Research Division, NHTSA. 

BAC(h) .. (AI(r x p»/10] - (h x k) 

BAC(h) = Blood alcohol concentration 
at time h 

A = grams of ethanol consumed which 
Is equal to: 
[(liquid ounces ethanol) x (.82)]/.035 

r:: reduced body mass (.68 for males 
and .55 for females) 

p .. weight In kilograms which Is equal to: 
weight In pounds/2.2046 

h == hours drinking 

k =' estimated rate at which the body • 
metabolizes ethanol 
(.015 ounces per hour) 

Based on this formula, a male OWl 
offender who weighs 173 pounds (78.47 
kilograms) and who consumes 12 beers or 
about 6 ounces of ethanol (140.57 grams 
by weight) In 5 hours would have an 
estimated BAC of 0.19 when he finished 
drinking: 

BAC(h) = [(140.57/(.68 x 78.47»/10] - (5 x 
.015) 

= (2.63411 0) - (.075) 
=.263 - .075 
=.188 

• 



• 

• 

• 

-
AppendIx table 3. Estimating tho effect of age on CUI arrests, 1980 and 1989 

A B C D E F 
Difference 
between 

Numborof actual and 
licensed Expected Actual expected 

Numberof Arrest rato, drlve~s, number of number of numberof 
arrests, 1980 1980· 1989 arrests,1989c arrests,19S9 arrests, 1989d 

Total 1,424,735 981 165,518 1,549,430 1,734,909 185,479 

Age 
16-17 30,813 668 3,756 25,090 18,899 (6,191) 
18-20 183,201 1,757 9,010 158,306 144,800 (13,506) 
21-24 274,706 1,784 13,775 245,746 300,717 54,971 
25-29 255,034 1,347 20,569 277,064 384,402 107,338 
30-34 186,907 1,076 20,514 220,731 304,748 84,017 
35-39 136,456 996 18,560 184,858 208,378 23.520 
40-44 105,133 944 16.120 152,173 140,629 (11,544) 
45-49 84.356 837 12,584 105,328 91,189 (14,139) 
50·54. 69.216 686 10,259 70,377 57,215 (13.162) 
55·59 49,732 509 9,506 48,386 38,031 (10.355) 
60·64 27,559 335 9.313 31.199 24,389 (6,810) 
65 andolder 21,622 140 21.553 30.174 21,512 (8.662) 

aNumber of arrests per 100,000 IIcensad drivers In follows: (B/l00)xC=D. 
~ach age group. dThe difference betwaen actual and expected arrests 
Estimated In thousands. was calculated as follows: E·D=F. 

"The expected number of arresta was calculated as 

The effects of the changing age distri· occurred in 1980. However. during 1989. 
butlon of licensed drivers on the expected law enforcement agencies reported more 
number of DUI arrests can be estimated. than 1.7 million DUI arrests (column E). 
Had the rate of DUI arrests remained the The number of arrests in 1989 among 
same for each age group In 1989 com· those age 25 to 34 was higher than eX-
pared to 1980, more than 1.5 million pected, while arrests for those younger 
arrests In 1989 (column D) would have than 21 and 40 or older were lower than 
been expected, about 200,000 more than expected (column F). 

Appendix table 4. Number of arrests for CUI per 100,000 licensed drivers, 
by age and year of birth 

Numberofarresls [!er 1 00,000 licensed drivers of these ages 
Vear of birth 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

1958 1.068 2.521 4.072 5.850 7.689 9,581 11,707 
1959 1,288 2.766 4,545 6,492 8,461 10.653 12,918 
1960 1.344 2,967 4,832 6,958 9,310 11,710 13,920 
1961 1,486 3,288 5.319 7,822 10,327 12,627 14,912 
1962 1.586 3,455 5,789 8.325 10,708 13,004. 15,298 
1963 1,596 3,737 6,096 8,575 10,933 13,284 15,479 
1964 11787 3,873 6,082 8,490 10,910 13,112 15,367 
1965 1.623 3,596 5,713 8,197 10,453 12,750 14,896 
1966 1,526 3,374 5,494 7,760 10,107 12.222 
1967 1,428 3,314 5,195 7,606 9,803 
1968 1,532 3.157 5.083 7.369 
1969 1,340 3,064 4,880 
1970 1,435 3,067 
1971 1,347 

Bold face and underline denote the birth cohort with the highest rate for the specified age. 

DUI arrest rates for specific ages can be 15,479 arrests per 100,000 licensed 
compared across different years of birth. drivers, or 1 arrest for every 6.5 drivers. 
Persons born In 1958 who became 24 Those born in 1963 accumulated more 
years old in 1982 would have accumu- arrests by age 24 than either their prede-
lated an estimated 11,707 arrests per cessors or those born later. Persons 
100,000 licensed drivers between the born in 1963 became 21 years old at 
ages of 18 and 24 - about 1 arrest for about the same time that States began 
every 8.5 drivers. By comparison. those phasing In new. higher minimum-age 
born 5 years later who became 24 In laws for the purchase of alcoholic 

• 
1987, accumulated 32% more arrests - beverages. 

1------------1 
Note: See note, table 2. 
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Methodology 

A Jail Is defined as a confinement facility 
administered by a local government 
agency that holds persons detained 
pending adjudication and persons 
committed after adjudication, usually for 
sentences of a year or less. Convicted Jail 
Inmates are either awaiting sentencing, 
serving sentences to Jail confinement. 
awaiting transfer to a prison or serving a 
prison sentence In Jail by arrangement with 
prison authorities. Unconvlcted Inmates 
are those who have been unable to obtain 
pretrial release, those detained penalng 
trial, those on trial at the time the survey 
was being conducted. and those held for 
other governmental entities. 

The 1989 Survey of Inmates In Local Jails 
was conducted for the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics by the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census. Through personal Interviews 
during July, August, and September 1989, 
data were collected on Individual 
characteristics of jail inmates. current 
offenses and sentences, criminal histories, 
and prior alcohol use and treatment. 
Similar surveys of jail inmates were 
conducted In 1972, 1978, and 1983. 

Conversion formulas for ethanol 

The formulas used for calculating ounces 
of ethanol and blood alcohol concentration 
are described on page 8. In cases where 
extreme outliers or impossible responses 
were found, data were treated as missing. 

For the purposes of this report the 
following conversions were used: 

1 ounce of ethanol Is equal to-
.24 ounces of beer (4% alcohol content); 
OJ 7 ounces of wine (14% alcohol content); 
• 2 ounces of liquor (100 proof or 50% 
alcohol content). 

Mixed drinks were assumed to contain 
1.5 ounces of liquor. However, these 
conversions are approximations since 
some beer. wine, or liquor may have a 
different alcoholic content. 

Sample design 

Tile sample for the 1989 survey was 
selected from a universe of 3,312 jails 
enumerated in the 1988 National Jail 
Census. The sample design was a 
stratified two-stage selection. In the first 



stage six separate strata were formed 
based on the size of the male and female 
populations. In two strata ail Jails were 
selected; In the remaining four strata, a 
systematic sample of Jails was selected 
proportional to the size of each Jail. 
Overall, a total of 424 local Jails were 
seleoted. In the second stage, Interview
ers visited each sampled facility and 
systematically selected a sample of male 
and female Inmates using predetermined 
procedures. As a reSUlt, approximately 1 
of every 70 men were selected, and 
depending on the stratum, 1 of every 14, 
15, or 70 women were selected. A total of 
5,675 Interviews were completed, yielding 
an overall response rate of 92.3%. 

8ased on the comple1ed Interviews, 
estimates for the entire population were 
developed using weighting factors derived 
from the original probability of selection In 
the sample. These factors were adjusted 
for variable rates of nonresponse across 
strata and Inmate characteristics. Further 
adjustments were made to control the 
survey estimates to counts of Jail Inmates 
obtained from the 19BB National Jail Cen
sus and the 19B9 Sample Survel' of Jails. 

Accuracy of the estimates 

The accuracy of the estimates presented In 
this report depends on two types of errors: 
eampling and nonsampling. Sampling 
error Is variation that may occur by chance 
because a sample rather than a complete 

enumeration of the population WaS con
ducted. Nonsampllng error can be attri
buted to many sources, such as non
response, differences In the Interpretation 
of questions among Inmates, recall diffi
culties, and processing errors. In any 
survey the full extent of the nonsampling 
error Is never known. 

The sampling error, as measured by an 
estimated standard error, varies by the 
size of the estimate and the size of the 
base population. Estimates of the 
standard errors have been calculated for 
the 1989 survey of Jail Inmates, (see 
appendix table 5). These standard errors 
may be used to construct confidence 
intervals around percentages In this report. 
For example, the 95-percent confidence 
Interval around the percentage of convicted 
Jail Inmates In 1989 who had 2 or more 
prior OWl sentences to jail or prison Is 30.0 
plus or minus 1.96 times 2.9 (or 24.3% to 
35.7%). 

These standard errors may also be used 
to test the statistical significance of the 
difference between two sample statistics 
by pooling the standard error of the two 
sample estimates. For example, the stan
dard error of the difference In the percent
age of convIcted Jail Inmates In 1989 who 
reported they had 2 or more prior sen
tences to Jall or prison compared to those 
unconvlcted jail Inmates who reported they 
had 2 or more prior sentences to Jail or 
prison would be 6.4 (or the square root of 

Appendix table 5. Standard errors of the estimated percentages, all jail Inmates, 1989 

Baseofthe 
estimate Estimated eercentagas 
and year 980r2 950r5 900r10 800r20 700r30 50 

1,000 4.4 6.9 9.5 12.7 14.6 15.9 
5,000 2.0 3.1 4.3 5.7 6.5 7.1 
10,000 1.4 2.2 3.0 4.0 4.6 5.0 
25,000 0.9 1.4 1.9 2.5 2.9 3.2 

50,000 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.8 2.1 2.2 
1110,000 0.4 0.7 1.0 1.3 1.5 1.6 
21.)0,000 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.0 1.1 

295,553' 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 

Nota: The reliability of an estimalBd percentage depends on the size of the percentage and its base. 
Each standard error when multiplied by 1.96 provides a 95-percent confidence Interval around an 
estimated percentage. To calculate the standard error of the difference between two estimated 
percentages, take the square root of the sum of each squared standard error for the percentages 
being compared. 
'The total number of lallinmates In 1989. 

the sum of the squared standard errors In 
l3ach category). The 95-percent confl· 
dence Interval around the difference would 
be 1.96 tlmes 6.4% (or 12.5%). Since the 
observed difference of 14.0% (30.0% 
minus 16.0%) Is greater than 12.5%, the 
difference would be considered significant. 

Comparisons discussed In this report were 
determined to be statistically significant at 
the 95 percent confidence level. State
ments of comparison qualified by language 
such as "some evidence" or "slightly" 
Indicate statistical significance at the 90% 
level (1.6 standard errors). Because of the 
sample design, State, local, or other sub
national estimates cannot be made. 

Bureau of Justlcl:! Statistics Special 
Reports are written primarily by BJS 
staff. This Special Report was written 
by Robyn L. Cohen, under supervision 
of Allen J. Beck. Tracy L Snell and 
Darrel! K. GIlliard reviewed the statis
tics, and Rhonda Keith produced the 
graph. Tom Hester edited the report, 
and Betty Sherman and Jayne Pugh 
produced the report. Corrections 
statistics are prepared under the 
general direction of Lawrence A. 
Greenfeld. 
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