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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. THE PROBLEM 

One of the purposes of a correctional facility is to modify an 

offender's behavior so that he will be less likely to recidivate. Our 

correctional facilitie~ strive to achieve this objective, at least in 

part, by placing those individuals which it holds in its custody in an 

environment which will educate, persuade, and otherwise convince these 

individuals that ob,edience to the rules of society' is a normal and desir-
. . 

able mode of conduct. Lf, however, the offender is placed in an environment 

in which rule-breaking is extremely common, including infractions which, 

on the outside, constitute criminal offenses, then the ability of our 

correctional institut:i.ons to reduce the offender's criminalistic tendencies 

is accordingly seriously impaired. 

In the fourth qucnrter of 1975, the North Carolina Department of 

Correction managed 77 correctional facilities. In this report we shall 

be concerned with ten of these facilities, viz. 

Western Correctional Center 
Harnett Youth Center 
Polk Youth Center 
Sandhills Youth Cente.r 
Burke Youth Center 
Central Prison 
C~ledonia 
Odom 
Blanch 
North Carolina Correctional Center 

for Women 

In this report these ten major correctional facilities are referred to as 

the ten institutions. 

____________________ ~ _____ ~ __ , ________ ~_u ______________________ ~ __ 
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These institutions housed 4495 inmates. In that same q~arter these 

4495 inmates were responsible for 540 reported major violations of prison 

rules. On an annual basis this represents 2160 Disciplinary Reports; that 

is, somewhat less than one m~or violation for every two inmates. Althougb 

there is no way of knowing what a "normal" level of rule-br~aking would be, 

and therefore no way of appraising North Carolina's experience against 

some more or less objectiva standard, by conventional, non-institutional 

standards it seems intuitively obvious that one major violation for e~ery 

~wo inmates represents an undesirably large amount of rule-breaking within 

our prison system. 

Of the many rule violations occurring within North Carolina's prison 

institutions, possibly the violations of most concern to its officials 

are those involving assault. The existence of assault within prison in-

stitutions indicates that some inmates are unable or unwilling to resolve 

conflict in a soc:f,ally acceptable way. The existence of assault within an 

instit~tion affects not only the participants in the assaultive act, but 

contaminates the entire inmate population, reenforcing their criminalistic 

tendencies, and frustrating the institutions rehabilitative objectives. 

Furthermore, no matter what the offense that led to an individual's 

incarceration, once he is incarcerated he becomes, as it were, a ward of 

the state, and is entitled to the same protection fI."om criminal victimization 

as a non-incarcerated individual. Hence, the state acquires an obligation 

to minimize, so far as it is feasible to do so, the amount of criminal 

victimization which occurs within its correctional facilities. In view of 

these considerations, a high incidence of assault within our institutions 

would be a matter of deep concern to. the Department of Correction, for it 

would suggest the possibility that e large proportion of its inmate popula-

tion is being criminally victimized. 

'~----------------------------------------------------------------~-~-----
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B. GENERAL GOAL STATEMENT 
il 
i' 

This'(,project has four general, interrelated goa1$: (1) to estim~te 
/1 

the extent and nature of assault occurring within North Carolina's prfson 

il 
institutions~ (ii) to estimate the extent and nature of criminal victimi-

, ff 

II 
zation associated with assault within North Carolina's prison instijutiorts, 

(iii) to identify the immediate causes of assaults, and (iv) t,o ofder 
Ii 
II 

guidance to the Department of Correction in formulating new programs t-;ohose 
1/ , .. 

purpose would be to reduce assaultive behavior and criminal victJ.mization. 
,? 

C. SPECIFIC MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES 

Associated with the foregoing general goals are the follow£ng specific, 

measurable objectives. The first four objectives are essentia~;ly policy-

neutral. 

1. To produce a body of statistic~ data relating to assault occ~tring 

within the ten North Carolina prison institutions dur:f.ng the last 

quarter of 1975. More specifically, we provide estimates of thE! 

number of assaults which have occurred, and of the number of inmates 
il 

involved in these assaults. Estimates of the degree of seriousness' 

of the assault are also provided, as well as statist'lLcs concerning 

the physical circumstances surrounding the assaultive ev~nt (e.g. 

when and where the assault occurred), and the inmate's attitude toward 

violence. 

2. To produce a body of statistical data relating to criminal vict:i:miza-

tion occurring within the ten prison institutions. More specifically, 

we provide eatimates of the number of victimizations, the character 

of the victimization (sexual victimization, seriousness of victimiza-

tion, etc.). In addition we provide a statistical profile of the 

victim: his age, race, attitude toward Violence, and rel. ch~ract. 

1/ 

...I.~ 
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3. To determine the immediate, prison-related causes of assault within 

the ten institutions enumerated above. Because of our concern for 

imme,d~~t;.e causes, we shall focus on those explanatory variable;s that 

are most d~rectly related to assault, and that are most likely to be 
" 

helpful in develt>ping policies to reduce assaultive behavior within 

pristln. 

Our intention is (i) to develop a theoretical model of assault, a 

model which distinguishes between the ~ortunities for assault and 

the motivations for assault:; (11) to enumerate a SE~t of a priori 

plausible hypotheses concerning assault, which derive from the model; 

(~ii) within the constraints imposed by data limitations, to test 

these hypotheses by means of standard statistical analysis; (iv) to 

develop from the theoretical and statistical analysis a statement 

which specifies which variables are most likely to contribute to 

t assault. 

4. 1:0 evaluate the data collecting process associated with the Disciplinary 

Report and the Investigative Report as these relate to assault. 

5. To develop a policy-oriented overview of assault, victimization, and 

the circumstances surrounding these events within the prison system. 

This report shall not advocate specific policies. Rather, it shall 

identify broad policy categories so as to focus the attention of prison 

administrators on those specific areas which are likely to be productive 

in terms of policy innovation. 
," 

P. THE DATA BASE 

The empirical data used in this report are derived from three separate 

sources. These sources, and the nature of the data derived from them, are' 

described below. 
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1. Offenele ·Report Data 13ase 

All DC138 fQrms~enerated ,as·a result: of rule infractions occurring 

within the above enumerated ten institutions during the fourth quarter of 

1975 were examined,' For those DCl38 forms involving an assault, the related 

DC138A, DCl38B, DC138C forms, with accompanying Office Memoranda, were 

assembled. We define the O,ffenE..e Report Data Base as. the set of data which 

were compiled from the above documents. 

One ins,titution, Burke, reported no assaults for the fourth quarter. 

Hence, Burke often will not appear in our presentation of data for individual Ii 
;; 

institutions, hut it always s,ppears in the data referring to All Institutions, 

and to All Male Youth Institutions. 

2. Superintendent Data Base 

At each of the ten institutions, the superintendent t or his designated 

representative was interviewed by the project director. The intro¢ructory 

statement made at the beginning of the interview suggests the general 

nature of the questions posed to each superintendent: 

" :0 " 
The purpose of this interview is to obtain your 'Vie'tY's and 

f 
impressions concerning physical assaults by il[:inates against 

other inmates and custodial staff within your institution. 

I would like to ask you about the extent of such behavior, 
if 

the immediate precipitating causes of this behavior, ana 
what might be done, in a practical way, to reduce the amount 

of assaults'at this institution. 

We attempted to conduct the interview with a standard format, so as 
i, 

to obtain as uniform an interpretation of the questions as possible. At 

l\ 

.-:; 
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the time, the superintendent was encouraged to expand or elaborate upon, 

or otherwise comment on the specific questions posed to him, and to in-

troduce additional material which he deemed to be relevant to the interviEw. 

3. Inmate Data Base 

Approximately 300 observations are available, drawn from the North 

Carolina inmate population as of April/May, 1971. The observations were 

obtained by personal interview from cooperating inmates. 2 The observations 

were obtained from the following institutions: Caledonia, Odom, Cabarrus, 

Harnett, and Alexander. 

The sample was stratified by felon-misdemeanant, by race, by age, and 

by time served on present sentence. The questionnaire dealt in detail with 

the inmate's sociological aD.d criminal background, his experience within 

the prison environment, and his attutude toward the law, administrative 

regulation, the institution at large, and tQward his fellow inmates. 

If the sample does accurately represent the inmate population in mid-

1971, and if that population is roughly similar to the present population, 

then we would be justified itt using this data base to draw inferences con-

cerning the present population. Because of the statistical procedure which 

we sha.l1 use, it is not necessary t.hat the age, race, and seriousness of 

offense characteristics of the inmate population remain invariant. Our 

findings are not likely to be influenced by changes which may have occurred 

in these variables since mid-197l. 

We define the Inmate Data Base as the set of data available from this 

survey. 

2The description of sampling procedure indicated that the refusal rate 
was two percent. See Desillond Ellis and Bernard Gilman, "Causes and Conse­
quences of Aggressive Behavior in the North Carolina Correctional System, II 

(May, 1971), p. 23. (mimeo) 

J 
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CHAPTER 2 

EXTENT AND NATURE OF ASSAULT 

The purpose of this chapter is to define assault, and to provide a 

statistical and verbal description of the extent and nature of assault 

occurring within the ten prison institutions during the last quarter of 

1975. 

A. DEFINITION OF ASSAULT 

Generally speaking, assault is defined as an attack by one person on 

another. Included in the definition is both simple and aggravated assault. 

The latter may be defined as an attack by one or more persons upon another 

for the purpose of inflicting severe bodily injury, usually accompanied by 

the use of a weapon or other means likely to produce death or great bodily 

harm. Inmates who committed assault were charged with either a major or 

minor offense, depending on the nature of the assault, and on matters. in 

aggravation or in mitigation relating to the assault. For purposes of 

this project, a known assault occurred whenever aninruate was found guilty 

of a major rule infraction involving one or more of the Major Offense 

1 Sections 21-26 and 39-41, inclusive; or when an inmate was found guilty 

1 The offenses corresponding to the above Section numbers cireas follows: 

Section 

21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 

39 
40 
41 

Offense (abbreviated description) 

Seizing or holding a hostage 
Assault with a deadly weapon 
Assault with a blunt instrument 

Assault by stabbing 
Assault by cutting 
Assault with intent to commit a sexual act 

Assault by fighting (no weapon) 
Assault by throwing hot liquids 
Assault by use of firearms 
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of a minor rule infraction involving Minor Offense Section 10 (Disorderly 

Conduct). It was also required that the Offense and Disciplinary Report 

(DC138) data indicated that a simple o.r aggravated assault had, in (act, 

occurred. (In a few cases, an inmate was charged with more than one 

Section, but we have counted this as a single assault.) 

In this report we use the term known assault, or when the cpntext is 

clear, assault synonomous1y with a charze of assault filed, given that the 

inmate was found guilty. Obviously, not all the assaults occurri'ng in an 

institution result in a charge being filed against an inmate. Hence, the 

total number of assaults occurr.'ing in an institution will exceed the number 

of known assaults. Let us r~fer to the total number of assaults jas 

2 Estimated Total Assaults. 

In this report we distinguish between a~ assault and an incident. An 

incident was the assaultive event itself. It may involve more than one 

inmate charged and found guilty, and therefore more than one assault. For 

example, if an inmate attacks another inmate without provocation, there 

is one assault and one incident. If two inmates attack a third inmate 

without provocation, there are two assaults and one incident. 

B. ASSAULT: EXTENT AND NATURE 

1. The Extent of Assault 

Within the ten institutions duri.ng the last quarter of 1975,there 

were 126 known incidents of assault. These 126 :incidents resulted in 178 

charges of assault against the inmate population. Twenty-four of these 

178 assaults derive from minor rule infractions, 154 from major rule 

2 Refer to Table 2.3 for derivation of Estimated Total Assault rates. 
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infractions. The latter, in turn, represent 28 percent of all known major 

3 rule infractions. 

In the last quarter of 1975 t,hese ten institutions held 4495 inmates • 

Hence, in that quarter the known assault rate was 4.0 percent. The corre-

4 
sponding Estimated Total Assault: rate was 5.6 percent. If the fourth 

quarter data a~e typical, the a~,nual known assault rate was 16.0 percent, 

and the annual Estimated Total Assault rate was 22.4 percent. Ii 

, 

Are these rates "high" or il'low"? One interesting comparison is this: 

In recent years, the probabilit:y that a male of age 16-34, living in a 

la.rge city in the United States, would be assaulted during 
If 
l~ 

a twelve mont\~ 
5, 

period is roughly 6.8 percent. Thus, an inmate in one of our ten in-
,I ,", 

stitutions would seem to be subj ected to a risk of. assault which is 

Ii 
" 

approximately 2.3-3.3 times th~tof his non-institutional male counterpart. 

Table 2.1 shows the"distribution of inmates by number.of assaults 

committed during this quarter. We see that three inmates in a thousand 

were charged with more than onla assault, and that altogether 36.3 inmates 

per thousand were charged w~\th at least one assault. The group of inmates 

who have been charged with at least one assault will be referred to as the 

assaultive population. 

3 
Major rule infraction data are from North Carolina Department of 

Correction. Division of Prisons. Office of Research and Evaluation. Unit 
Evaluation System: Quarterly Report, 1975-4. [Hereafter referred to-aB 
DOC, Quart:erly Report.] '5 

4 
See Table 2.1 for the Estimated Total Assault rate data • 

5 fi Based on the National Crime Panel's victimization survey, ~;nvolving 
eighteet:l of ourlarger cities, including the five largest cities. See 
United States National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service 
(NCJISS) • Criminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation' sFive Largest 
Cities (1975), passim; and NCJISS. Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13 
American Cities (1975), passim. 

__ iiil:~ ________________ ~~_~ __ 
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TA~LE 2.1 

DISTRIBUTION OJ!' INMATES BY "NUl-lBER 
OF ASSAU.LTS COMMITTED 

Note: (a) Total number of assaults - 178 
(b) Total number of inmates E 4495 
(c) Inmates charged with assault 0: 

(d) Hence, the assault rate is 178/4495 = 4.0 percent 
and the assaultive population ratio is 163/4495" 3.4 percent 

.----------------" ~-'"."~.----------
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In Table 2.2 we show the distribution of incidents by the number of 

inmates involved in each assaultive incident. The first set of data in 

the table--columns (1) and (2)--shows total inmate involvement: those 

charged, those victimized, and those who got away. These data indicate 

that in the overwhelming proportion of incidents (82%) there were just two 

inmates involved in ,the incident. 
" 

In columns (3) and (4) w~ show the number of inmates involved per 

incident less those whom we consider to be victims. We see that, in most 

instances, either one or two inmates were involved, and that gang-type 

act~,on (more than two non-victim inmates involved in an incident) occurs 

relatively infrequently (3.2 percent of the time). 

Assault rates varied widely by institution, as TaBle 2.3 indicates. 

One institution reported no assaults during the quarter, while the highest 

reported assault rate was 7.4 per 100 inmates. Estimated Total Assault 

rates vary even more widely: their range being zero to 12.7 percent. The 

difference in ranges is attributable to very different non-reporting rates 

for ~~~flault: some institutions report almost all assaults, some report only 

50 percent. 

2. Seriousness of Assault 

For this report we distinguish three degrees of inJury resulting from 

assault. These are defined as follows: 

Ser.ious Injury - The injury required medical treatment--for example, 

hospitalization, sutures or other treatment necessita-

ting the services of an M.D. 

lillodet;ate Injury"'" The per!Son exhibited some physical trauma, and was given 

minor medical treatment within the institution--e.g. 

,first aid. 
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TABLE 2.2 

DISTRIBUTION OF INCIDENTS 
BY THE TOTAL NUMBER OF INMATES INVOLVED 

AND BY THE NUMBER OF INMATES 
WHO WERE OR COULD HAVE BEEN CHARGED WITH ASSAULT 

-r-

Total Inmate Involvement a 
Assaultive Inmate 

Incidents 

. . ...., b 
Involvement 

lncidents 

No. of Inmates Number Percentage No. of !'i.1mates Number Percentag~ 

(Total) 126 100.0 126 lQO.O 

1 9 7.1 1 72 57.1 
2 103 81.9 2 49 38.9 
3 9 7.1 :3 2 1.6 
4 2 1..5 4 1 0.8 
5 1 0,.8 5 1 0.8 
6 1 0,.8 6 0 0.0 

Unknown I 0.8 Unknown 1 0.8 

a All inmates referred to~ and actively involved, in an assaultive incident 
as determined from the Offense Report data base. 

bThe 178 inmates actually charged plus eight inmates referred to in the 
Offense Report data base who, in the opinion of the writer, would have 
been charged1£' prison officials had had sufficient information. 
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TABLF 2.3 

KNot.f!ll ASSAULT .RATES AND ESTINATED TOTAl, ASSAULT RATFS) TFN INSITUTIONS: 1975-IV 

---_. ------.--------------
Estimated Percent 

Charges of Inmate Known Assault of Assaults Not Estimated Total 
Institution Assault ___ Pop~lat ion ____ . Ratea ___ ~~ported Assaultsb 

d (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
All Institutions 178 4495 4. Oi: 297 251 

He-stern 27 5.33 5 .1:~ 50~{ 54 

Harnett 39 511 7.4% 25% 52 

Polk 28 502 5.6" 30% 40 

Sandhills 6 134 4. 5~; Ii' 6 

Burke 0 59 0'" /0 - 0% 0 

Central 45 1211 3.fl% 20% 56 

Caledonia 16 572 2.8% lO.~~ 18 

Odom 6 381 1.61'. l{}/~ 7 

BJanch 7 110 6.4?: 50X 14 

Women's Institution 4 482 .83% 5% 4 NCCCW 

aComputed as Column (3) - Column (1) .. Column (2) 
b . 

Computed as ColQrnrt (5) 

cComputed as Column (6) 
= Column (1) 

= Column (5) 

-' [I-Column (4)] rounded to the nearest whole number 

.- Column (2) 

dThe rates reported on this lin~ are weighted averages, with inmate population serving as weights. 

Sources: Column (1): 
Column (2): 
Column (4): 

,:?:"'-

Offense Report Date Base. 
DOC) Quarterly Report. 
Superintendent Data Base:. 

:.~-~, .'" 

~ 

.. .. -

Estimated Total 
Assault RateC 

(6) 
5. 6~r 

10.1% 

10.0% 

8.0% 

4.57 

07 

ll.5% 

3.2% 

2.07-

12.7" 

.871-

[.} 
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Hinor Inj ury .. No medical t:t'.eatment was provided, except fot' the ef fects 

6 of mace. 

An. incident may involve two or three degrees of injury. The highest 

degree of injury found in an incident determined whether that incident was 

classified as Serious, Hoderate or Minor. For the 119 incidents for which 

the degree of injury could be determined, approximately half of the inci-

cents involved only minor inj t.1ry, as Table 2.4 shows; and only 14 percent 

could be said to involve serious injury. 

The degree of seriousness of injury varied widely among institutions. 

This phenomenon may be explained in part by the small number of observations 

available for some institutions. We note that the distribution of injuries 

within larger institutions tended to parallel the averag~ e~per1ence of the 

ten institution system, but the distribution within small institutions did 

not. Obviously, this cannot be the whole explanation. We shall examine 

the potential effect of other factors later in this report; 

Another way of assessing the seriousness of assault is to ask whether 

or not a weapon was used in the assault. To this end, we have tabulated 

the 178 assaults by charge filed against the inmate. The distribution of 

charges indicates that in 76 percent of the assaults a weapon does not 

appear to have been used, as Table 2.5 shows. On an incident basis we get 

essentially the same d:f.stribution of non-weapon/weapon involvement • 
.1-'0 

In Tabl~ 2.6 we report the percentage of assaults and percentage of inci-

dents in which a weapon was used, by institution. One result. of interest is the 

~e have c!assif;j.ed an inmate who was maced as a Minor Injury, not a 
Moderate Injury, even though he might have received first aid as a result 
of being maced. We do this because our interest lies in the injury inflicted 
by inmates during the course of an assaultive incident. 
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TABLE 2.4 

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY DEGREE 

OF INJURY, TEN INSTITUTIONS: 1975-IV 

Number Percentage of Observations 
Institutiotl Ob~ervations Total Serious Hoderate 

All Institution~ l.l2. 100 14 33 

v1estern 22 100 9 23 

Harnett 24 100 4 29 

Polk 15 100 27 33 

SandhUls 5 100 a 80 

Central 32 100 16 34 

Caledonia 10 100 30 30 

adorn 5 100 20 20 

.Blanch 4 100 a 50 

NCCC~~ 2 100 a 50 

Source: affel\se Report Data Base 

() 

Minor 

53 

68 

67 

40 

20 

50 

40 

60 

50 

50 
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TABLE 2.5 

NUMBER OF ASSAULTS AND NUMBER OF 

INCIDI~NTS BY TYPE OF CHARGE 

---~. 

~-~ 

Assaults Incidents a 

Charge Number Percent Number Percent 

Total All Charges 178 100.0 126 100.0 

Total, No Weapon Reported 135 76 94 75 
1110 "24 13.5 
f!39 111 62.5 

Total, Weapon Involved 43 24 32 25 
{,!21 2" 1.1 
1122 20 11.2 
1t23 5 2.8 
f/24 7 3.9 

.. - fl2S 4 2.2 
1126 4b 2.2 
1}27 lC 0.6 

~ .. 
--
a An incident was said to involve a weapon if at least one inmate was charged 
with a weapons offense. 

b 
Associated with each charge was an additional charge for use of a weapon (f!22) , 
hence these particular sexual charges did involve a weapon. 

c Although the charge is for possession of a weapon, in this instance the inmate 
actua11y committed an assault with that weapon. 

Source: Offense Report Data Base 
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TABLE 2.6 
'.:) 

Nll1BER OF ASSAULTS AND NUMBER OF 

.. INCIDENTS INVOLVI~G A WEAPON, BY INSTITUTION . 
0 

'.:) 

X " 

Total 
Total Assault Number Incident Involving 
Number Involving WeaEo~ of Weapon 

Institution Of Assaults No. Percent Incidents No. Percent 

All Institutions 178 43 24 126 32 25 

Western ' 27 4 15 22 3 14 

Harnett 39 10 26 26 5 19 

Polk 28 7 25 17 4 24 

Sandhills 6 o~: ~)1 0 
5 0 0 

Central 45 13 33 12 36 )'c-, 29 ".- ,/ 
f 

Caledonia 16 6 /' 37 11 5 45 f ..... ~ 
Odom 6 2 il 33 5 2 40 

Blanch 7 1 14 5 1 20 

NCCCW 4 0 0 2 0 0 

Source: Offense Report Data Base 
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striking difference in percentage~ among institutions. The variation in 

percentages seems to be just as g'teat among institutions having a large 

number of observation~, as among those having a small number of observations • 

3. Sexual .,\Bsaul~ 

~ We posed the following questions to the superintendents of the ten 

.-

institutions: 

1. How many incidents of hc)mosexual rape or of other sexual assault 
do you recall as having been committed at this institution during 
the past three months? In responding to this question, I would 
like you to consider olnly those incidents in which one person 
was physically forced to participate in a sexual act. 

2. How many of these incidents do you recall as having occurred at 
this institution in the past year? 

We summarize the rel3ponses to these questions in the following 

tabulation. (See Appendix A for institutional detail.) 

Incidents of Sexual Assault 
Within Last 3 ~funths Within Last Year 

Institutions Population No. Rate No. Rate 

All tnstitutions 4495 9 0.20 30-31 0.67-0.69 

All Male Youth 1739 3 0.17 15-16 0.86-0.92 
All Male Adu1 t 2274 6 0.26 .15 0.66 

A.re those rates "high" or "low"? One interesting comparison is this: 

In recent years, the probability that a woman of age 12 or over, living in 

a large city in the United States, will be forcibly raped during a year is 

7 
bet~een 0.2 and 0.7 percent. Thus, an inmate in one of our ten institutions 

7NCJISS, 1 i oc. ct. 
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would seem to be subjected to approximately the same risk of being sexually 

assaulted as our non-institutional female population. 

/ 
.our Offense Report DataBase provid,es a measure of known ,sexual assau.;tt. 0 

fj 

In the survey quarter~ there was ope reported incident of sexual assault 

resulting in four inmates being charged with Offense #26. 

4. Locational Aspects of Assault 

Our Offender Report data~ tabulated below, indtc&te that the OVter-

whelming proportion of incidents occur inside ptison buildings; 
1/ 

Location of Incident 

Total, All Locations 

Inside Locations 
Segregation 
Normal Sleeping Quartelcs 
Recreation Areas 
Other 

At Work 

Outside Locations 
Recreation Areas 
Other 

ij 
;:: 

Incident .L-
Number Percent 

121 

97 
3 

70 
6 

18 

6 

18 
7 

11 

100 

80 

2-

15 

or the 121 incidents for which data were available; at least 80 percent 

8 
occur inside. In terms of function, the important area was the inmates 

sleeping quarters, ,,,here approximately 60% of the :pssau1tiveincidents 

occurred. The superintendent Data Base supports this finding: 7 of the 

10 superintendents interviewed cite cells and/or cell blocks as the principle 

location for assault. 

8 ' The true proportign exceeds 80% because some of the work-related in-
cidentsoccurred inside; 

,; 
l t 

.( 

(\r

o " 

i/ 
1;: 

\ h 

~ = d ~~ ______ ~ ____________________________ ~ __ ~~ ______________ ~ __ ~~~ __ /~f~~ 



. . 
: . 

.. 

14 

Some assaults occur in places which are not readily observable or 

supervised, such as stairways and closets, and areas which are supposed to 

be closed off from general usage. What percentage of assaults occur in 

such places? We are unable to provide a satisfactory answer to this question 

on the basis of our information concerning individual incidents. However, 

taking assaultive incidents as a whole, the Superintendent Data Base indi-

cates that in five institutions, relatively few incidents occurred in 

small, confined area.s, in one institution a moderate number occurred in such 

areas, and in three institutions a great many occurred--i.e., viewing the 

9 
nine :lrtstitutions as a whole, we find it impossible to provide a clear-cut 

answer to the question. 

Where was the custodial official at the time of the incident? The 

following tabulation indicates that, in about half of the cases, he was 

present when the incident began. In one-fourth of the cases, it appears 

that an incident followed its course without the presence of an officer. 

Location of Officer Initial Source 
With Respect to Incident No. Percent of Information No. Percent .,-

':._-

Total 120 100 Total 116 100 

Present when incident 
began 55 46 Visual 70 

Appeared while incident Sound 17 
Inmate 26 was in progress 32 27 
Other 3 

Not present during 
incident 33 27 

----------
Source: Offense Report Data Base 

90ne institution had so few assaults that the superintendent felt that 
no sitatement was warranted. . 

60 
15 
22 

3 
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The same tabulation shows that the initial source of information about the 

incident was usually direct sensory perception: 60 percent of the time the 

officer actually saw the :l.ncident in progress--TV accounted for none of these 

cases--and in another 15 percent of the cases, he heard the incident in 

J" progt-ess. 

In this section, we have presented data which relate to the ten-

institution system. Data for the individual institutions are presented in 

Appendix A. 

5. Time of Assault 

Do assaults tend to distribute themselves randomly over the course of 

a week, or do they tend to concentrate within certain days? Our Offense 

Report Data Base reveals a bimodal distribution: assaultive incidents were 

lowest on the weekend and highest on Monday, Thursday, and Friday. 

" .. Incidents 
Day of Week Number Percent 

Total, All Days 126 100 

Monday 21 17 

Tuesday 15 12 

Wednesday 17 13 

Thursday 20 16 
<~ 

Friday 26 21 

Saturday 14 11 

Sunday 13 10 

'---------~----""--------------~--'---~"'--~------~-------<----<-- <--<- -
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Our Superintendent Data Base confirms the existence of a Monday peak 

and high assault rates on Friday, but runs contrary to the Offense Report 

Data Base by sugg~sting that weekends were a time of high assault rates • 

Do assaults tend to distribute themselves randomly over the course 

of a day, or do they tend to concentrate within certain hours of the day? 

The superintendent data indicate that assault rates were lowest during the 

time that the inmate was supposed to be sleeping. These data. also !:ihow that 

assault rates were highest from the evening me,al hour to bedtime, and reached 

secondary peak immediately before and during the breakfast hour.l.O 

In this section, we have presented data relating to the ten-institution 

system. Data for the individual institutions are presented in Appendix A. 

6. Inmate Characteristics 

a. Sex Differences 

Our data support the common opinion that female assault rates are sub-

stantia1ly lower than male assault rates. Table 2.3' shows that the known 

and Estimated Total Assault rates for women during our survey period were 

respectively 0.83 and 0.87 per 100 inmates. The corresponding male rates 

were 3.9 and 5.6; i.e., male assault rates were five to six times greater 

11 than female assault rates. 

b. Race Difference 

The following tabulation indicates that white assault rates were sub-

stantially lower than non-white assault rates. The known assault rate for 

whites during our survey period was 3.3 per 100 white inmates. The non-white 

10 
We ~7.'e unable to use our Offense Report Data Base to answer this 

question r;ecause the DCl38A form (Investigation Report) does not explicitly 
request ~ne time of the assault, but rather, the time when the misconduct 
is reported. 

11 the difference in rates is statistically significant at the 0.001 
level cf significance. 
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rate was 4.4. Blacks accounted, approximately, for 96 percent of the non-

white population. Hence, the black assault Tate was also 4.4 percent. 

Number of Assault 
Race Assaults POEulation Rate~ 

,Total, All Races 178 4495 3.9 

White 63 1888 3.3 
Non""white 115 2607 4.4 

Black 111 2503 4.4 
Indian 4 104a 3.8 

a 
Based on the Indian/Non-White ratio for the total North Carolina felon prison 

. population. 

"-
This rate is 24 percent greater than the white rate, and is statistically'! 

significant at the ten percent level of significance, indicating that blacks 

within the ten-institution system tend to be more assaultive than whit"'.:: • 
./"' " 

/" (\ ~-. 
Although the Indian population's assault rate is also reported in hie taBu'; 

\~: 

lation, there are too few observations relating to this population to 

warrant comment. 

d. Custody Grade Difference 

Our Offense Report data, presented below, reveal no obvious relation 

between closeness of custody and assault rates. The range, excluding the 

12 
psychiatric grade, is fairly narrow compared to sex anc:i age differences: 

medium custody, including safekeeping, had the highest assault rate~ and 

minimum (,~ustody had the lowest. 

The foregoing data refer to our ten-institution system. Data for the 

indi,ridual institutions are prl;!sent in Appendix A. 
:i 

12 . 
The assault for the psychiatric grade is based on too fe~ observations 

to warrant comment. 

\l,.~ l 

._~ _ __ ·_~~ ____ ~ __ -"':_u_. ''''> 

" 
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Assault 
Po~ulati~~ Rate 

__ C_u_s~t..;..o..;..dY,,--G_r.:;..a..;..d_e ________ """""'i,_. ___ S ... ·i_z_e ______ ._~,..., __ -->J(pl:...e;;.;r;;..;c::.;e;;.:n:;;,;t;;.<)'--_ 

All Custody Grades 

Hinimum 
Medium 
Safekeeping 
Close 
MaxiT'ltiltl (inc. death penalty) 
Psy~t1iatric 

c. Age Difference 

4546 

1002 
2179 
264 
775 
317 

9 

3.9 

3.0 
4.2 
4.6 
3.5 
3.8 

11.1 

The following tabulation indicates that adult assault rates are sub-

stantially lower than youth assault rates. The known and Estimated Total 

Assault rates for male adults are, respectively, 3.1 and 4.1 per 100 adult 

inmates. The corresponding male youth rates were 5.7 and 8.8; i.e., rates 

for male youths were approximately twice the rates for male adults, indicating 

that youthful offenders tend to be more assaultive than adult offenders. 13 

(For details concerning the individual youth and adult institutions, see 

Table 2.3.) 

Number of Known Estimated 
Reported Assault Total 

Institution Assaults Rate Assault Rate 

a 
100 5.7 8.8 All Youth 

All Adulta 74 3.1 4.~ 

aFor method of derivation, see Ta.ble 2.3. 

13 
These differences are significant at the .001 level of significance. 

We present only male age differentials, becaUse we have too few observations 
relating to female offenders to warrant description. 

'-------------------------------------~--- ----
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Although youthful offenders tend to be more assaultive, the assaults 

which they commit tend .to be less seri.ous. This difference is reflected in 

our degree of injury data, as the follo\-ling tabulation shows • 

Degree of ~jury (Ee:tcent) 

Offender Total Serious Noderate Minor 

Youth 100 11 32 57 
Adult 100 18 34 48 

Our alternative index of seriousness, jnyolving the presence or absence of 

a weapon in an incident, also reflects more favorably on youthful offenders. 

The data show that youthful offenders are much less likely to use a weapon 

in an assaultive incident than an ad"ult offender. 

Has a Weapon Used in an Incident (Eercent) 

Of,fender 

Youth 
Adult 

Total 

100 
100 

Yes 

16 
37 

No 

84 
63 

One surprising, unanticipated finding is that youthful offenders are 

much more likely to commit an assault on a weekend (Saturday or Sunday) than 

an adult offender. The percentage of youthful incidents occurring on week-

14 ends is 26 percent, that of adults is only four percent. 
',1 

The higher assault rates for youthful offenders is also found when the 

population is stratified by race, as the following tabulation shows. 

14 See A~pendix A for institutional details. 
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~o of Youth Rates ~o Adult Rate~ (in percent) 

All Races White Non:.White Black 

1.84 1.59 1.95 1. 97 

Age does affect the propensity to assault; but~ as the data suggest, the. 

effect of age is more pronounced among non-whites • 
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CHAPTER III 

CAUSES OF ASSAUl,T 

This chapter is concerned with the immediate, precipitating causes of 

assault within the ten institutions. The results to be reported in this 

chapter are derived from all three data bases. In the following section, 

we examinE~ the evidence directly available from the Offense Report and 

Superintendent Data Base. 

A. CAUSES DIRECTLY CITED IN THE DOCUHENTS 

1. Offense Report Data Base 

We read all DC138 documents relating to our 126 incidents. We were 

able to determine the principal cause of assault in 96 of the incidents. 

The causes fall naturally into two major categories, one involving economic 

factors, the other involving what we have loosely defined as inmate inter-

action. The following tabulation shows that these two categories account 

for 94 percent of all rl'aspanse items, with the latter constituting a 

clear majority. 

Cause of Assault 

Total, All Causes 

Economic 
Gambling 
Debt and Other Honey 
Property 

Inmate Interac~ion 
Verbal Abuse 
Horseplay 
Revenge 
Sex 
Racial 
Peer Group Position 

Hental Illness 

Drug Related 

Number of 
As Principal 

Cause 
Ko. Percent 

96 

37 
"""4 
14 
19 

52 
26 

8 
8 
4 
3 
3 

7 

o 

100 

39 

54 

7 

o 

Times Cited 
As Princ.ipal (n: 
Secondary Caulse 
No. Percent 

131 

44 
"""4 
16 
24 

79 
3G 
10 
14 
10 

6 
3 

8 

o 

34 

6 

o 

I 
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2. SUEerintendent Data Base 

The following question was posed to the superintendents of the ten 

institutions: "What do you think are the most likely causes of assaults?1l 

1 We recorded all causes suggested by the nine superintendents. The 

actual causes mentioned, and the number of citations of each are reported 

below. (Obviously, the maximum number of times each cause can be cited is 

nine. ) 

~le have grouped our causes into general categories. The reader can 

see that prison enviroriillent is regarded by the supervisors as the dominant 

factor precipitating assault. Combined economic factors and inmate inter-

action are equally important, but separately they are distinctly of secondary 

nature. 

Cause of Assault 

Total, All Causes 

Economic 

Inmate Interaction 
Sex 
Race, Horseplay, Peer Pressure 

Prison Environment 
Lack of Supervision 
Inmate Idleness 
Overcrowding 

~Bet Type of Inmate 

))rugs 

I 
This question was not applicable to Burke. 

!.imes Cited 
No. Percent 

34 

6 

7 
"4 
3 

15 
4 

5 
6 

4 

100 

18 

21 

43 

12 

6 



23 

3. Reconciling the Two Data Bases 

The results of this tabulation are strikingly different from those 

derived from the Offense Report Data Base. For example, prison environment 

is not cited in the latter, but is the dominant cause in the f'ormer. The 

two sets of results are not necessarily contradictory, however. Due process 

requires that the disciplinary hearing confine ~tself to the specific 

circums.tances surrounding the assaultive event. The question posed to the 

superintendents pl'armits a broa.der view of the circumstances surrounding 

that event. Thus our two d\ta bases may reflect ~ssentially the same cause 

under two different categOri~s. For example, a condition of overcrowding 

in inmate living quarters (superintendent's cause) may lead to verbal abuse 

amO).1g the inmates (DC138 cause), thereby precipitating an assault. 

The fact that economic factors are accorded much more importancE~ in the 

first tabulation than in the second, warrants comment. Several explanations 

come to mind. First, it could be that superintendents really do underestimate 

the importance of economic factors. Second, the superintendents may actually 

believe that economic factors are an important excuse for fighting (a pre-

cipitating cause), but that the elimination of money and property within 

the institution would lead to the same amount of assault, but with a dif-

ferent ostensible cause. Finally, the superintendents may have deemphasized 

economic factors in favor of those factors which are more. susceptible to 

policy implementation. 

D. CAUSES INFERRED FROl>l THE QUAl~TITATIVE RECORD 

In this section we shall consider two general categories of causes 

which have immediate policy implications, viz. the effect of sanctions 

and of selected inmate characteristics. 
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1. Sanctions 

It is widely believed that the crime rate, including the assault rate, 

vary inversely with the probability of being sanctioned for an offense, 

and inversely with the severity of the sanction. We have reason to believe 

that these two components of the sanction variaoiealso op,erate tvithin the. 

ten institutions. 

The presumption is that the closer the degree of supervision of the 

inmate population, the greater the probability that an offender will be 

sanctioned for an assault, and, accordingly, the less likely it is that he 

2 will commit that assault. 

The superintendent data support this view by suggesting that assault 

rates vary with the quantity and quality of supervision. When asked the 

following question: "Do you think that an increase in supervisory personnel 

would lead to a significant reduction in assaults in this institution?" 

s ev/en of the nine superintendents responded, "Yes, definitely /1 and only 

one said that he doubted there would be much effect. When the supervisors 

were asked if assault could be reduced by reassigning personnel so that 

fewer manhours were devoted to non-superviso~y activity, their response was 

virtually identical to the preceding question. 

We do not mean to imply that all inmates respond to the likelihood of 

being punished. There is ample evidence that some would connnit assault 

even when it is absolutely certain that they would be sanctioned. Notice 

that 46 percent of known assaults took place within the presence of an officer. 

2 
One would expect the estimated Total Assault rate to vary inversely 

with the probability of being sanctioned. The known assault rate may not. 
On the one hand, an increase in supervision would tend to deter offenders 
and hence reduce the assault rate; but, on the other hand, an increase in 
supervision would imply that more assaults would be reported. 
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However, as long as a substantial subset of the inmate population does 

respond to the lik~lihood of being sanctioned, this variable could have a 

significant effect on the assault rate. 3 

The presumption that assault rates may vary inverf.~ely with the severity 

of sanctions is also supporteu{ alth011gh, again",t})iftevidence is fragmentary. 
1 ' 

A number of superintendents suggestetl el14t th~j/lnformal handling of a minor 

assault, with the threat of disciplinaty ~ction, if the inmate recidivates, 

is a very effective deterrence for some classes of inmates. Some super-

intendents indicated they would like to use this policy, but are afrai,d of 

the possibility of legal complications. 

Furthermore, some superintendents indicated that one of the most effec-

tive deterrents was the threat of reclassification. And, one supe~intendent 

argued that assault would be reduced if segregation were made less pleasant, 

as through the reintroduction of a monotonous diet. 

2. Inmate Characteristics 

In the preceding chapter we showed that male inmates are much mor~ 

assaultive ,than female inmates, and that blacks are probably more assaultive 

than whites. Although these two characteristics of the inmate population 

do not lend themselves to policy innovation, a few comments concerning the 

racial aspects of assault seem warranted. In the main, however, we shall 

confine ourselves to the age and psychological characteristics of the inmate. 

3, 
, The known assaultive population represents about four percent of the 

total inmate population. If half of these four percent do not respond to 
sanctions, we are left ~vith g maximum of ninety eight percent of the inmate 
population who may be responsive. '\ole simply do not know what the assault 
rate would be like if the probability of sanction were zeta, but surely 
that assault rate would be many times the existing rate. 

II, 
--~-----j\_--
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a. Racial Aspects of Assault 

" We coniine ourselves to one dimension of the race question, viz.. the 

relation of race to seriousness of assault. The following tabulation suggests 

that blacks are somewhat less likely than whites to use a weapon in an 

assault, but that. an assault by a black tends to result in greater injury. 

Neither difference, however, is statistically significant. 

Rac,e of 
Offender Was a WeaEon used Degree of Injurx 

Yes No Total Ser:t.'Jus a Hoderate Hinor Total 
; 

Blacks 19(25%) 57 (75%) 76 (lOOi;;) 9(12%) 28 (39:;;) 36(49%) 73(100%) 

White 10(29%) 25 (71%) 35(100%) 3(10%) 7 (23%) 20(67%) 30(100%) 

Hixed 3(20%) 12(80%) 15(100%) 3 (20i~) 5(33%) 7 (47%) 15(100%) 

'!':Otal 32 94 126 15 40 63 118 

aWe omit lOne incident involving an Indian committine a serious injury, which 
could be entered in row #1 of this column. The other three Indian offenders 
,.,ere invobred in multi-racial incidents, and therefore are included in the 
tabu~ation (in the row #3). 

b. Age 

There is st~ang support, both theoretical and empirical, for the 

hypothesis that agG is an important determinant ~f criminal behavior. 4 

Chapter 2 provided SOllie confirmation for tl:e hypothesis, by showing that 

adult institution's, on the average, had lower assault rates than youth 

4Edwin H. S.utherland and Donald R. Cressey. Criminology t 9th ed. (New 
York: Lippincott) 1974), l2l~l26. 



/ 
.. 27 (' " 

institutions. A breakdown of assault rates by more detailed age class~~s 

provides much stronger support for the hypothesis, as 1'.able 3~'1 indi.cates. 

The age-specific assault rate is highest for the youngest population, and 

declines strikingly as age increases. For e~ample, the assault rate among 

15-17 year aIds is 3.4 times that of the 38 ... 44 age group. (3.4 = 1.68/0.49). 

Using our age grouping, the population under 25 has a higher than average 

assault rate, those over 25 a less than average assault rate. 

How is the age-assault rate relation to be explained? Theory suggests 

three general categories of causes which are relevant to a prison environ~ 

ment: sanctions, economic opportunities, and maturation. 

(1) Sanctions 

With respect to the non-institutional population, youthful offenders 

are less likely to be sanctioned for an offense; and, if they are sanctioned, 

the degree of severity is less. Is the same true for our ten institutions? 
- .-./: 

The only concrete information wh:!.ch we have to offer is the fact that the 

proportion of assaults which are not reported is approximately 60 percent 

5 higher within youth institutions. This suggests that youths are less 

likely to b.e sanctionerl fol:' assault,aud, consequently, that part of the 

explanation for higher youthful assault rates is due to this difference in ; 

sanctions. 

We have not attempted to explor~ this issue any further, because the 

xouth-adult assault rate differentiql might be affected by a number of other 
"I ", 

variabl~&--e.g.) the degree of supervision and the extent to which unofficial 

sanctions are imposed. Until the analysis accounts for the effects of these 

other variables p it is not possible.; to infer that the assault rate differ-

entials are related to the probability of being sanctioned. 

5 From Table 2.3. 
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TABLE 3.1 

ASSAULT RATES, BY AGE 

- --, ---
Inmate Population (J~~~ 1976) Assaults Age-Specific . 

~ Age No. Percent No. Percent Assault Ratio 

(i")- -(2) (3) (4) (5) ;:; (4) . (2) 
" 

-, 

Total 4696 100.0 177 100.0 1.00 

15-17 410 8.7 26 14.7 1. 68 

18-21 1558 33.2 84 47.5 1.43 

22-25 880 18.7 38 21.5 1.15 

2{i-29 745 15.9 15 8.5 0.53 

30-33 375 8.0 8 4.5 0.57 

34-37 223 4.8 2 1.1 0.24 

38-44 219 4.7 4 2.3 0.49 
.....,.. 

45-51 161 3.4 0 0.0 0.00 

I 
..... 52.-64 112 2.4 0 0.0 0.00 

Over 64 13 0.3 0 0.0 0.00 

---- .-
Source: Offense Report Data Base j 

/ 
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Determinj,pg the relation between severity of sanctions and differences 

in assault rates by age is even more difficult. Extensive statistical 

analysis would be required, involving the isolation of such complicating 

variables as those cited above, and the nl;\ed to cope with large institutional 

and temporal variation in the severity variable. Such analysis (l?o~~YOnd 
the purview of this report. 

(2) Economic Opport unities 

». "I 
\\ 
'\ 

In the non-institutional population younger persons tend to have lower 

incomes. Hence the economic rey,ards from crime are relatively greater, and 

the economic losses from crime tend to be lower--loss of job through imprison-

ment, for example. It is thought that this combination of effepts tends to . 

produce a higher crime rate among youths. It may be that this combination 

of effects also operates within the prison population. Unfortunately, OUr 

data bases alloy, no assessment of the hypothesis that economic differentials 

are operative. 

(3) Haturation 

One theory presented as an explanation for the age-assault rate relation 
!f~· I 

is b;;lsed on the notion that persons who are strortg,vigorous, and aggre~sive 

are: more likely to commit crimes. And J jt :16 thought that these qualitles 

reach a maximum 1'h the middle or late teens', and decline progl;'esl~ively 
!/ 

thereafter. There is some evidence to support this contention w~th resp,ect 

to the inmate p6pulation. First, we note that age-specific assault rates 

do exhibit a general decline. Second, some superintendents have observed 

that, in contrast to the adult ~opulation, youthful assaults are more 
" 

spontanec{us, often show little appa'l:ent motiv'e, and are more frequently re-

solved by imposing a brief cooling off period on the irunate. Third, we 

observe that youthful of~enders commit fev.'er assaults y,ith weapons, and are 
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responsible for fewer assaults involving serious injury, whj.ch also supports 

the hypothesis that youths are motivated more by "animal spirits" than by 

deliberate, rational calculation • 

c. Inmate Attitude 

Inmates vary in their attitude toward violence. We would expect to 

find those inmates who approve of violence to be more violent themselves. 

Our inmate data base permits a test of the hypothesis that those who endorse 

violence are Inore assaultive. Approximately 300 inmates were given four 

hypothetical situations to consider. In each case, inmate Green, faced with 

a problem situation, assaults inmate Blue. The interviewee was asked w·hether 

6 he approved, disapproved, or was indifferent concerning Green's assault. 

Later in the interview, the inmate was asked if he had assaulted another 

inmate within the past five months. We have cross-tabulated the inmate's 

self-confessed history of assault with his attitude toward assault. The 

results are presented below. 7 

Did Inmate 
Commit Assault 

Yes 

No 

Total 

Yes 

173 (45~!) 

227 (32~O 

400 

Source! Inmate Data Base 

Was Green's Assault Justi~ 
Indifferent No Total ---

71 (19%) 140(36%) 384(100%) 

163 (23%) 322(45%) 712 (100%) 

234 462 1096 

6 See Appendix B for the particular questions posed to the inmates. 

7There are less than 1200 responses in the tabulation because some 
inmates did not respond to all four questions. 
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The hypothc;asis is confirmed: those who commit assault are nlUch more 

l 'k 1 ' 8 1 e y to approve of assault. For example, 45 percent of those ""ho committed 

assault approved of Green's behavior, ~.,hile only 32 percent of the non-

assaultive population approved of it. 

It is clear that the superintendents recognize the importance of the 

inmate's attitude as a factor in assaultive behavior. Their view is exprf;:ssed 

in a number of ways: 

(i) Three institutions say that assaults had increased in recent years 

because a larger proportion of the inmate population were hard-core cr1minal 

typElS. 

(ii) Some institutions say that their assault rates were relatively low 

beca~lse thej' had Ilhigher quality" inmates. 

(iii) Several institutions would like to isolate assaultive, or potenti.glly 

assaultive, inmates from the general population. 

(iv) One institution wants to segregate inmates by finer custody grade 

classes. 

(v) One institution wants a more careful classification of the inmate upon 

entry into the system. 

(vi) One institution wants to segregate potenti.al victims. 

Presumably J one function of classificatio~l by custody grade is to 

segrc;agate inmates w;~th respect to their potential for violence. In Chapter 

II liTe saw no patte'in to assault rates by custody grade. Such a t;'esuJ~t ,is 

not inconsistent with having more assaultive inmates in closer custody. 

Indeed, as we shall show in Chapter V , an optimal deployment of sup(~rvisory 

personnel would result in"equal assault rates across custody grades, 

8The difference is statistically significant at the .01 level. 

\ ~ I 
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However, supervision cannot be expected to fully control for the degree 

of injury associated with assault. One would expect the more assaultive 

inlllates to inflict more serious harm •. Our data confirm this. The percentage 

of assaults resulting in serious harm increases dramatically with closeness 

of custody. 

Custody 
Grade 

Serious 
Degree of Injury 

Noderate Hinor Total ---
------------------------------------------------------------------
Minimum 1( 5%) 6 (29%) 14(66%) 21 (100%) 

Hed ium (incl. 
Safekeeper) 9 (13%) 24(35%) 36(52%) 69(100%) 

Close 3(19%) 6(38%) 16 (100%) 

Haximum (;Lncl. 
Death Row) 3(zn) r: (46%) 

;) 
11(100%) 

Total 16 39 62 117 

C. HOTIVATIONAL VS. OPPORTLNITY FACTORS 

If we define an inmate's likelihood of committing assault (L) as 

L = f (Z), where Z represent.s a collection of environmental variables, then 

we can formally distinguish between motivation and opportunity as determi-

nants of assault. Any factor belonging to Z is then defined as an opportunity 

variable. Any factor causing a shift in the L function is defined as a 

motivation variable. 9 Thus, Z represents the external environment affecting 

9 If inmates i and j have identical Z vectors but different L values~ 
then we say the function has sh:l.fted, and we ascribe the shift to factors 
peculiar to the inmate himself. 
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the inmate, and the shift in the L function represents a change in the 

innlate's value system, or preference, or taste for assault; 1. e. it relates 

to factors internal to 'the inmate • 

The results developed in this chapter lead us to believe that both 

motivation and opportunity factors have contributed to assault. Among the 

motivation factors which we have examined in this chapter, certainly the 

age of the inmate, in so far as we were able to identify the motivatiollal 

10 effect (maturation process), must be regarded as very important. We 

have also shown that the inmate's attitude toward violence is an important 

motivating factor. 

Among the opportunity factbrs, we have seen that the possibility of 

economic gain, of inmate interaction, and of n lack of activity incline 

the inmate toward assaultive behavior, while the degree of supervision and 

the severity of sanctions tend to restrain assaultive behavior. 

From a policy point of view, it \V'Quld be desirable to measure the 

relative importance of the motivation and opportunity factors. unfortunately, 

the data do not permit any quantitative assessment of their relative. 

contribution to assault. 

lOWe have identified three components of the age 
and differential sanctions and economic opportunities. 
opportunity factors. 

variable: maturation, 
The latter two are 

,~, "0' 
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A. DEFINITIONS 

CHAPTER IV 

EXTENT AND CAUSES OF VICTIMIZATION 

: He define a IIpurz" victimization as an event in which, without 

provocation , one inmate or custodial official is physically assaulted 

by another inmate. And we define a pure victimization rate -- hereafter 

referred to asPVR -- as the ratio of the number of pure victimizations 

to the inmate population. This definition only asks if a victimization 

took place. It does not account for degrees of victimization -- e.g, 

the extent of physical injury to the victim, or the extent to which the 

inmate contributed to his own victimization through provocation. 

Furthermore, the definition excludes instances of theft, fraud, robbery, 

~nd extortion -- 1. e., cri.mes against the person or against his property 

~vhich do not i..,volve actual physical aggression against that person. 

Hence, our definition is rather restrictive. Ideally, we would have 

preferred a definition of victimization which included these other 

crimes, and which recognized that victimization is a continuous 

variable, but data limitations precluded our adopting a wider definition. 

Data limitations also prevent the development of a uniform empirical 

measure of "pure" victimization. In this report, we shall use a variety 

of measures of victimization, dictated by the exigencies of our data bases. 

Although these measures of victimization are empirically different, they 

have, as their common basis, the fact that a person was physically assaulted. 

; These measures are defined as follo~vs~ 

LIi:I ___ IiI. __ I:IIlIl .. !III!II!!IIIIIilIllllliIMUIBlllI�Ri�_IIIM ______ WA __ m ___________________ ._ ..... _ ... __ 
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1. Superintendent ~ Base 

The best way to define the victimization measure which is based 

upon our superintendent data is to present, verbatim, the question posed 

to each of the ten institutions: 

In some assaults it would be fair to say that there 
is no victim. For example, inmate Green might call 
inmate Brown a homosexual, and thereby precipitate a 
fight between Green and Brown, a fight which results, 
at most, in minor bruises to one or both parties. 
In this instance, it would be hard to say that 
either Green or Brown was victimized. 

But there are other cases in which it is obvious that 
one inmate has been victimized. For example, Green 
might assault Brown w'ithout the slightest provocation, 
or because he wants to rob Brown. In this case Brown 
has been victimized. 

Let us focus on these genuine cases of victimization, 
cases in which one inmate is assaulted,and in which 
the assault was unprovoked, undeserved, unjust, 
unfair, and so forth; so that we can truthfully say 
that the inmate was a victim: he ended up on the 
short end of the stick. (In this question we refer 
only to crimes against the person, not to crimes 
against property.) 

We expected this measure of victimization to provide us with a 

subjective estimate of the PVR. We have reason to believe, however, 

that some superintendent's interpreted the definition much more 

broadly; and that, as a result, the superintendent estimate is upward 

biased. l 

lWe discuss this bias belmv. 
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3. Inmate Data Base ..;..:;.;=.;;:...;;..----
In April/May, 1971, the following two questions were posed to 

the inmates belonging to the Inmate Data Base • 

"Since January 1, 1971, have other inmates done any of these 

things to you? 

1. Hit you with :In object (broom handle f lead pipe, knife, etc.) 

2. Hit you or roughed you up, using only head, fists, legs, etc." 

A response of yes to either #1, #2, or both questions provides a measure 

hereafter referred to as gross inmate victimization. 

This measure of the victimization rate will tend to overstate the PVR 

because it does not account for the fact that the inIJlate may have provoked 

the incident, or may have been equally responsible for the incident, 

In April/May, 1971, the inmate was also asked the following two 

questions: 

"Since January 1, 1971 have YO'l done any of these things to another 

inmate? 

3. Hit him with an object (broom handle, lead pipe, knife, etc.) 

4. Hit him or roughed him up using only head, fists, legs, etc. 

A response of yes to either #1, #2, or both, and a response of no to both 

#3 and #4 provides a measure hereafter referred to as net inmate 

victimization. Thus a net victim is an inma.te who alleges that he 'vas 

assaulted, and also alleges that he, himself, committed no assault during 

the survey period. We believe that this estimate is also upward biased, 

because we cannot assess the degree to which the inmate was responsible 

for provoking the assault. 
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2. Offense Report Data Base 

The basic approach to this measure of victimization is as follows: 

we determine the total number of inmates involved in an assaultive 

incident (A), the total number of inmates charged with an assault in 

that incident (B), and, in gang-type incidents, the total number of 

inmates not charged, but who are actively aggressivein.that incident 

(C), as determined by our reading of the Offense Report documents. 

The number of victims (V) in an incident then becomes V = A-B-C. 

A typical example of a victim is this: Two inmates are involved in a 

fight, and one is charged with assault. We define the other inmate 

as the victim. 

This measure of the victimization rate will overstate the PVR 

("pure" victimization rate) because some of the inmates whom 'tom define 

as victims actually provoked the assault e.g. through verbal abuse, 

racial slurs, etc. -- and some might have been equally guilty of assault 

but might not have been charged because of insufficient evj.dence .in 

our judgment, based on a reading of the Offense Report documents, in 

approximately 70-80 percent of the cases of victimization,~s we define 

it with respect to this data base, the victim contributed in one way or 

another to his Victimization. Bence, the PVR would tend to be much lower 

than the reported rate. 

On the other hand, this measure o{"victimiza.tion will tend to understate 

the PVR bec~mse it is based on knmm, rather than Estimated Total, as'saultive 

incidents. We shall al:'gue below that the net effect of these two biases 

will be to overstate the PVR. 
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B. EXTENT OF VICTIMIZATION 

1. ,victimization Ra~ 

We have generated four estimates of victimization. Two of these 

are based on the ten institutions during the last quarter of 1975, and 

two on the inmate survey. The range of victimization rates obtained from 

these sources are, respectively, 1. 7 .. 10.6 and 5.8 - 19,4, as the 

following tabulation shows. 

POEulation Victimization 
Data Base Base Number Rate/3 months ----

Offense Report 4495 76 1.7 
Superintendent 4495 154-478 3.4-10.6 
Inmate 

net victim, 303 29 5.8 
gross victim. 303 98 19.4 

We believe this wide variation in victimization rates is largely 

due to differences in definition of victimization. As we argued above, 

none of the estimates is a measure of the PVR. In our judgment, the 

Offense Report Data Base comes closest to this estimate, We have seen 

that all estimates permit some persons to be counted as victims who 

provoked the assault. The Offense Report Data Base provides an estimate 

of the proportion of victims who provoked their victimization. This 

proportion, together with the Offense Report victimization rate, allows 

us to establish, as our best guess, an uPEer bound value of 0,6 percent for 

thePVR.
2 

That is, ~ believe that the pure victimization rate is no 

20ur estimate is based on the following argument. First, we reason 
that an assault involving a victim would be regarded by a custodial official 
as being at least as important as an assault in which both parties share 

[footnote 2 continued on next page] 
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greater than six inmates per thousand per three month period, 2.E. an 

annual rate of 2.4 percent. 

The other victimization rates are still useful, however. We suggest 

that victimization, defined simply to mean that a person is assaulted, 

is functionally related to the degree to which he, himself, contributed 

to the assault. The relation might be depicted as follows: 

Victimization 
Rate 

------------------------------------~ 
Degree of Culpability 

,: ~, 

some responsibility, and, accordingly t that the offi~ial would l\e at least 
as likely to report an assa.ult involving a victim. This being so, the 
following relation would hold 

V
R 

V
T 

(1) ~ ~ A.r ' 

where A and V represent the number of assaults and victimizations, respectively, 
and Rand T represent reported and actual values. 
From Table 2.3 we know that 

(2) ~ = (1 - .29)~, whence 

(3) V
T 

.::. 1. 4lV
R

• 

If the ratio of known pure victimizations to known victimizations is .2 - .3, 
as we stated above, and if this ratio also holds for actual victimization, then 
the actual number of pure victimization (PV) would be, on the average, 

(4) PV = .25 V
T 

.::. (.25) (1.41)V
R 

= • 35V
R

• 

If we divide both sides of Equation (4) by the inmate population, we obtain a 
relation involving the pure victimization rate (PVR) and Offense Report victimization 
rate 

(5) PVR .::. .35 (1. 7) = 0.60. 

Q.E.D. 

I 
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We suggest that the d~fferehces in victimization rates reported 

in the above tabulation are due to differences in the degree to which 

the inmate contributed to his own victimization. For example, the net 

inmate victimization rate of 5.8 percent takes no account of the victim's 

own culpability. The Qffense Report data accounts for this factor~ 

but only to the extent that he was, himself, not convicted of an offense. 

Hence, the latter data base should provide a lower victimization rate; 

which, of course, it does. 

We also suspect that the superintendent data reflect varying degrees 

of inw~te culpability. Despite our effort to obtain a PVR estimate from 

the superintendents, we believe some superintendents gave us victimization 

rates which included victimizations in which. the inmate was partially 

3 contributory to the assault. 

In effect, therefore, these data permit the reader to choose among 

a broad range of victimization rates, depending on the degree to which he 

would allow the victim to contribute to his own victimization, 

2. .!2Jstributional Aspects of Victimization 

Our Qffense Report Data permit us to describe the distribution of 

inmates by tlJ!tlher of tim~s the inmate was victimized during our survey 

period. The data, shown below, indicate that 71 inmates were victimized, 

five of them twice, and none more than twice, 

3This is particularly evident from the extreme variation in 
estimates acrosS institutions and within institutions. See Table 3-1. 

4~~.I~ ................ ma ........ ..w~~".==="''' ______ ~ ______________ ~ __ =-__ A ______________ __ 
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Number of Times 
Victimized 

a 
1 
2 

More than 2 
Total 

Inmates 
Number Perc7nt 

4424 
66 
5 
a 

4495 

98,42 
1.47 

.11 

.00 
100,00 
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For the ten institutions, we are able to present two sets of 

estimates of the victimization rate, These appear in Table 4,1. The 

Offense Report data indicate a range of victimization rates from zero 

(for two institutions) to 2,7 per 100 inmates per three month period. 

The Superintendent data indicate a higher average 1.eve1 and a much greater 

range of victimization (0 to 52.8 per 100 inmates). As we indicated 

earlier, we believe that the differences in overall level, in rates 

among institutions, and in rates within some institutions -- notably 

Harnett and Polk -- can be attributed to differences in definition of 

victimization. Notice that,when a uniform definition of victimization 

is used, as with the Offense Report data, the range of variation among 

institutions is much less pronounced. 

C. DEGREE OF SERIOUSNESS OF VICTIMIZATION 

For the 118 incidents for 't'7hich the degree of injury could be 

determined, the Offense Report Data base indicates that victims and 

now-victims were subjected to approximately the same risk of being 

seriously injurecl (14 percent vs, 13 percent, as the following tabulation 

shows). On the other hand, a victim was somewhat more likely to be moderately 

injured (37 percent vs. 29 percent). 

'-_______ ....:Jt.i;.4t·_"-__ . _______________ ~ ___ _ 
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I Institution 

t 
All Institutions 

Western 

Harnett 

Polk 

Sandhi11s 

Burke 

Central 

Caledonia 

Odom 

Blanch 

NCCC\v 

!.:' 

.~/ 

TABLE 4.1 

.. 
" 

= '.. '. 

VICTIMIZATION, SUPERINTENDENT AND OFFENSE REPORT DATA BASES: 
TEN INSTITUTIONS~ 1975-IV 

Superintendent Data Base Offense ReEort Data Ba~e 

Number Rate (%) Number Rate (%) 

154-478 3.4 - 10.6 76 1.7 

45-54 8.4 - 10.1 13 2.4 

9-270 1.8 - 52.8 17 2.3 

75-120 14.1 - 22.9 10 2.0 

3 2.2 4. 2.0 

0 0 0 0 

3 0.2 19 1.6 

1 0.2 6 1.0 

6-12 1.6 - 3.1 4 1.0 

12-15 10.9 - 13.6 3 2.7 

~ 0 0 0 O· 

~. 

'" 

~ 
f-a 
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Did Incident 
.\ 

Degree of Injury 
Involve a 

Serious Moderate Minor Total 
.", Victim 

Yes 10(14%) 26(37%) 35(49%) 71(100%) 

No 6(13%) 14(29%) 28(58%) 48(100%) 

Total 16 40 63 119 

We shall not discuss sexual vict:ionization in this seotion. The 

number of inoidents of sexual assault and number of sexual victimizations 

are identical, and the former has already been described in Chapter II 

(pp. 12-13). 

D. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

1. ~ Differences 

Our Offense Report data show that whites are utuch more likely to 

be victimized than blacks. During the three month period, approximately 

2.2 percent of the white inmate population was victimized. The 

corresponding victimization rate for the black population was 1.2 percent 

or 45 percent lower. The Inmate Data Base yields a ne~ white inmate 

victimization rate of 12 percent, and a black rate of 7.5 percent. The 

corresponding gross inmate victimization rates are 41 and 26 percent, 

respectively. 

2. Age Differences 

The following table, based on the Offense Report, Data Base, shows 

that adult victimization rates are much lower than youth rates, Indeed~ 

the data reveal a very strong inverse relation between age and victimization. 

Inmates 25 years of age and younger are subjected to highe~ than average 
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rates of victimization; tho$e over 25, are subjected to substantially 

lower than average rates. 

Total, m 
Ages 

15-17 

18-21 

22-25 

26-29 

30-33 

34-37 

38-44 

45-51 

52-64 

Over 64 

a Column (3) 

bUndefined, 

TABLE 4.2 
AGE-SI'ECIFIC VICTIMIZATION RATES: 

TEN INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV 

Inmate 
Population 

(Percent) 

(1) 

100.0 

8.7 

33.2 

18.7 

15.9 

8.0 

4.8 

4.7 

3.4 

2.4 

0.3 

Victimizations 
(Per~ent of 

total) 

(2) 

100.0 

17 .8 

46.6 

20.6 

6.8 

1.4 

1.4 

4.1 

1.4 

0.0 

0.0 

of this table + column (5) of Table 

since the denominator equals zero. 

3.1. 

Victimization 
Ratio 

(Perc.ent) 

(3) = (2) 7-

100 

204 

140 

110 

43 

17 

29 

88 

40 

0 

0 

(1) 

Victimization/ 
Assault 
Ratioa 

(Percent) 

(4) 

100 

121 

98 

96 

81 

30 

121 

182 

b 

"----------------------------------~----------.---.. ~ .. -- -
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,p. Differences by Custody Grade 

In order to estimate victim':f.zation rates by custody grade, one 

needs to know the custody grade of the victim. We do not have these 

data. Accordingly, we present data relating victimization to the 

custody grade of the offender. Thus, our data measure the offender's 

propensity to victimize, rather than the inmate's risk of being ·victimized. 

If the victim and the offender are always of the same grade, the 

victimization rate and propensity to victimize 'V'ould be identical. Our 

Offense Report data indicate that nine of the 126 incidents (seven percent) 

involve offenders from two custody levels, which suggests that offenders 

do victimize across custody levels. However, since seven percent is a 

small proportion, we believe that the data presented in Table 4.3 dQ 

provide an approximate estimate of victimization rates by custody grade • 

These data reveal no obvious relation between closeness of custody 
4 

and victimization. The range is fairly narrow compared to sex, race, 

and age differences: minimum custody had the lowest victimization rate (1.3 

percent) while maximum custody had the highest (1.9 percent), 

E. VICTIMIZATION OF CUSTODIAL OFFICIALS 

There we,(:e twelve staff victimizations in the survey period. By 

institution, these break down as follows: five in Central -- four of 

which involved rnefttal-patiel."lts -- four in Hestern, and one each in Odom, 

Caledonia and Ha~n,ett: .•• · 'Deriving a staff victimization rate is difficult. 

---4-;~~re wer~ 11.Q. feulale victimizations reported, hence we have not 
considered sex explicitly in this chapter. 

I! 
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Did Incident 
Involve 
Victim 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Victim/ 
Population Ratio 

Percent of 
Incidents 
Involving Victim 

TABLE 4,3 

VICTIMIZAT~ON BY CUSTODY GRADE 
'\\ 

Custody Grade 

Minimum Medium 
(incl. Safekeep) 

8 30 

13 44 

21 74 

.013 .018 

62 59 

45 

Close Maximum 

5 

12 

17 

.015 

71 

(incl. Death 
Row) 

5 

6 

11 

.019 

55 

Tota.1 

48 

75 

123 

.017 

61 

---' ,,': ... , -----------------------------------
Source: Offense Report Data Base. 

The rate should measure the degree of risk which the staff experiences. 

Ideally, this rate should be based on the number of assaults per manhour 

of inmate contact. There were 1543 staff members in the ten institutions 

in 1975 - IV. If we can assume that these persons spent, on the average, 

70 percent of their time in contact with the inmate population, then 

the twelve assaults produce a victimization rate of 1.1 percent. This 

means that a staff ,member spending all his shift time in contact with 

inmates has a 1.1 percent chance of being victimized in a three-month 

period. This rate is almost twice the pure victimization rate (PVR) 

experienced by inmates. 
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Another way of viewing staff victimization rates is to consider 

the risk of victimization in the event of an assaultive incident. The 

following tabulation shows that an officer was victimized in one out of ten 

incidents. If we consider only those incidents in which an officer was 

Incidents 

Type of Victimization Number Percent 

Total, All Types 126 100.0 

No staff victimization 114 90.5 

Staff was direct 
victim 9 7.1 

~\. 

Staff was third-party 
vicdma 3 2.4 

a Staff ~ember was assaulted while trying to deal with an assaultive 
incident involving two inmates. 

Source: Offense Report Data Base 

present during the assault, the rate is thirteen percent, 

F. CAUSES OF VICTIMIZATION 

This section is concerned with the innnediate, precipitating causes 

of victimization within the ten institutions. Underlying the analysis is 

the requirement that we distinguish between assault and other (assault-

specific) factors as determinants of victimization. We turn to this task 

first. 

!k 
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1. Jhe Victimizaticn/Assault Relation 

Analytically, the relation between the vlctimization rate (V/P) and 

the assault rate (A/P) can be expressed as 

v V 
- =-
P A 

A 
P , 

where V, A, and P represent the number of victimization~ number of assaults, 

and the population, respectively. That is, the victimization rate can 

be decomposed into two effects: the assault effect (A/P) and the assault-

specific effect (V/A). The former expresses the relation between assault 

and victimization, the latter the relation of the victimization rate to the 

number of victimizations, holding the assault rate constant. 

Let us now empirically e-::~iilit:e the relation between the victimization 

rate (V/P) and the assault rate (A/P). A victimization cannot occur 

without an assault, but an assault can occur without a victimization. Hence, 

one would expect to find a positive correlation between victimization and 

assault, but not necessarily a very close correlation. Our Offense Report 

data permit an estimate of the relation. We computed the rank correlation 

between the ten institutional victimization rates reported in Table 4.1, 

column (4) and the corresponding assault rates of Table 2.3, column (3). 

The coefficient equals 0.92, which indicates that the. rates V /p and A/P 
5 

have a high degree of covariation, with assault rates .tending to be 3 1/3 

times higher. One might also say that variations in assault rates (A/P) 

provide most of the explanation for variations in victimization rates (V/P). 

Since assaults and victimizations are such closely related phenomena, 

the same motivation and opportunity factors that precipitate assault can be 

5This is statistically significan'~ at the .01 level. 

iIIIiIIaI .... _______ I!IIIIIIllIIIIP _____________ • _____ ·~ _. -
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assumed to precipitate victimization. The reader may therefore refer 

to the results which we presented in the preceding chapter for an 

approximate explanatj.on for the (dominant) Aip effect on victimization. 

In this chapter we shall concentrate our attention on the vip 

effect; i.e. we shall fix our attention on those factors which produce 

victimization rates which are disproportionate to their corresponding 

assault rates. 

1. Causes Directly Cited in the Offense Report Data Base 

We read all DC138 documents relating to our 126 incidents. We were 

able to determine the immediate, precipitating causes relating to 96 

of these incidents. Furthermore, we were able to distinguish between those 

incidents involving a victim and those not involving a victim. Table 4.4 

shows the distribution of causes by type of incident. 

One result of interest is that economic factors seem to be an important 

contributor to victimization. Assaults involving inmate interaction 

account for more victimizations than assaults ittvolving economic factors 

(28 V8. 24 victimizations). However, this is due to the fact that, in 

general, there are more assaults deriving from inmate interaction than from 

economic factors, (54 vs. 39 assaults), (This is the AlP effect.) Actually, 

economic factors are very important as a contribut.:r to victimization. 

For example, while economic factors account for only 43 percent of Victimizations, 

and inmate interaction for 50 percent, it is also true that an incident 

precipitated by economic factors is much more likely to produce a victim 

than an incident precipitated by inmate interaction (24/37 = 65% vs. 

28/52 = 54%). Indeed, verbal abuse and horseplay, two important components 

of inmate interaction, are much less likely to produce a victim than any 

------------- ---~~-------
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Cause of Assault 

Total, All Causes 

Economic 
Gambling 
Debt & Other 
Money 
Property 

TABLE 4.4 

DISTRIBUTION OF CAUSES OF ASSAULT BY 
PRINCIPAL AND SECONDARY CAUSE AND BY 

PRESENCE OF A VICTIM 

49 

Number of Times Cited 
As Principal Cause As Principal 

or Secondary Cause 

Victim No Victim Total Victim No Victim 

56 .iQ. i§. 76. 51 

24(65%) 13(35%) :fl (100%16 (65%) 14(35%) 

3 1 3 1 

10 4 12 4 
11 8 11 9 

Inmate Interaction 28 (54%) 24(46%) 52(100%46(58%) 33 (42%) 
Verbal Abuse 12 14 18 18 
Horseplay 4 4 4 6 
Revenge 5 3 10 4 
Sex 3 1 8 2 
Race 2 1 4 2 
Peer Group 
Position 2 1 2 1 

Mental Illness 4 3 7 4 i 
14- 1• 

other factor in the table (16/34 = 47%). 

Thus, looking at the details of the table, we see that victimizir,g 

inmates are more likely to be motivated by money, sex, and revenge than 

by other factors. 

2. Causes Inferred from the Quantitative Record 

In this section we shall consider the two general categories of 

Total 

127 

40(100%) 

79(100%) 

8 

causes which were dealt with in Chapter III, viz. the effect of sanctions 
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and of selected inmate characteristics. 

a. Sanctions 

In Chapter III we argued that the assault rate varied inversely 

with the probability of being sanctioned and with the severity of the sanction • 

Hence, we may infer that the victimization rate also varies inversely with 

the sanctions variable. We do have some fragmentary. but direct evidence 

to support this inference. 

The probability of being sanctioned should vary directly.with the degree 

of supervision. Is there a relation between the degree 9f supervision and 

the likelihood of victimization? The question can be answered from 

several different points of view, First, we observe from the following 

Offense Report data that a disproportionately large number of victimizations 

occur when an officer was not present during the assault, 

I 
it 

In 79 percent of /1 
f i 

. ri ,I 
Did 

Incident 
Involve Victim 

Presence 
Present t.fuen 

Incident Began 

of Officer With Respect to Incidenti 
Appeare~ While Not Tot~ 

Incident in Progress Present 1/ 
" 

No 

Yes 

Total 

23(49%) 

32 (43%) 

55(46%) 

14(30%) 

18(25%) 

32(27%) 

10(21%) 47(100%) 

23(32%) 73(100%) 

the victimless incidents an officer was present sometime during th~as:s&ult; 

" while, with respect to victimizing incidents, an officer was only present 68 

percent of the time. There are two possible interpretations for this 

difference. First, an officer on the scene has more information about the 

assault, and may be less likely to dec.lare one of the parties to the assault 

to be a victim. Secdrtd, an incident involving a victim is more likely to 

be premeditated, to take cognizance of the risk of detection, and, therefore, 
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to occur dutside the presence of an officer. 
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Furth~~1," evidence to support the hypothesis that victimization and 

the degree of supervision are related is given by the following tabulation • 

In 11 percent of the victimless incidents, an inmate was the "source of the 

Did Incident 
Involve Victim 

No 

Yes 

Total 

Visual 

31(67%) 

39(56%) 

70(60%) 

Initial Source of Information 
Sound Inmate Other 

8(17%) 

9(13%) 

17(15%) 

5 (ll%) 

21 (30%) 

26 (22%) 

2 (4%) 

1 (1%) 

3 (3%) 

Total 

46(100%) 

70(100%) 

116(100%) 

information concerning the assault; whereas, in victimizing incidents, an 

inmate was the source of information 30 percent of the time • 

Thus, the evidence is consistent with the hypothesis that more 

supervision reduces victimization: both because it reduces assault, 

the Alp effect -- and also because victimizers seem particularly sensitive 

to the risk of being sanctioned -- the ViA effect. 1ve cannot be certain 

of the latter conclusion, however, because it is possible that observed 

assault, compared to assault known indirectly, as through inmate testimony, 

may be less likely to lead to an inmate being defined as a victim. Our 

oWn intuitive impression is that this definitional bias cannot be large 

enough to account for the observed difference; which is to say that we 

believe that victimizers are more sensitive to the risk of being punished 

than other assaultive inmates. 
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b. Inmate Characteristics 

(1) Race 

Race has two important victimization effects. rhe dominant fact 

is that the race of the victim and the assailant tend to .be the same, 

as the following tabulation shows. In 61 percent of the Offense Report 

incidents involving a victim, both victim and assailant are of the,',same 

race. The other 39 percent of the incidents -- the multiracial incidents 

show that blacks are more likely to assault whites than whites are to 

assault blacks;.i.e., the data show that race is less of a barrier to 

black victimizers than to white victimizers. 

Race of Race of Offender 
Victim White Nonwhite Total , , 

White 18(78%) 23(47%) 41 

Nonwhite 5 (22%) 26 (53Yo) 31 

Total 23(100%) 49 (100%) 

Since whites tend to have lower assault rates the Alp effect tends 

to produce lower white victimization rates compared to black rates, but 

the assault-specific effect (VIA) -- in this case, the racial cross-over 

effect, blacks assaulting whites -- produces the higher white victimization 

rate. 

(2) Age 

Age-specific victimization rates roughly parallel age-specific 

assault rates -- that is, there is a strong, positive Alp effect. Generally 

speaking, assault and victimization both decline with an increase in age. 
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The ViA effect: :ls not AO regular, however. We have recorded the ViA 

effect tn Tabtl.;; 4.2) colum..'1 (4), above. Ther.ein we observe disproportionately 

high v;tctimiz.ation rates :f~tr the 15..,.17 age group and for those in the over-

33 age group. 

The reason for the disproportionately high victim/assault rate for 

the older group is due to the fact that older persons are less prone to 

horseplay and verbal abuse, or, at least, are less likely to respond in 

an assaultive way to these provocating factors. Hence, the mix of causes 

precipitating an assault changez w1-th age. Accc,rdingly, a larger proportion 

of assailltive incidents will b~ pcovokcd by fa('.tors that tend to produce a 

victim, i.e., monay, sex, and revenge become relatively more important 

amQfig the causes producing assault in the over-33 age group. Thus, the 

older inniate stands less chance of being victimized because assault rates 

are much lower, but this effect is somewhat offset by changes in the motive 

for assault withi:a his age group. We are less sure of the explanation 

for the di$proportionately high victim/assault rate for the 15-17 year 

age group,. Our best guess is that there is greater variation in factors 

such as physical size which provide a larger proportion of "easy marks" 

within this age group for the assaultive inmate. 6 Thus the 15-17 year 

old $tands more of a chance of being victimized because assault rates -~ 

th~ AlP effect -- are higher in his age group and also because of a positive 

VIA effect f 

~he "easy mark" hypothesis could also be used to explain the higher 
victim/assault rate within the over-33 age group. 
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One would expect that, on the average, the victim would be weaker. 

than his assailant. A derivative inference might be that the victim 

tends to be younger (or older!) than his assailant. Our Offense Report 

data permit a comparison of the age of the victim with that of his 

assailant. In 34 percent of the cases the victim was younger than his 

assailant, in 40 percent of the cases he was older. (In the remaining 

26 percent of the cases, they were of the same age.) Thus, on the average, 

the victim does tend to be older than his assailant, but the difference 

in proportions is too small to support the hypothesis that, in general, 

the victim is older than his assailant. 

(3) Inmate Attitude 

We have argued in Chapter III that assault i.a related to inmate 

attitude. We now wish to consider the relation between victimization and 

inmate attitude. It seems reasonable to suppose that a pure victim, 

in the sense defined in the intl:oduction to this chapter, would be a person 

who is not aggressive, and who I:schews violence and the instruments of 

violence. As we begin to admit increasing degrees of culpability into 

the definition of a victim, we would expect our victim to be less opposed to 

violence and the use of the instruments of violence, In the following 

section, we develop a statistical model which permits a test of the relation 

between victimization and inmate attitude. 

(a) The Statistical Model 

The Inmate Dat~ Base can be used to relate net and gross inmate 

victimization, as defined in the introduction to this chapter ,co to two direct 

measures of inmate attitude toward violence, three indirect measures of 
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attitude, and the age of the victim. Specifically, we propose to estimate 

a linear relation of the following form: 

Vi = bO + bl JUST + b2 FORCE + b3 GUN + b4 Vj + bS CUST 

+ b
6 

AGE + II , 

where i = 1,2,3,4, j = 2,4, and 

VI = Net inmate victim. VI = I if inmate was assaulted but did not 

commit assault. Otherwise VI = 0 

V2 = Gross ~nmate victim. V
2 

= 1 if inmate was assaulted. Othe~ise V
2 

= O. 

V3 = Net inmate offender. V3 ::; 1 if inmate assaulted another inmate, but 

was not himself the victim of assault. Otherwise V3 ::; O. 

V4 = Gross inmate offender. V4 = 1 if inmate assaulted another inmate. 

Otherwise V4 = o. 

JUST = Is inmate assault justified? Based on response to four problem 

situations described in Appendix C. Yes = 2, 

Indifferent::; 1, No = 0, for each problem situation. Thus, 0 < 

JUST < 8. 

FORCE = Should an inmate use force if he needs something badly? Yes = 1, 

No = O. 

GD~ ::; Does the inmate possess a weapon? Yes::; 1, No = 0, 

C'i:1ST ::; Inmate custody grade. Maximum = 4, Close = 3, Medium = 2, Minimum = 1. 

Ag,e ;:: Age of inmate in years. 

II = A random, normalized error term. 
The questions relevant to our model, and used to derive our data, are 

found in Appendix B. 

(b) The Statistical Results 

~ The above linear relation was estimated, u.sing a multiple regression 

procedure. The b coefficients which we'have estimated, using our four 

dependent variabl~ (Vi)' are presented below in Table 4.4, 

~'.' ------------------------~ 
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TABLE 4.4 

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR VICTIMIZATION 
, /INMATE ATTITUDE RELATION 

(Absolute t values in parentheses)a 

Dependent Independent Variable 
Equation Variable JUST FORCE GUN V4 V2 CUST 

(1) V2 -.00 .03 .20 -.05 -.02 .14 
(.08) (.42) (3.03) (1. 74) (5.32)" 

(2) V2 -.01 .03 .02 ,47 -.04 -.01 .32 
(.77) (.44) (.34) (8.90) (1.71) (3.57) 

(3) VI -.00 .10 -.07 -.00 -.01 .03 
(,26) (1.97) (1.58) ( .16) (2.04) 

(4 , .02 .01 
11\ 

-.01 .20 V
4 .38 ,,01 

(1.33) ( .on (5 .89 ) '\ (.47) (4.45) . 
\) /; 'iJ 

(5 ) V4 .O~ - .01 .29 .45 ;/ .01 -.01 .37 
(1.53 ) (14 ) (4 .97 ) (8.90) ( .36) (2.15) 

(6 ) V3 ·01 .e8 .11 .03 -.00 .07 
(1.71)(1.36) (2.36 ) (1.67) ( ,53) 

at values in excess of 1.64, 1.96, and 2.58 provide statistically 
significant values at the ten, five, and one percent levels of significance, 
respectively, on the assumption. that the usual requirements for multiple 
regression hold -- in particular, that the error term is a random, normal 
variable with zero expectation. "0 
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Equations (1) and (2) suggest that the attitude toward violence 

of gross victims -- defined simply as those who have been assaulted 

is no different than the attitude of non-victims. The coefficients of 

JUST and FORCE are both close to zero. On the other hand, Equations (4) and 

(5) offer some evidence that gross offenders -- defined simply as those 

who have committed assault -- are more likely to justify the use of 

violence than non-offenders. However, they, too, do not appear to be more 

w.illing to use force to achieve their ends. 

The relation between possession of a weapon and victimization is more 

clear-cut. Gross victims seem more likelY to possess a weapon -- Equation (1) 

-- but when account is taken of their own assaultive history, as in Equation 

(2), we obtain the more plausible result that a victim is no more likely 

to possess a weapon than a non-victim. On the other hand, as we would 

expect, gross offenders are definitely more likely to possess a weapon, 

whether or not one allows for the fact that the offender was himself 

victimized. 

Our analysis led us to believe that an inmate's own assaultive history 

contributes to the likelihood that he will become a victim. Equation (2) 

confirms this expectation by showing that the most important variable 

in explaining victimization is the fact that the ~rictim w'as, himself, an 

assailant. Notice, also, that the addition of this variable to the 

model considerably increases its explanatory power (R2 increases from 

0.14 to 0.;32). 

We showed that one minimizes the overall victimization rate 

and assault rate by deploying one's staff across custody grades so 

as to equalize these two rates. If staff were, in fact, optimally deployed, 

the coefficient of custody grade with respect to victimization and assault 
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would be expected to be close to zero. Our assaul~ equations have such 

coefficients, our victimization equations do not. The implication of" 

these results is that staff are optimally distributed with respect to 

assault, but may be relatively overrepresented in the closer custody 

grades with respect to deterring victimization. 

Finally, the age coefficients are negative, as we expected, Both 

victimization and assault are less likely to occur with older inmates. 

The foregoing results pertain to gross victimization (and gross 

offense). Ideally, we would wish to provide the corresponding results 

for net victimization (and net offense). Unfortunately, our data grossly 

violate the conditions necessary for performing a mUltiple regression 

7 
analysis. Nevertheless, for the sake of completeness, we report the 

results for these two variables in Equations (3) and (6), The results 

tend to support the findings of the other equations, except for the 

peculiar, rather contradictory results with respect to FORCE and GUN 

in Equation (3) -- results which we are at a loss to explain. 

7 
The dependent variables in these regressions are dichotomous. The 

closer their mean value is to zero or one, the further the expected value 
of the error term will depart from zero; and, accordingly, the greater will 
be the bias in the estimates of the coefficients and their t values. The 
mean value of net victimization is 0.09, which is, subjectively speaking1 

quite far from the ideal of 0.5. 
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CHAPTER V 

POLICY DISCUSSION, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. POLICY DISCll~SION 

1. Demographic Reorganization 

The results presented in this report suggest the need to reconsider the 

present organization of the inmate population. At the present time, this 

population is organized, or structured, with respect to several character-

istics--sex, age, and potential for violence come readily to mind. One 

reason for this organization i~1 to maintain an appropriate level ofi control 

over inmate contact. In the f()l1owing sections we shall indicate why we 

believe there is a need to reconsider the present demographic structure . 

We hasten to add, however, that we shall not advocate any particular demo-

graphic restructuring. Our function is to suggest potentially fruitful 

areas for policy innovation, not to engage in advocacy. 

a. CU$tody Grade 

Presum~bly, one function of classifying inmates by custody grade is 

to segregate them by their propensity to commit assault. If, indeed, 

custody grade dO,es segregate by the assaultive nature of the inmate, and 

if the objective is to minimize the overall assault rate, then supervisory 

manpower should be distributed across custody grades so as to produce equal 

assault rates within each grade. The formal proof for this contention is as 

follows. 

If A is the total number of assaults committed, and c. is the number 
~ 

'of manhours of supervision for custody grade i, then the assault relation can 

be written as 

> •• -,', 
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Let there be a fixed number of manhours available for supervision, K; i.e. 

k 
(2) K = l: 

i=l 
c· . 
~ 

Combining Equations (1) and (2) we obtain 

k 
(3) A = F(c1 , c2, ... , c

k
) - A(l:c

i 
- K), 

v1here A is a Lagrangian multiplier. 

Assault is minimized with respect to manhour inputs when 

60 

Consider the special case in which Equation (1) takes the log linear form 

This equation implies that a one percent increase in custody grade supervision c. 
~ 

produces a constant percentage decrease in assault (=~.). If Equati~n (5) 
~ 

correctly describes the assault-supervision relation, then it can be shown 

that 

(6)Ofi =A (i=1,2, ... ,k). 
<Sci ci 

Equation (6) implies that assault rates are minimized when manhours are so 

distributed that assault rates are equal across custody grades. 

Since assault and victimization are positively and highly correlated, 

one would expect this distribution of manhours to tend to minimize victimization 

rates as well. 

aTo assure that we have a m~n~mum, rather than a maximum, it is necessary 
that the second derivatives be positive. 
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In Figure 5.1 we present a graphi~ descrtption of the optimizing condi-

tion. Suppose there 

Assault 
rate a2 

a 

/l\ 

_I 
o ~~ ______ ~ __________ ~ __________ ~ ______________ ~ 

Manhours of supervision 

are two custody grades, Min and Max, containing an equal number of inmates, 

and that inmates in Max are more assaultive. If, for example, the same 

amount of supervision, s3' is devoted to each, we would have an assault rate 

r.f a
o 

in Min and a higher rate, a2 , in Max. If a total of (sl + s2) manhours 

of supervision are available, then sl should be allocated to Min and s2 to 

}~x, thereby producing a uniform a
l 

assault rate. 

Suppose that Min is composed of inmates having different propensities 

to assault. The implication of the foregoing analysis is that the assault 

rate could be reduced by subdividing Min. Indeed, ~he assault rate can 

ahvays be reduced as long as there are any two subpopulations which have 

different assaultive propensities. 

How fine the classificatio~or subdivision, should be is a policy question, 

involving complex cost/benefit calculations; and is, of course, heyond the 

scope of this project. However, our data--especially our superintendent data--

argue the possibility that the system would benefit from a finer degree of 

inmate classification. Such restructuring, assuming no change in staff, would 

probably reduce the aS~lault rate; or, alternatively, ~vould permit a reduction 

in staff with no increase in assault. 

." , 

_____ IIIIIIIEal���B!IIIIIf'lIlll8lllll_IIMIIa;!·i'lII' __ .-_____________________________ ·_.--------- .. ---
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b. Age 

The inmate population is presently segregated into three basic age groups. 

This structure appears to be reasonable because, as we have shown, youth and 

adults do behave differently. What we find, though, is that the present organ-

ization disguises great variation in assault and victimization rates within 

the adult population itself. This suggests the possibility of segregation 

by age within the adult population as a way of reducing the overall assault 

rate, or as a way of reducing supervisory staff with no increase in the assault 

rate. 

To see why this is so, consider Figure 5.1 again. Let the Min and Max 

curves represent. older and younger adults, respectively. To minimize the overall 

assault rate, one does not allocate the same number of staff manhours to each 

age group, as one tends to do when adults are treated as a homogeneous group • 

c. Victim/Assailant 

One intent of such measures as segregation by finer custody grades and by 

age within the adult population is to isolate the assaultive population from 

the non-assaultive population. This restructuring of the population also 

has the effect of segregating the two types of victims. Those victim~ who, 
1\ 

themselves, commit assault, and therefore tend 
Ii 

to bring victimizatiou on them-

selves would tend to be placed ic the assaultive population. The pure. victim, 

he t"ho does not provoke assault, would tend to remain in the general population. 

Since the pure victim is no longer available as an easy mark for the assaultive 

population, we should expect a decrease in the pure victimization rate. 
:'-.. 
,,\ 

On the other hand, we do not know what would happen to the victimizatioti" 

rate within the assaultive population. It could be that a potential assailant 

within that populatiou r lacking an "easy mark" would become non-assaultive. 

But it might also be true that the interaction of potential assailants, thrown 
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closer together, would lead to more assault. Even if the latte~ is true, 

however, this would represent an increase in victimization among a group of 

assailants, which is a different thing from pure victimization. 

d. Inmate Contact 

It is obvious that one cannot have an assault without inmate contact. We 

a have seen that inmate interaction, as a general category, is a very important 

factor leading to assault. MOreover, we believe that economic conditions, 

as a motivation for victimizatio~ would decrease with a reduction in inmate 

contact. Furthermore, superintendents tend to think in terms of single cell 

occupancy, reduced inmate density, and reduced idleness as the principal 

means for reducing assault. These, too, imply less inmate contact. Hence, 

it would seem that the system would benefit from policies which would reduce 

the extent of inmate contact. 

2. Quantity and Efficiency of Supervision 

In a number of ways, both direct and indirect, our evidence indicates 

that assault and victimization vary inversely with the risk of being sanc-

tioned, and that the risk of being sanctioned, in turn, varies directly with 

the amount of supervision. Thus, more supervision means fewer assaults and 

victimizations. 

Obviously, because of budgetary constraints, a prison administration can 

do little to increase the total number of hours of staff time available to bim. 

His attention naturally, and necessarily, turns to ways of increasing the 

efficiency of his staff. Two potentially fruitful possibilities for increas-

ing staff efficiency, and therefore supervisory output, were explored in this 

project:b (i) Achieving a more efficient distribution of staff manhours, and 

a Verbal abuse, horseplay, revenge, sex, etc. 

b We have not explored another obvious possibility, viz. improving super-
visory skills through training and other programs. 
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(ii) Providing staff with more and better equipmenc·and facilities. a 

a. Allocative Efficiency 

.. - If total staff time is fixe·d, one can still increase the amount of super-

~. 

-: 

vision by decreasing staff time devoted to other activities. We explored a 

number of possibilities with the supervisors whom we interviewed-~such as the 

possibility of reducing the amount of paperwork associ:i3.ted with the Aupet'visory 

function, and reducing the time spent transporting inmates to court and to 

medical facilities. Our impression is that no one pro~ram is likely to have 

much effect, because of the extraordinary diversity of conditions facing the 

administrators of the different institutions--different inmate populations, 

different housing facilities, etc. FUrthermore, our impression from talking 

with the superintendents is that the possibility for a reduction of non-

supervisory activity on an institution by inst;i.tution basis--one program here, 

another there--is not very great. 

If~:~~~nificant increase in supervisory manhours cannot be achieved by 

a reduction in non-supervision, then we must look for ways to optimize the 

distribution of manhours within the superyisory function. One reason why we 

have given so much attention to the possibilities for demographic reorganization 

is that we believe that this is one feasible way of achieving a more optimal 

allocation of supervisory manhours.We showed that the average efficiency, 

of supervision can be increased by segregating inmates in such a way that each 

inmate group becomes more homogeneous in terms of its assaultive or victimiza-

tion potentiaL (I 

There are other distributional possibilities, however. It may be tha\~ 
supervisory manhours are not optimally allocated over the course of the da~ 

a ln economists' jargon, the 
input (staff manhours) increases 
building improvements, etc.), 

average and marginal efficiency of the labo~ 
with an increase in capital input (equipment, ~ 
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and over the course of the week, since, as we have seen, assault exhibits daily 

and weekly' cycles. The superintendents were asked if a reallocation of super-

vision was feasible as a way of moderating these cycles. All of them were 

of the opinion that they had carried this type of allocation as far as possible> 

consistent with maintaining minimum security at times of minimum assault. So 

it would seem as if little could be done in terms of daily and weekly manpower 

reallocation. a 

There is one more possibility. Supervisory personnel perform a variety 

of non-supervisory duties. Perhaps some reorganization of the time for execu-

tion of these duties within the shift would be possible. 

b. Equipment and Other Capital Inputs 

Let us define capita.l as the collection of equipment, facilities, and 

other man-made objects used in conjunction with the provision of supervision. 

Generally speaking, an increase in capital input increases the productivity of 

a unit of labor input. We would expect the same to be true for the supervisory 

function. This expectation is supported by our interviews with the superin-

tendents. Hence, there can be no quarrel with the proposition that more 

capital would lead to a reduction in assault and in victimization. 

aHourly assault rates or daily assault rates need not be equal when man­
hours are optimally distributed. Our optimality principle is developed on 
the implicit assumption that the cost of a manhour of supervision is equal 
across uses. When we dealt with custody grade and age, this assumption seemed 
reasonable. But night and weekend work may cost more than daytime and week­
day work. Furthermore, we assumed that supervision is a continuous variable, 
whereas, in actuality, one cannot always adjust supervision by small amounts-­
e.g. we either use a man or do not use him at a certain locatibn, we cannot 
use half of a man. The more general principle, which allows for different 
costs of supervision and for "lumpy" labor inputs is easily developed, but 
is not essential to our argument. 
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The superintendents recommended a variety of capital inputs, designed to 

increase the efficiency of supervision. Among those that appeared most desir-

able were improved communication equipment and single cell occupancy, while 

metal detectors and closed-circuit TV received a more mixed response. The 

fact that there was so little uniformity or opinion with respect to particu-

1ar types of capital input points up the principle that a unit of capital 

will have different efficiencies depending upon the conditions existing where 

it is being used. Since supervision operates under such different conditions 

within the ten institutions, one would expect tht\ pl;'ison-wide introduction of 

a particular type of equipment to be less efficient than its introduction 

into those institutions where a clear-cut need is indicated. 

B. SUNMARY AND CONCLUSION 

An efficient way of summarizing our results and conclusions is to organize 

and enumerate these using a format suggested by our chapter organization. 

Obviously, what we say applies to our ten institutions during the fourth quarter 

of 1975. 

1. Nature of Assault 

(i) The known quarterly assault rate was 4.0 percent; the estimated total 

assault rate, 5.6 percent. 

to three times that of his non-institutional counterpart. 

(iii) Known assault rates vary widely by institution--from zero to 7.4 percent -'i! 

per quarter. 

(iv) Males commit more assaults than females, youths more as~au1ts than adults, 

younger adults rnore assaults than older adults, and nonwhites more assaults 

than whites. 
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(v) Fourteen percent; of all assaults result in serious injury. 

(vi) Adults are more likely than youths to use a weapon in an assault, and to 

inflict serioUB iuj~r1. 

(vii) Sixty perf.:.ent of all assaults occur in inmate sleeping areas . 

2. Causes ~ Assault 

(i) Assault varies inversely with the risk of getting caught. 

(1i) ~~s~ult varies inversely with the amount of supervision. 

(iii) Part of the reason for the inverse relation between assault and age 

is that youtbs are less likely to be punished for an assault. 

(iv) Part of the reason for the inverse relation between assault and age 

appears to be due to a lessing of aggressiveness with age. 

(v) The main precipitating causes of assault are verbal abuse~ property and 

money matters, and revenge. 

(vi) Assault varies directly with the amount of inmate to inmate contact. 

Without this contact, the above precipitating factors would not exist. 

,(vii) Both motivation and opportunity are important factors contributing 

to assault. 

3. Nature of Victimization 

(i) Quarterly victimization rates vary from less than 0.6 pe'reent to 19.4 per-

cent, depending on one's definition of victimization. The 0.6 percent refers 

to victims who were assaulted without provocation, i.e. to persons who were in no 

way culpable. 

(ii) The quarterly homosexual assault rate is 0.2 percent. An inmate was 

subjected to the siime risk of being sexually assaulted as a non-institutional 

female living in a large U.S. city. 

(iv) The quarterly staff victimization rate is 1.1 percent.. A staff member is I 
(iii) Victimization rates vary markedly by sex, race, age, and institution. 

:,~ 

victimized in one out of ten assaultive incidents. 
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4. Causes of Victimization 

(i) Victimization rates vary directly with assault rates. 

(ii) Victimizat~on varies inversely with the degree of supervision. 

(iii) Victimization rates are lower among older inmates, partly because older 

inmates commit less assault. 

(iv) Economic matters, sex, and revenge are the main factors precipitating 

victimization. 

(v) The main precipitating factors causing victimization a.re relatively more 

important for older inmates; and, therefore, lead to a somewhat higher victimi-

zation rate for older inmates than would otherwise occur. 

(vi) The likelihood that an inmate will become a victim is considerably greater 

if that inmate has, himself, committed assault. 

(vii) Wh-ite victimization rates are higher than black victimization rates 

because blacka ate more likely to victimize across racial lines. 

S. Policy Implications 

(i) Increasing the quantity and efficiency of supervision is a direct and 

obvious means fii)r reducing assault and victimization. (But this takes money.) 

(ii) Given depa'rtmental budg'et ,constraints, the most likely area for policy 

innovation would appear to i~volve a reorganization of the incii:tte population> 
I' '.,-' 

-.\'.' 

A finer classif:l~cation of th(~ inmate population by their propensity''tp commit 
" ~ 

assault would increase the J~fficiency of supervision, and, therefore, ~o~"\.,d 
i ~ ~. 

permit a decr~ase in assault and victimization rates. As possibilities, we 
)'1 

have considerq~d more inma,i,te custody grades, including a more efficient 

reclassificat.ion process, land classifying inmates by age within the adult 
;1 

inmate populi;ition. 

j{ 

i\ 
Ii 

II 
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APPENDIX A 

DETAILED INSTITUTIONAL DATA 
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TABLE Al 

INCIDBiTS OF HOMOSEA~AL ASSAULT: NINE INSrITUTIONS, 
1975-IV and 1974-IV - 1975-IV 

Estimated Number of Sexual Assaults 

.... '. 

~ithin last Within last 
Institution three months year 

All Institutions . 9 30-31 

Western 0 4-5 

Harnett 1 6 

Polk 2 5 

Sandhills 0 0 

Central 1 3 
~. 

Caledonia 0 0 
-~-:-~ 

Odom 5 12 

Blanch 0 0 

NCCCW !' 0 0 

Source: Superintendent Datc{ Base 
-.,...)< 

~. 

~ 
\0 
III 

,. 
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All Custody 
Institution Grades 

All Institutions 4.0% 
--

Western 5.1 

Harnett 7.4 

Polk 5.6 

Sandhills 4.5 

Central 3.6 

Caledonia 2.8 

Odom 1.6 

Blanch 6.4 

NCCCW 0.83 

---
Source: Offense Report Data Base 

, .. 
'0 .,,. 

TABLE A2 

ASSAliLT RATES BY CUSTODY GRADE: 
NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV 

Minimum Medium . 

3.0% 4.2% 

4.9 5.3 

10.6 6.2 

0 6.3 

4.2 0 

4.7 1.7 

7.2 2.7 

0 4.8 

0 0 

0 1.8 

Custod~ Grade 

Safekeeping 

4.6% 

0 

8.7 

0 

0 

4.7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

,I 
\\ 

'-

Maximum 
(including 

Close death row) 

3.5% 3.8% 

0 0 

100.0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

4.0 3.9 

0 0 

1.5 0 

6.8 0 

6.7 0 

"\-

Psychiatric 

11.1% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ci J-

'-I 
o 

,*, 

:.-~ , 
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Institution All Days Sunday 

All Institutions 12,6;~~ 13 

l~estern 22 3 

Harnett 26 7 

a 
Polk 17 2 

Sandhi11s 5 0 

Central 33 0 

Caledonia 11 0 

Odom 5 1 

() l' Blanch 5 0 

NCCCH ., 2 0 

Source: Offense Report Data Base 

\; 

I 
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TABLE A3 

INCIDENTS OF ASSAULT, BY DAY OF THE WEEK: 
NINE INSTITUTIONS~ 1975-IV 

Day of the Week 
Honday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday 

21 15 17 20 

3 1 3 3 

3 3 2 5 

3 2 3 2 

1 0 0 0 

8 6 5 6 

3 2 .., 1 "-

0 1 1 0 

0 0 1 3 

0 0 0 0 

~. 

Friday 

26 

7 

2 

4 

3 

7 

1 

1 

1 

0 

~, 

Saturday 

14 

2 

.4 

1 

1· 

1 

2 

1 

0 

2 
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Total 
All 

Institution Incidents Total 
% No. 

All Institutions 121 EO 97 

Western 20 as 17 

Harnett 24 71 17 

Polk 17 71 12 

Sandhi11s 5 100 5 

Central 32 78 25 

Caledonia 11 87 9 

Odom 5 100 5 

Blanch 5 100 S 

NCCCW 2 100 2 

--- --- - --- -.----------~ 

, Source: Offense Report Data Base 
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TABLE A4 

LOCATION OF ASSAULTIVE INCIDENT: 
NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV 

Inside Locations 

Sleeping 
Sesregation Area Recreation 

3 70 6 

0 13 3 

2 11 1 

1 10 0 

0 4 0 

0 16 2 

0 6 0 

0 5 0 

0 4 0 

0 1 0 

"'. ~ .. 

'" 

Outside Locations 

At 
Other Total Recreation Other Work 

% No. Z---Wo. 

13 15 18 7 11 S 6 

1 10 2 2 0 5 1 

3 25 6 2 4 4 1 

1 24 4 1 3 5 1 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

7 19 6 2 4 3 1 

3 0 0 0 0 13 2 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1 0 0 0 .0 0 0 
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TABLE AS 

LOCATION OF OFFICER AND SOURCF OF INFORNATION HITH RESPECT 
TO ASSAULTIVE INCIDENT: NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV 

------
Location of Officer 

Appeared While 
All Present When Incident in 

Institution Locations Incident Began Progress 
No. No. % No. % 

. All Institutions 120 55 46 32 27 

Western 22 12 55 3 13 

Harnett 24 10 42 8 33 

Polk 15 4 27 7 46 

Sandhi1is 5 0 0 1 20 

Central 32 17 33 7 22 

Caledonia 11 5 45 2 8 

Odom 4 2 50 2 50, 

Blanch 5 4 80 1 20 

NCCCW 2 1 50 1 50 

Sour~e; Offense Report Data Base 
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Not Present 
During Incident 

No • % 

33 27 

7 32 

6 25 

4 27 

4 80 

8 25 

4 37 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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TAELI: A6 

SOURCE OF INFOR..'11.TIOr ~VITH RESPECT 
TO ASSAULTIVE INCIDENT: NIh~ I~STITUTIONS~ 

1975-IV 

------._--

, . ~ 

~ 

Other 
No. % 

3 3 

2 10 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

1 3 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 
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APPENDIX B 

INMATE DATA BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Some of the questions underlying the Inmate Data Base require no 

definition. Those that do are presented below, together with the variable 

name used in the regression analysis. 

Variable 

JUST 

Def:i 'I'lition 

The sum of the following four questions (nonresponse 
to an individual question given a value of 2) 

A newly arrived young inmate named Blue accepts 
a packet of cigarettes from an older inmate, named 
Green. Later on, Green approaches Blue and asks him 
to return the cigarettes. Blue says he does not have 
any. Green then says that Blue can repay the "gift ll 

in another way--by dropping his pants. Blue gets 
really mad and beats up on Green. 

How do you feel about what inmate Blue did? 
Did Blue do right, that is, give Green what he had 
coming to him, did Blue do something that was wrong, 
or do you not give a damn one way or the other? 

1. Blue did wrong. 

2. Don't give a damn, one way or the other. 

3. Blue did right. 

Brown had lost a considerable amount of money 
through gambling. After giving him some time to 
repay the debt, Red, the inmate to whom Brown owed 
the money, confronted Brown and demanded repayment. 
Brown replied that he would not repay the debt now 
or at any other time. TWo days later, Red smashed 
in Brown's face with a broom handle. 

How do you feel about what Red did? Did he do 
right, that is, give Brown what was coming to him, 
did Re,d do wrong or do you not give a damn one way 
or the other? 

1. Red did wrong. 

2. Don' tgi ve a damn, one way or the other. 

3. Red did right. 
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Officer Green often does illegal favors for 
inmates--like carrying contraband letters outside the 
institution. Inmate Lemon discovers this and snitches 
to the supervisor. Green is demoted and transferred 
to another institution. One week later Blue, an in­
mate for whom officer Green had done quite a few 
favors, arranged for a heavy steel wrench to "acci­
dentally" fallon inmate Lemon's foot. Three of his 
toes were hroken. 

How do you feel about what inmate Blue did? 
Did Blue do right, that is, give Lemon what was 
coming to him, did Blue do wrong or do you not give 
a damn one way or the other? 

1. Blue did wrong. 

2. Don't give a damn, one way or the other. 

3. Blue did right. 

Inmate Red works as a cook. A member of the 
custodial staff tells Red that coffee is be:Jtng 
stolen, and that as he is in the kitchen moslt of the 
time, it looks as if Red is the thief. LatElr on, 
Red learns through the grapevine that anothetr inmate, 
Blue, is really stealing the coffee. Red tells 
Blue what the eituation is, and asks him to stop. 
The next day some more coffee is stolen. Red catches 
Blue alone in the shower room and beats the hell out 
of him. 

How do you feel about what Red did? Did he do 
right, that is, give Blue what was coming to him, 
did he do wrong or don't you give a damn one way or 
the other? 

1. Red did wrong. 

2. Don't give a damn, one way or the other. 

3. Red did right. 

j 
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Variable 

GUN 

FORCE 
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Definition 

Gross Victim, 

- 1 if inmate responded that other inmates did either 
of the following since January 1, 1971 
a) Hit respondent with an object. 
b) Hit respondent using only hands, fist, or legs. 

lit 0 otherwise. 

GrQss Offender 

-,1 if inmate responded that he did either of the 
following since January 1, 1971 
a) Hit someone with an object. 
b) Hit someone using only hands, fist, or legs • 

., 0 otherwise. 

Net Victim 

.. 1 if V~ .. 1 and V3 - O. 
\, 

.. 0 otherwise. 

Net Offender 

• 1 if V2 II: 0 and V3 .. 1 • 

... 0 othe-rwise. 

Since January 1, 1973 have you ever owned a home'''1Ilade 
weapon, or an item that could be used as a weapon'? 
Yes'" 2, No II:; L 

Some guys say that inmates should not behave violently. 
Others say that if a guy needs something really badly 
and if using physical force or threats is the best way 
to get it, then it is OK. What do you think'? 

(~\ 
INSTRUCTION: let the respondent answer the question. 
If he does see force as useful in getting a guy what 
he wants badly, check response option two below. If 
he believes inmates shotlld not behave violently, check 
response option one. 

1. Force should not be used. 

2. Force OK if used by a guy to get something he, 
wants badly. 
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