If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

RS ¥

R ST

ASSAULTS AND
ASSAULTIVE VICTIMIZATION WLTHIN TEN

NORTH CAROLINA CCRRECTTONAL INSTLTUTIONS:

A Report Submitted
to -the

North Carolina Department of Corrbction

Thomas Orsagh
(Project Director)
Dan A. Fuller
David Raber

Phe work described in this report was supported 4n part by Grant No.

35~045-174-40 from the Law and Order Division, North Carolina Department
of Notural and Veonowic Resources.

P




w ol e

o

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chaptex
I. INTRODUCTION

I1. EXTENT AND NATURE OF ASSAULT
III. CAUSES OF ASSAULT

IV, EXTENT AND CAUSES OF VICTIMIZATION

V. POLICY DISCUSSIGCN, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS |

APPENDIX A. DETAILED INSTITUTIONAL DATA

APPENDIX B. INMATE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

21
33
59
69

75




e

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A. THE PROBLEM

One of the purposes of a correcgional facility is to quify an
offender's behavior so that he will be less likely to recidivate. Our °
correctional facilitieg 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 obedience to the rules of society is a normal and desir-

able mode of conduct. If, however, the offender is blaced«in an ehvirdnment

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

on the outside, constitute criminal offenses, then the ability of our
correctional institutions to reduce the offender's criminalistic tendéncies
is accordingly seriously impaired.

In the fourth quarter of 1975, the North Carolina Department of
Correction managed 77 correctional facilities. In this report we shall -
be concerned with ten of thése facilities, viz. |

Western Correctional Center

Harnett Youth Center

Polk Youth Center

Sandhills Youth Center

Burke Youth Center

Central Prison

Caledonia

Odom

Blanch

North Carolina Correctional Center
for Women

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

the ten institutlons.
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These institutions housed 4495 imnmates. In that same quarter these
4495 inmates were responsible for 540 reported major violations of prison
rules. On an annual basis this represents 2160 Diébiplinary Reports; that

is, somewhat less than one major violation for evéry two inmates. Although

there is no way of knowing what a "normal" level of rule-breaking would be,
and therefore no way of appraising North Carolina's experience against
some more or less objective standard, by conventional, non-institutiomnal
standards it seems intuitively obvious that one major violation fof every
two inmates represents an undesirably'la:ge 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 invelving assault. The existence of assault within prison in-
stitutions indicates that some inmates are unable or unwilling to resolve
conflict ;n a socjally acceptable way. The existence of assault within an

institution 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 from 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 conéiderations, a high incidence of ‘assault within our institutions
would be a matter of deep concern to the Department of Cérrection,~for it
would suggest the possibility that a large proportion of its inmate popula-

tion is being criminally victimized.




B. GENERAL GOAL STATEMENT » - 4
This ‘project has four general, interfelated goalg: (1) to estima%e

the extent and nature of assault occurring within North Carolina s pr

/
il
i-

institutions, (ii) to estimate the extent and nature of criminal vi /

imi~

zation associated with assault within North Carolina's prison instihutions,‘

(111) to identify the immediate causes of assaults, and (iv) to of#er'

. ;l :
guidance to the Department of Correction in formulating new progr#ms whose

purpose would be to reduce assaultive behavior and criminal victimization.ﬁ

)

C. SPECIFIC MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES S

Associated with the forégoing general goals are the followfng specific,>

measurable objectives. The first four ébjectives are essant1a¥iy policy-

neutral. ;

1. To produce a body of statistical data relating to assault 9¢cufring
W1thinvthe ten North Carolina prison institutions dufing the iast |
quarter -of 1975. More speﬁifically, we provide estimates of the
number of assaults which have occurred, and of‘the number of inmates
involved in these assaults. Estimates of the degreé-of sefiousneiS’
of the aséault are also provided, as well as statisfﬁcs concerning
Lhe physical circumstances surrqunding the‘assaultive,evgnt (é;g.
when and where the assault occurred),‘and the inmate's attitude toward
violence. | ‘ | |

2. To produce a body ‘of statisticai data relating to criminal victimiza~
tion 0ccur:ing within the ten priscn ihétitutions.‘ More’sﬁécifically,
we provide estimates pf the number of victimizaﬁiqﬁsgnthe7character
of the‘victimization (sexual victiﬁization, setlousness of victimi£a~ 
tion, etec.). In addition we provideﬁa’statistiCal pté%ile oﬁ,thé

victim: his age, race, attitude toward violence, and rel. charact. -

e el T e e i e i s G iMae il v iy
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3. Té determine the immediaté, prison-related causes of assault within
the ten institutions enumerated above. Because of oﬁr concern for
imé@éiace causes, we shall focus on those ekplanatofy variéblgs thét
 are most directly related to assault, and that are most likely to be
helpful in developing policies to reduce assaultive behaﬁior within

prison.

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

model which distinguishes between the opportunities for assault and
the motivations for ass#ult; (11) to enumerate a set of a priori
plausible hypotheses concerning assault, which derive from the model;
(114) within the éonstraints imposed by data limitatiqns, to test
these hypotheses by means of standard statistical aﬁalysis; (iv) to
‘develop from the theoretical and statistical analysis a gtatement
which specifies which variables are most likely to contribute to
assault.. |

4. To evaluate the data ¢ollecting prqcess'assqciated with the Disciplipary
Report and the Investigative Reporé as these relate to assault.

5. To develop a policy-oriented overview of assadlt, victimization, and
the circumstances surrounding these events withinithe prison system.
This report shall not advocate specific pdlicies.f Rathgr, it shall
identify broad policy categories so as to focus the attention of prison
administrators on those speclfic areas wﬁic; are likely to be productive

in terms of policy innovation.

D, THE DATA BASE
The empirical data used in ggis report are derived from three separate

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

described Belows
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1. Offense -Report Data Base

All DC138 forms generated 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 invdlving an assault, the related

'DC138A, DC138B, DC138C forms, with accompanying Office Memoranda, were

‘assembled. We define the Offense R;port Data Base as the set of data which

- were compiled from the above documents.

One institution, Burke, reported no assaults for the fourth'quarter.

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

institutions, but it always appears in the datalreferring to All Institutions,

and to All Male Youth Institutions.

2. Superintendent Ddta Base

At eech of the ten inetitntiens, :he superﬁntendent, or his designated
representativeynas interviewed by tne piqject nirector, The int;oddctoryl
statement made at the beginning of the interview suggests the general |
nature of the quesdtions posed to each superintendent' n

) R : ~

The purpose. of this interview is to obtain youn/vieWS and “
impressions concerning~phyaical assaulte by innates against
other inmateq and custodial staff within your institutionm
I would 1ike to ask you about the extent of such behavior,
‘the immediate precipitating causes of this behavior, eng
what might be’done, in a praetical way, to reduce'the amount
of assanlts‘at'this institution. | |

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

to obtain as uniformean interpretation of the questions as possible, At

;

g

&
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the time, the superintendent was encouraged to expand or elaborate upon,
or otherwise commént 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‘BOO 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 foilowing 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 and criminal background, his experience within
the prison enviromment, and his attutude toward the law, administrative
regulation, the institution at large, and toward 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 in using tnis data base to draw inferences con-
cerning the present population. Because of the statistical procedure which
we shall use, it is not necessary that the age, race, and seriousness of
’offense characteristics of the inmate population remain invariant. Our
findings nre<not likely to be influenced by changes which may have occurred
in these variables since mid-1971. |

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 Desmond Ellis and Bernard Gilman, 'Causes and Conse-
quences of Aggressive Behavior in the North Carolina Correctional System,"
(May, 1971), p. 23. (mimeo)
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CHAPTER 2

EXTENT AND NATURE OF ASSAULT

The purpose of this chapter 1s to define assault, and to provide a:
statistical and verbal description of the extent and nature of assault’f
occurring within the ten prison institutions during the last quarter of
1975.

A. ' DEFINITION OF ASSAULT . R S

Generally speaking, assault is defined as an attack by one person on
another. 1Included in theidefinition 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 ﬁroduce'death of great bodily
harm. Inmatgs who committed assault were charged with elther 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 purﬁoses of
this project, a kﬂouy assault occurred whenever anainmate‘was'fOund guilty
of a major rule infraction involving one or more of the Méﬁor Offense

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

lThe offenses corresponding to the above Section numbers ége as follows:

Section Offense (abbreviated description)
21 k Seizing or holding a hostage -
22 Assault with a deadly weapon
23 Assault with a blunt instrument
24 ‘ Assault by stabbing
25 Assault by cutting ‘ : ‘L
26 Assault with intent to commit a sexual act
39 Assault by fighting (no weapdn)
40 " Assault. by throwing hot liquids

41 Assault by use of firearms
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of a minof 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 or aggravated assault had, in fact,
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 context is

clear, assault synonomously with a charge of assault filed, given that the

inmate was found guilty. Obviously, not all the assaults occurring in an
institution result in a charge being filed against an inmate. Hence, the
total number of assaults occﬁrring in an institution will exceed the number

of known assaults.  Let us refer to the total number of agsaults as

‘Estimated Total Assaults.2

In this report we distinguish between an aésaul:“and an incident. An
incident was the assaultive’event itself. It may inv;lve more than one
inmate charged and found guilty, and therefore more than one assault. TFor
example, i1f 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 oné incident.

B. ASSAULT: EXTENT AND NATURE

1. ‘The Extent of Assault

Within the ten institutions during 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 infractiéns, 154 from major rule

2Refer 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
rule infractions.3
In the last quarter of 1975 these ten institutions held 4495 inmates;'
Hence, in that quarter the knownyassaﬁlt rate‘was 4.0 percent. The‘corre—
sponding Estimated Total Assault rate was 5.6 percent.4 If the fourth

quarter data are typical, the adnual known assault rate was 16.0 percent;

=

L /{,

and the annual Estimated Total Assadlt rate was 22.4 percent.
Are these rates "high" or "low"? One interesting comparison is this:

In recent years, the probability that a male of age 16-34, living in a

)

large -city in the United Stateég would be assaulted during a twelve monﬁ@

|

5 :
period is roughly 6.8 percent.  Thus, an inmate in one of our ten in-

stitutions would seem to be suﬁjected to a risk of assault which is

approximately 2.3-3.3 times that of his non—insti&utionai male counterpart,

Table 2.1 shows'the”distribution of inmates by number of assaults
committed during this qdarter. We see that three inmates in a thousand

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

_per thousand were charged with at least one assault. The group of immates

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

assaultive population.

3Major 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 as

DOC, Quarterly Report.] 3 g ‘ i

4 | | »
See Table 2.1 for the Estimated Total Assault rate data.

5Based on the National Crime Panel's victimization survey, iﬁVolving
eighteen of our larger cities, including the five largest cities. See
United States National Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service
(NCJISS). Criminal Victimization Surveys in the Nation's Five Largest
Cities (1975), passim; and NCJISS, Criminal Victimization Surveys in 13
American Cities (1975), passim.

@



TABLE 2.1

DISTRIBUTION OF INMATES BY NUMBER
OF ASSAULTS COMMITTED

Inmates
Number of Assaults Number Percentage
0 ;4332 96. 37
1 | | 149 332
2 | ; 13 0.29
3 | f 1 0.02
/ More than. 3 ' ; 0 | 0.00

Total 4495 ~ 100.00

The
Assaultive
Population

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

(d) Hence, the assault rate is 178/4495 = 4.0 percent

and the assaultive population ratio is 163/4495

= 3.4 percent

L
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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

S e

that in the overwhelming proportion of inéidents (82%) there were just two
inmates involved in . the incident. “

In cOluﬁns (3) and (4) we éhow thevnumberﬁbf inmates involved per
incident less those whom we consider to be victims. vWe see that, in most
instances, either one or two ihmates weré,invalved, and that gang-type
actién (more than two non-victim inmates involved in an incident) occﬁrs
relativeiy infrequently (3.2 ﬁercent,of the time). }

Assaulg 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 pefcent. The ~
difference in ranges is attributable to very different non-reporting rates

for szsault: some institutions report almost all assaults, some report only

Ea

50 percent.

29; Seriousness of Assault

For this report we‘distinguish thrée degrees‘df injury resulting from:
assault. These are defined as follows: | “

Serious Injury = The injury reguirea meddical treatment—Qfor example,
hospitalization, sutures or other tteatmeht necessita-
ting the services of an M.D. : - ‘ }

ﬁodeﬂate Injury = The’per@on exhibited some physical t:aum%, and @as'given

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

~first aid.

Py
7t

o



TABLE 2.2 .

DISTRIBUTION OF INCIDENTS
BY THE TOTAL NUMBER OF INMATES INVOLVED
AND BY THE NUMBER OF INMATES
WHG WERE OR COULD HAVE BEEN CHARGED WITH ASSAULT

Total Inmate In,volvemen-ta : Assaultive Inmate Involvementb
. Imeidents Incidents
No. of Inmates Number Percentage No. of Ianmates Number Percentage
(Total) 126 100.0 126 190.0
1 9 7.1 1 72 57.1
2 “103 8l.9 2 49 38.9
-3 9 7.1 2 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 1 0.8 Unknown 1 0.8

811 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 charged if prison officials had had sufficient information.




TABLY 2.3

KHOWY ASSAULT RATES AND ESTIMATED TOTAL ASSAULT RATFS, TFN INSITUTIONS: 1975-IV

Estimated Percent

NCCCW

Charges Of Inmate Known Assault of Assaults Not Estimated Total FEstimated Total
Institution Assault Population Rated Reported AssaultsP Assault Rate€
| P - @ () (4) NOEE 8
All Institutions 178 4495 4.0% 297 251 5.67.
| Western ' 27 533 5.17 507 54 10.1%
Harnett | , 39 511 7.47 257, . 52 10.0%
Polk ' 28 502 5.67 30% 40 8.0%
Sandhills 6 134 b.5% 17 6 4.57
Burke . 0 59 0% - oz ) R\
Central s 1211 3.67 202 56 4.5
Caledonia B 16 | 572 2.8% | 107 B 18 3.2%
odom 6 381 1.67 10% 7 © 2,07
Blanch 7 10 6.4% o osoz | . 14 12.77
Women's Institution 4 : 482 837 o 53 4 ' 879

"e

Columm (1) ;
Column (1) > [1-Column (4)] rounded to the pearest whole number
Column (5) : Column (2) k

The rates repdrtedfon this line areﬂweighted‘averages, with inmate population serving as weights.

Computed as Column ( 3) Column (2)

i}

Computed as Column (5)
Computed as Colummn (6)

o

=P o B~

Sources: Column (1): Offense Report Date Base.
' Column (2): DOC, Quarterly Report.
Column (&) : Superint:endént Data Base.

A5
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Minor Injury = No medical treatment was‘piovided, except for the effects
; of mace.’ |

An incident may involve two or three degreéS'of injury; The hdighest
degree of injury found in an incident determined whether tﬁat incident was
classifled as Serious, Meoderate or Minor. TFor the 119 incidents for which
the degree of injury couid be determined, approximately half of the inci-
cents involved éniy‘minor 1njury, 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 phenomenoﬁ may be explained in part by the small number of observations
aQailable for socme institutions. We note that the distribution of injuries
within larger institutions tended to parallel the average expérience 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»uéed’in the assault. To this end, we have,tabulated‘
the 178 assaults by charge filed against the inmate. The distribﬁtion of
chargés 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 basils we get

essentially the same distribution of non—weapon/weaponrinvolvement.

In Table 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

6We'have classified an iomate 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.




TABLE 2.4

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY DEGREEL

“ | OF INJURY, TEN INSTITUTIONS: 1975—IV
= Number Percentage of Observationg .
Institution Observations  Total Serious Moderate Minor

All Institutioné 119 100 4 33 53
Western. 22 100 9 23 68
Harnett 24 100 4 29 67
Polk o 15 100 27 33 40
Sandhills 5 100 0 80 20
Central 32 100 16 34 - 50
Caledonia 10 100 30 30 40 .

N Odom ' 5 100 20 ‘ ; 20 60’

- 8lanch A 100 0 50 50
NCCCH " 2 100 0 050

' Source: Offeﬁse‘Report Data Base

>

27




TABLE 2.5

NUMBER OF ASSAULTS AND NUMBER OF

< INCIDENTS BY TYPE OF CHARGE
¢
Assaults , Tncidents?
Charge Number Percent Number Percent
Total All Charges 178 100.0 126 100.0
Total, No Weapon Reported 135 76 94 75
710 T2 13.5
#39 111 62.5
Total, Weapon Involved 43 24 32 25
21 2 1.1
#22 ; 20 11.2
#23 5 2.8
{#24 7 3.9
o #25 4 2.2
#26 4b 2.2
- #27 | o 1c 0.6
. N C
%An incident was said to involve a weapon 1f at least one inmate was charged
with a weapons offense.
b.Associated with each charge was an additional charge for use of a weapon (#22),
hence these particular sexual charges did involve a weapon.
Although the charge is for possession of a weapon, in this instance the inmate
actually committed an agsault with that weapon.
Source: Offense Report Data Base
S

e




TABLE 2.6
NUMBER OF ASSAULTS AND NUMBER OF | s
INCIDENTS INVOLVING A WEAPON, BY INSTITUTION

Total

S

295§; | ~ Assault Number ‘Incident Involving
Number Involving Weapon . of Weapon ‘
Institution Of Assaults No. Percent Incidents ﬂo. Perceut
All Institutions 178 éé_ 24 l@f. 32 g§
Western 4ﬁ27 4 15 22 3 14
Harnett 39 10 26 26 5 19
Polk 28 73 17 5 24
Sandhills 6 05, 0 5 0 0
Central : 45 13 l) 29 33 12 36
Caledonia 16 6 /// 37 11 5 45
Odom 6 2| 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 percentages among institutions. - The variation in
percentages seems to be just as great among institutions having a large
number of observations, as among those having a small number of observations.

3. Sexual Aasaﬁlt .

We posed the following questions to the superintendents of the ten
institutions:
1. How many incidents of homosexual 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

1ike you to consider only 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 responses to these questions in the following

tabulation. (See Appendix A for institutional detail.)

Incidents of Sexual Assault
Within Last 3 Months Within Last Year

Institutions Population No. Rate No. Rate
All Institutions 4495 9 0.20 30-31 0.67-0.69
A1l Male Youth 1739 3 - 0.17 15-16 0.86-0,92
All Male Adult 2274 6

0.26 L5 0.66

‘Are thoée r#tes‘“high“ or "low"? One interesting comparison is this:
In recent years, the probability that a woman of age 12 cr over, living in
a large city in the United States, will be forcibly raped during a year is
between 0.2 and 0.7 percent.7 Thus, an inmate inbone of out ten institutions

7
NCJISS, loc. cit.
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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 Data Base provides a measure of known sexual assau Lt
o ’ 7

In the survey quarter, there was one reported incident of sexual assault”
resulting in four inmates being charged with Offense #26.

4., Locational Aspects of Assault

o

Our Offender Report data, tabulated below, indig&%e;that the ogér—

it

whelming proportion of incidents occur inside/pfison buildings:

o e , ‘
' ra , Incident /
lLocation of Incident , ‘ Number ‘Pe:éent
Total, All Locations 121 100
Inside Locations : ‘ 97 80
Segregation . 3
Noymal Sleeping Quarters 70
Recreation Areas : , 6
* Other 18
At Work : ’ : 6 S
Outside Locations ‘ | ‘ 18 15
Recreation Areas 7 ’
~ Other “ , S 11

of the 121 incidents for whieh data were available, at leést 80 percent
6ccur inside. & In terms of function the important area was the inmates
sleeping quarters, where approximately 607 of the assaultive incidents
occurred. The superintendent Data Base supports this finding: 7 of the
10;superintendents’intervieWed Ciee cells and/br egll blocks as the,princinle

IOCatipn for\aSSault.

8The true prOportion exceeds 807 because some of the work—related in-
cidents occurred inside. ' :

p
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Some assaults occur in places wﬁich 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 indii‘
categ that in five institutions, relatively few incidents occurred in
small, confined areag, in one institution a moderate number occurred in such
areas, and in th:ee institutions a great many occurredf~i.e., viewing the
nine dnstitutions as a whole,9 we find it impossible to provide a clear-cut
answer to the questiom.

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 60
Appeared while dincident sound ;é ;g
was in progress ' 32 27 Inmate
' Other 3 3

Not present during
incident : 33 27

-

Source: Offense Report Data Base

90ne institution had so few assaults that the superintendent felt that

no statement was warranted. -




[}

15

The same tabulation shows that the initial source of information about the
incident was usually direct sensory perception: 60 pércent of the time the
officer actually saw the incident in progress--TV accounted for none of these
cagses--and in another 15 percent of the cases, he heard the incident in
progress. |

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 Cffense
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

Wa.
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" Our Superintendent Data Base confirms the existence oan Monday peak
and high assault rates on Friday, but runs contrary to the Offense Report
Data Base by suggesting that weekends were a ﬁime of high assault rates.

Do assaults tend to distribute themselves randomly over the course
rof 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 show that
assault rates’were highest from the evening meal hour to bedtime, and reached
secondary peak immediately before and during the breakfast hour.lo
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 fhat female assault rates are sub-
stantially lower than male{assault rates. Table 2.3 shows that the known
and Estimated Total Assault rates for women‘during our survey period werer
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
than female assault rates.11
b.  Race Difference

The following tabulation indicates tﬁat 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

R

We arve unable to use our Offense Report Data Base to answer this
question Fecause the DC138A form (Investigation Report) does not explicitly
request the time of the assault, but rather, the time when the misconduct

~ 4s reported.

1l'lfhe difference in rates is statistically significant at the 0.001

level of significance.

\ ¢ \‘\‘\‘}
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rate was 4.4. Blacks accounted, appfoximately, for 96 percent of the non-

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

Number of Assault
Race Assaults Population ; Rate
.Total, All Races 178 4495 3.9
White 63 | 1888 3.3
Non-white 115 : 2607 ‘ b4
Black 111 2503 4.4
3.8

Indian 4 1042

i

Based on the Indian/Non-White ratio for the total North Carolina felon prison
"population. :

This rate is 24 percent great;r than the white rate, and is statistically v
significant at the ten percent level of significance, indicating that blacks
within the ten-institution system tend to be more assa&ltive than whitfq\
Although the Indian population's assault rate is also;reported in tngwtabu~
lation, there are too few'observations relating%to thiérpopulation to
warrant qdmmént.
N .

d. Custody Grade Difference

Our Offense Repbrt data, presented belo&, reveal‘hc obvious relation
between closeness of custody and assault rates; The range, excluding the
psychiatric grade,12 is fairly narrow compared to sex and age differences:
medium custody, including safekeeping, had the highest assault rate, and
minimun custody had the lowest. | | |

Thé.foregoing data refer to our teh*institﬁtion system. Data for the
individual insﬁitutionsware present in Appendix A.

i

12The assault for the psychiatric grade is based on too few observations
to warrant comment.
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Assault

- Fopulation ‘ Rate

Custody Grade i Bize . (percent)
All Custody Grades 4546 ' 3.9
Minimum 1002 3.0
Medium ‘ 2179 4,2
Safekeeping 264 4.6
Close 775 3.5
Maximum (inc. death penalty) 317 3.8
Pgychiatric 9 1.1

c. Age Difference

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.l3
(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
All Youth? 100 5.7 8.8
3.1 4.1

All Adult® 74

8For method of derivation, see Table 2.3.

13These 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 serious. This difference is reflected in

our degree of injury data, as the following tabulation shows.

Degree of Injury (gércent)

Of fender ‘ TDCal : Serious v Moderate v Minor
Youth o 100 11 32 57

Adult 100 18 A 34 48

Our alternative index of seriousness, involving the presence;or»absence of
a weapon in an incident, also reflects more favorably on youthful of fenders.
The data show that youthful offenders are much less likely to use a Weapon”

in an assaultive incident than an adult offender.

Was a Weapon Used in an Incident (percent)

0f fender ' Total Yes , No
Youth 100 16 | 34
Adult ‘ 100 37 ' 63

One surprising, unahtitipated finding is that‘youﬁhful dffendérs ére
much more likely to éommit an assault on avﬁeekend (Saturday or‘SundQY) than
an adult offender. The percentage of yonghful incidenté occurring on week-
ends is 26 percent, that of adults is only four perﬁen;,14

The higher assault rates for youthful bffendé;slis also found when the

populationyis stratified by race, as the following tabulation shows.

14See Aﬁpendix A for insti;utional details.




Ratio of Youth Rates to Adult Rates (in percent)

All Races White Non-White
1.84 1.59 1,95

Black

1.97

20

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

effect of age is more pronounced among non-whites,




CHAPTER III

CAUSES OF ASSAULT

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 DOCUMENTS

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, omne involving economic
factors, the other involving what we have loosely defined as inmate inter-
action. The following tabulation shows that these two categories accouﬁt
for 94 percent of all response items, with the latter constituting a
clear majority.

Number of Times Cited
As Principal As Principal or

Cause of Assault Cause ‘Secondary Cause
No. Percent No. Percent
Total, All Causes 96 100 131 100
Economic 37 39 44 34
Gambling 4 4
Debt and Other Honey 14 16
Property 19 24
Inmate Interaction 52 54 79 . 60
- Verbal Abuse 26 36
Horseplay 8 10
Revenge 8 14
Sex 4 10
Racial 3 6
Peer Group Position 3 3
Mental Illness 7 7 8 6
Drug Related 0 0 0 ]
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2. Superintendent Data Base

The following quéstion was posed to the superintendents of the ten
institutions: '"What do you think are the most likely causes of assaults?"

We recorded all causes suggested by the nine superintendents.l 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.)

We have grouped our causes into general categories. The reader can
see that prison environiaent 1s 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 Times Cited

: No. Percent
‘Total, All Causes 34 100
Economic 6 18
Inmate Interaction z | 21

Sex 4

Race, Horseplay, Peer Pressure 3
Prison Environment 15 43

Lack of Supervision 4

Inmate Idleness 5

Overcrowding 6
Ape, Type of Inmate 4 12
Drugs 2 6

lThis question was not applicable to Burke.
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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, pfison environment
is not cited in the latter, but is the dominant cause in the former: ~The
two sets of results are not necessarily contradictory, howe&er. Due process
requires that the disciplinary hearing confine itself to the‘sPeéific
circumstances surrounding the assaultive evenﬁ. ’The question posed to the
superintendents permits a broader view of the circuméténces surrounding
that event. Thus our two djta bases may reflect essentially the same cause
under two different categorids. For example, a condition of overcrowding
in inmate living quarters (supetintendent's cause) may lead to verbal abuse
among 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 explanationé
come to mind. First, it could be that superintendents really do‘underestimate
the importance of economic factors. Second, ths superintendehts may aétually

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

cipitating cause), but that the eliminatjon 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.

B. CAUSES INFERRED FROM THE QUANTITATIVE RECORD

in this section we shall consider two general categories of causes
which liave immediate policy implications, viz. the effect of sanctions

and of selected inmate characteristics., ‘ » L
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1. Sanctions

It is widely believed that the crime rate, including the assault rate,
vary invérsely 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 variabie also operate within 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, acéordingly, the less likely it dis that he
will commit that assault;2

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 sugervisory persoﬁnel
would lead to a significant reduction in assaults in tﬁis institution?”
seven of the nine superintendents responded, 'Yes, definitely,'" and only

one saild 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-supervisory activity, their resporise 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 commit 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.

i

2One 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 l&ng as a substantial subset of the inmate population does
respond to the likelihood of being sanctioned,‘ﬁhis variable could have a
significant effect on the assault rate.3

The presumption that assault rates may‘Vary inver%ély with the severity
of sanctions is also SUpportéé§ althog%h, again, -thj evidence is fragmentary.
A number of superiﬁtendents suggested gha? phéﬁ&nfprmal handling of a’mindrj

assault, with the threat of disciplinaiy action, 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 afraid »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 superintendent
argued that assault would be reduced if segregation were made lesg pleasant,

as through the reintroduction of a monotonous diet.

2.  TInmate Characteristics

In theipreceding chapter we showed that male inmates are much more

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 charagtefistics of the inmate.

3The 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 with & maximum of ninety eight percent of the inmate
population who may be responsive. We simply do not know what the assault
rate would be like if the probability of sanction were zero, but surely -
that assault rate would be many times the existing rate. E
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a. Racial Aspects of Assault

~"We confine ourselves to one dimension of the race question, gig, the
reiation 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.

Race of .
Of fender Was a Weapon Used Degree of Injury

Yes _No . Total Serious? Moderate Minor Total
Blacks 19(253) 57(75/5) 76(100‘/2) 9(l?.%) 28(392;) 36(494) 73(1004)
White lo(29%) 25(714) 35(100%) 3(lOA) 7(23%) 20(67%) 30(100"/&)
Mixed 5(20%)  ,(80%) ,5(100%)  ,(20%)  S(33%)  ,(47%) . (100%)
Total 32 94 126 15 40 63 118

%We omit one incident involving an Indian committing a serious injury, which
could be entered in row #1 of this column. The other three Indian offenders
vwere involwed in multi-racial incidents, and therefore are included in the
tabulation (in the row #3).

b. Age

There is styong support, both theoretical and empizical, for the
hypothesis that age is an Important determinant of criminal behaviorwé
Chapter 2 provided some confirmation for the hypothesis, by showing that

adult institutions, on the average, had lower assault rates than youth

, 4Edwin H. Sutherland and Donald R. Cressey. Criminology, 9th ed. (New
York: Lippincott, 1974), 121-126.
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institutions. A breakdown of assault rates by more detailed age classes

S

provides much stronger support ?or the hfpothesis, as Table 3.1 indimateé;
The age-specific assault rate is highest for the younges; populatioﬁ, and
declines strikingly as age increases. For example, the assault rate among
15-17 year olds 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 1is the age-assault raﬁe relation to be explained? Theory suggg§ts
three general categories of causes which are relevant to a prisomn eﬁ@i;on*
ment: sanctions, economic opportunities, and maturation.

(1)  Sanctions |

With respect to the non-institutional population,'youthful offenders
are less likely to Ee sanctioned for an offense; and, if théy are saﬁctioned,
the degree of séQefiﬁy‘iérless.' the‘samg true for our ten institutions’
The only‘concrete information which we have to offer is the fact that the
proportion of assaults which are not reported is approximatﬁ}y 60 pérdent -
higher within youth instit’utions.5 This suggests that youths are less
likely to be sanctioned for assault, and, consequently, that part ofithe
explanation for higher youthful assault rates is due to this difference in o
sanctions.

We have not attempted to exploré this issue any further, becausé the
youth—adult assault rate differentia.L migh: be affected by a number of other ’
variabler——e g., the degree of supervision and the eytent to which unofficial
sanctions are imposed. Until the analysis accounts for thefeffects of these-.

other variables, it is not possiblewtoiinfer that the assauit'rate,differ-

" entials are related to the probability of being sanctioned.,

s e St

SErom Table 2.3.
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TABLE 3.1

ASSAULT RATES, BY AGE

Inmate Population (June 19?6) Assaults | Age—-Specific
Age No. Percent No. Percent Assault Ratio
@ @ 3) @ Gy = (&) © (2

Total 4696 100.0 177 100.0 1.00
15-17 410 8.7 26 14.7 1.€8
18-21 1558 33.2 84 47.5 1.43
22-25 880 18.7 a8 21.5 1.15

26-29 745 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-h4 ) 219 4.7 4 2.3 0.49
45-51 161 3.4 0 0.0 0.00
52-64 112 2.4 0 0.0 0.00
Over 64 13 0.3 0 0.0 0.00
Source: - Offense Report Data Dase
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Determining the relnﬁion between severity of sanctions and differences
in assault rates by age 1s even more difficult. Extensive étatistical |
analysis would be required, invelving thé isolation of such complicating '
variables as those cited above, and the need to cope with large institutional
and temporal variation in the severity variable. Such analysis gﬁ\géyond
the purview of this report. _ | | ; :ﬁ
@ Economic Oppoftunities

In the non-institutional population younger persons ténd to have lower
incomes. Hence the economic rewards fiom crime are relatively greater, and
the economic losses from crime tend to be lower--loss of job through imprison-
mént, for example. It is thought that this oombination of efﬁegtsytends to.
produce a higher crime rate among youths. It may be that this conoination
of effects also operates within the prison population. Unfortunately, our
data bases allow no assessment of the hypothesis that economic.differentials
are operative, |
(3) Maturation

One theory presented as an explanation for the age—assault rate relhtion
is based on the notion that persons who are strong, vxgorous, and aggressive
are more likely to commit crimes. And, it Ls thought that these qualities
reach a,maximum in the middle or late teens and decline progressively
thereafter. Thste is some ev1dence to support this contention wfih respect
to the inmate population. First, we note that age~specific assault rates
do exhibit a~general decline. Second, some superintendents have observad
that, in contrast to the adu%t QOpulatiOn, youthful assaults are more‘
spontanequs, ofgén'show lictle agpa:ent motivé; and are more frequén;lykref
solved bé imposing a brief cooling?off perioé on the inmate. Third, we |

observe that youthful offenders commit fewer assaults with weapens, and are
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responsible for fewer assaults involving serious injury, which also supports
the hypothesis that youths are motivated more by "animal spirits' than by

deliberate, rational calculation.

\ ¢, Inmate Attitude

Inmates vary‘in their‘attitude toward viclence. 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 more 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 whether
he approved, disapproved, or was indifferent concerning Green's assault.6
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 Was Green's Assault Justified
Yes Indifferent No Total
Yes 173(45%) 71 (19%) 140(36%) 354 (100%)
No 227(32%) 163(23%) 322 (45%) 719 (100%)
Total 400 234 462 1096

Source: Inmate Data Base
6See 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 hypothesis is confirmed: those who commit assault are much more
likely t¢ approve of assault.8 For example, 45 percent of those who cémmitted
assault approved of Green's behavior, while only 32 percent of the ron-
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 expressed
in a number of ways:

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

because a larger proportion of the inmate population were hard-core criminal
types. |

(ii), Some institutions say that their assault rates wére relatively low
because they had "higher quality' inmates.

(iii)‘Several institutions would like to isolate assaultive, or potentially
assaultive, inmates from the general population.' |
(iv) One institution wants to segregate inmates by finer cgstody grade |
classes, ‘ ' o
(v) One institution wants a more careful classification of the inmate upon
entry into the system.

(v;) One institution wants to segregate potential victims.

b Presumably,'one function of classification by custody grade is to
segregage inmates with respect to their potential for violence.  In Chapter
II we saw no pattet; to assault rates by custody grade. Such a result is
not inconsistent with having more assaultivé inmates in closer custody.
Indeed, as we shall show in Chapter V, an optimal deployment of supervisory
personnel would result in_equal assault rates across custody grades.

o

| 8The difference is statisticélly significant at the .01 level.
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However, supervision cannot be expected to fully c¢ontrol for the degree
of injury aséociated with assault. One would expect the more assaultive
inmates 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 Degree of Injury
Serious Moderate Minor Total

Minimum 1€ 5%) ¢ (29%) 14, (66%) 57 (100%)
Medium (incl. . . i .
 Safekeeper) 9(13£) 24(354) 36(524) Gg(lOOA)
Close 3(19%) 5(38%) 7(44%) 16(1004)
Maximum (incl. . o . ]

Death Row) 3(27%) 5 (27%) 5 (462) 17 (100%)
Total 16 39 62 117

C. MOTIVATIONAL VS, OPPORTUNITY FACTORS

| If we define an inmate's likelihood of commiﬁting assauilt (L) as
L = £(2), where Z represents 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

9If inmates i and j have identical Z vectors but different L values,
then we say the function has shifted, 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"
inmate's value system, or preference, or taste for aséauit; i.e. it relates
to factors dnternal to thé inmate. | |

The results developed in this chapter lead us to believe that both -
motivation and opportunity factors have contributed to assault. Amongbthe
motivation factors which we have examined in this chapter, certainly the
age of the inmate, in so far as we were able to identdify ;he motivatiogal
effect (maturation process),10 must be regarded as very importént. We
have also shown that the inmate's attitude toward violence is an impertant
motivating factor.r

Among tﬁe opportunity factovrs, we have seen that the poésibility of
economi¢ gain, of inmate interaction, and of a lack ofkactivity incline
the inmate toward assaultive behavior, while the degree of supervision and
the severity of sanctions tend to restraih assaultive behavior.

From a policy point of view, it would 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.

10 have identified three components of the age varlable: maturation,
and differential sanctionsand economic opportunities. The latter two are
opportunity factors.



CHAPTER IV

EXTENT AND CAUSES OF VICTIMIZATION

A. DEFINITIONS

r We define a "pure" 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 viectim, or the extent to which the
inhate contributed to his own victimization through provocation.
Furthermore, the definition excludes instances of theft, fraud, robbery,
and extortion -- i.e., crimes against the person or against his property
which do not iuvolve actual physical aggression against that person,
Hence, our definition is rather restrictive. Idealiy, we would have
preferred a definition of viectimization 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 follows:!

ay
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1. Superintendent Data 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 without 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 1s upward

biased.1

lWe discuss this bias below.
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3. TInmate 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 zn object (broom handle, lead pipe, knife, etc.)

2. Hit you ox 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 1t does not account for the fact that the inmate 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:

“Siﬁce January 1, 1971 have you 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 inmate who alleges that he was
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.

1A

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.h 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 we define
as victims actually provoked the assault -- e,g. through verbal abuse,
racial slurs, etc. ~- and some might have been equally gullty of,assault
but might not have been charged because of insufficient evidence. in
our judgment, based on a reading of the Offense Report docuﬁents, in
approximately 70-80 percent of the cases of victimization,as we define
it with respect to this data baSe,‘the vietim contributed in one way or
another to his victimization. Hence, the PVR would tend to be much lower

than the reported rate. ~
N

On the other hand, this measure of victimization will tend to understate
the PVR because it is based on known, rather than Estimated Total,kaééaultive
incidents. We shall argue below that the net effect of these two biases

will be to overstate the PVR. ; : : o




o

37

B. EXTENT OF VICTIMIZATION

1. Victimization Rates

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.

Population 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 vériation in victimization rates is largely
due to differences in definition of victimizationQ As we argued above,
none of the estimates is a measure of the PVR, 1In our judgment, the
Offense Report Data Base comes closest to this estimate. We have seen
that all éstimates 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 upper bound value of 0.6 percent for

2 0 & c] *
the PVR.” That 1s, we believe that the pure victimjzation rate is no

2

Our estimate is based on the following argument, First, we reason
that an assault involving a victim would be regarded by a custodial offlClal
as beilng 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, or 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:

4

Victimization
Rate

>
Degree of Culpability

some responsibility, and, accordingly, that the offieial would ﬁe at least

as likely to report an assault involving a victim, This being sé,‘the
following relation would hold
v V

ED R S

ARAT " -

where A and V represent the number of assaults and victlmizatlons, respectiVelv
and R and T represent reported and actual values,
From Table 2.3 we know that

(2) AR = (1 - '29)AT’ whence
(3) Vp 2 1.41V,.

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,

(&) PV = .25 V < (.25)(., 4l)V = 35V

If we divide both smdes of Equation (4) by the 1nmate population ‘we obtain a
relation involving the pure victimization rate (PVR) and Offense Report victimization
rate

Q.E.D.
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We suggest that the differences 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

vy

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

e

own culpability. The Offense Report data accounts for this factor,

but only to the extent that he was, himgelf, not convicted of an offense,
Hence, the latter data base shéuld provide a lower victimization rate;
which, of course, it does.

We also suspect that the superintendent data reflect varylng degrees
of inmate culpability, Despite our effort to obtain a PVR estimate from
the superintendents, we believe some superintendents gave us victimization

"rates which included vietimizations in which the inmate was partially
contributory to the assault.3

In zffect, therefore, these data permit the reader to choose among
a broad range of victimization rates, depending on the degree to which he
would aliow the victim to contribute to his own victimization,

2., Distributional Aspects of Victimization

Our Offense Report Data permit us to describe the distribution of
inmates by number of times 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,

3 . . . . .
This is particularly evident from the extreme variation in
estimates acrecss institutionsand within institutioms. See Table 3-~1,

Ty,

i o a
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Number of Times Inmates
Victimized Number , Percent
0 o 4a24 98,42
1 66 1.47
2 , 5 .11
More than 2 0 ' .00
Total 4495 100,00

For the ten institutions, we are able ﬁo present two sets of
estimates of the victimization rate, These appear in‘Tabié 4,1, The
Offense Report data indicate a range of victimization rates from zero
(for twec institutions) to 2,7 per 100 inmates per tﬁree moﬁth period.

The Superintendent data indicate a higher average level and a much greater
range of victimization (0 to 52.8Hper‘100 inmates)., As'we indicated

i
earlier, we believe that the différences 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 victimizatié%
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 which the degree of injury could be
daterﬁined, the Offense Report Data base indicates that victims and
now-victims were subjected to approximately the same risk of being
seriously injured (14 percent vs, 13 percent, as the follbwing tabulation

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

injured (37 percent wvs. 29 percent),
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TABLE 4.1

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

Superintendent Data Base Offense Report Data Bage
Institution Number Rate (Z) | Number Rate (%)
All Institutions 154-478 3.4 - 10.6 76 17
Western 45-54 8.4 - 10.1 13 2.4
Harnett 9—270 1.8 - 52.8 17 2.3
Polk 75~120 14.1 - 22.9 10 2.0
Sandhills 3 2.2 | L 2.0
Burke 0o 0 0 0
Central 3 0.2 ’ 19 1.6
Caledonia 1 0.2 : 6 1.0
Odom 6-12 1.6 - 3.1 ‘ 4 1.0 -
Blanch 12-15 10.9 - 13.6 | 3 | 2.7
NCCCW 20 o 0 0.

1
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£

Did Incdident ‘ Degree Sf Injury

T , , : ,

v?%%%§945 ' Serious Moderate Minor - Total

Yes 10140 26378 45 (49) 71 (100%)
No 6(13A) 14 (294) ’ 28(587") ) 48(100%)

Total _ 16 40 63 119

We shall not discuss sexual victﬂmizatfhn in this section, The
number of incidents 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. Race Differences

Our Offense Report data show that whites are much 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 populatiénﬁwas 1.2 percent -~
or 45‘percent lower. The Inmate Data Base yields a net white iﬁmate
victimization rate of 12 percent, and a black rate of 7.5 percent. The
corresponding gross inmate victimization rates are 41 ;nd 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,
theidéka reveal a very strong inverse relation between age and victimization.

Inmates 25 years of age and younger are subjected to higher than average
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rates of victimization; those over 25, are subjected to substantially

~lower than average rates.

TABLE 4.2
AGE-~SFECIFIC VICTIMIZATION RATES:
TEN INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV

Inmate Victimizations Victimization « Victimization/
see Tany eamy  mae
(Percent)

(1) (2) ~ 3) = (2 + O (4)
Total, ALl 100.9 100.9 100 100
Ages
15-17 8.7 17.8 204 121
18-21 33,2 46.6 , 140 98
22-25 18.7 ~20.6 110 96
26~29 15.9 6.8 43 81
30-33 8.0 1.4 17 30
34-37 4.8 1.4 29 121
38-44 4.7 4.1 88 182
45-51 3.4 1.4 40 b
52-64 2.4 0.0 0 -
Over 64 0.3 0.0 0 -

26o01umn (3) of this table + column (5) of Table 3.1.

Undefined, since the denominator equals zero,.
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 ?. Differences by Custody Grade
In order to estimate victimization rates‘by custody graée, 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 ﬁeasure the offender's
probensity to victimize, rather than the inmate'é risk of being victimized,
If the victim and the offender are always of the same grade, the
victimization rate and propensity to victimize would be i&eﬁtical. 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 lévels. However, since seven percent isa
small proportion, we believe that thé data presented in Table 4,3 dp
provide an approximate estiméte of victimization rates by custody gfade.
These data reveal no obvious relation between closenéss of custody
and victimization, The range is fairly narrow compared to sex,4 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 weie twelve staff victimizations in the survey period, By
institution, these break down as follows: five in Central ~- four of

which iavolved mental patients —- four in Western, and one each in Odom,
v R

Caledonia and Havpett. Deriving a staff victimization rate is difficult,

There wera no. female victimizations reported, hence we have not
considered sex explicitly in this chapter.
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TABLE'4,3

VICTIMIZATTON BY CUSTODY GRADE

45

Custody Grade

Did Incident Minimum Medium Close - Maximum | Total
Involve (incl. Safekeep) (incl. Death
Victim Row)
No 8 30 5 5 48
Yes 13 ' 44 12 6 . 75
Total 21 74 17 11 123
Vietim/ ;
Population Ratio .013 .018 .015 ,019 .017
Percent of

Incidents

Involving Victim 62 59 71 55 61

e

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.

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

There were 1543 staff members in the ten institutions

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 wés victimized in‘one out of ten

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

i

~Incidents

Type of Victimization Number , - - Percent
Total, All Types k ’ 126 100,0
No staff wvictimization 114 90,5

Staff was direct e '
victim : - 9 o _ ’ 7fl,' —
Staffﬁwas third-party : :

vietim® 3 ’ 2.4

3Staff member was assaulted while trying to deal with an éssaultive
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 iﬁmediate, preci@itating'causes
of victimization within the ten ifimstitutions,. Underlying the analysis is
the requirement that we distinguish between assault and other (assault-
speéific) facto;s as determinants of victimization., We turn to this task

first.




e

“x

%

47

1. The Victimizaticn/Assault Relation

Analytically, the relation between the victimization rate (V/P) and
the assault rate (A/P) can be expressed as

V_V A

—

P A~ P°
where V, A, and P represent the number of victimizations, 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, ﬁolding the assaﬁlt rate constant.

Let us now empirically examite 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
assauit, but not mnecessarily 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 correspondiﬁg assault rates of Table 2,3, column (3).
The coefficient equals 0.92, which indicates that the rates V/P and A/P
have a high degree of covariation,swith 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

oo, St

This 1s statistically significant at the .01 level,
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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 explanation for the (dominant) A/P effect on victimization,
In this chapter we shall concentrate our attention on the V/P

effect; d.e. we shall fix our attention on those factors which produce
victimization rates which are disproportionate to their correspdnding

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 determire 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 importaﬁt
contributor to victimization. Assaults involving inmate interaction

account for more victimizations than assaults involving economic factors:

)

Y
\

(28 vs., 24 victimizations), However, this is due to the fact that, in
general, there are more assaults deriving from inmate interaction than from ﬁv
economic factors, (54 vs. 39 assaults), (This is the A/P effect.) Actually,

economic factors are very(important as a contributor 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 B; 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 wvictim than any
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DISTRIBUTION OF CAUSES OF ASSAULT BY
PRINCIPAL AND SECONDARY CAUSE AND BY
PRESENCE OF A VICTIM

Cause of Assault

Number of Times Cited

As Principal Cause

As Principal
or Secondary Cause

Vietim  No Victim Total Victim No Victim Total

Total, All Causes 56 40 96 76, 51 127
Economic EEFGSA) ‘li(SSA) é1(100/{29(654) ii(354)~ 59‘1004)
Gambling 3 1 3 1

Debt & Other

Money 10 4 12 4

Property 11 8 11 9

Inmate Interaction 2§‘54%) ‘gi(464) égflooégg(SBA) | §§F424) _EFIOOA)
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
Méntal Illness 4 3 7 _4 4 8

other factor in the table (16/34 = 472).

Thus, looking at the details of the table, we see that victimizirg

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

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

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 o
the sanctions wvariable. We do haversome fragmentary, but direct'evidence,
to su?port this inference.

The prgbability of being sancﬁioned should vary directly with the dégree ;
of supervision, Is there. a relation between‘the,degree:pf'supervision and'
the likelihood of victimization? The question can be answered from k

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

Offense Réport data that a disproportionately iafge number of victimizations

|
occur when an officer was not present during the assault, In 79 percent of f}

¢
f

. Did " Presence of Officer With Respect to Incidengy
€ Incident Present When Appeared While Not Totial
Involve Victim Incident Began Incident din Progress Present - ”ﬂ‘
No 23(494) 14(304) 10(214) 47(1004)‘
o 9 - o &
Yes 32 (43/0) 18(254) 23(32/0) 73 (1004) .
o j o ‘ y o Gy : |
“Total 5 55(464) 32(274) 33(274) 120(1094>H .

2

the‘victimless incidents an officer was present sometime during‘phg‘aésaﬁifg
r.while,'with respect to victimizing incidents, én‘offiCEf was only presen£,68
percent of the time., There are two possible interﬁretations for this~ it
difference. Fifst, an officer on the scene has more information ab?ut the
. assault, and may be less likely to declare one of‘ﬁhe parties to thewéssault 

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

be premeditated, to take cognizance of the risk of detection, and, therefore,

Prs.
et
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to occur outside the presence of an officer,
Further 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 Initial Source of Information

Involve Victim Visual Sound Inmate Other Total

No 31(67%) 8(17%) 5(ll%) 2(4%) 46(lOOA)
Yes 39(56/.) 9(13%) 21(30/,) 1(14) 7O(lOOA)
Total 2060%) 17 A58, (227) | 332 ,(1002)

information concerning the assault; whereas, in victimizing dincidents, an
inmate was the source of information 30 percent of the time,

' Thus, the evidence is consistent with the hypothesis that more
supervision reduces victimizationgkboth because it reduces assault, =-=-
the A/P effect - and alsc because victimizers seem particularly sensitive
to the riék of being sanctioned -~ the V/A effect. We éannot 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 abvictima 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.




Xy

o

.

52

b. Inmate Characteristics

(1) Race

Race has two important victimization effects. The dominant fact
is that the race of the victim and the assailant tend to be the same,
as the following tabulation shows. 1In 61 percent of the Offense Report
incidents involving a victim, both vic;im and assailant are of the same
race.. The other 39 percent of the incidents == the m;itiracial incidents ==
show that blacks are more likely to assault whites than whites are to
assault blacks; i.e., the data show that race is léss of a barrier to

black victimizers than to white victimizers.

Race of Race of Offender

Victim White Nonwhite Total
White 180780 378 BRRA
Nonwhite 5220 263%) 31
Total 23(1008) 4y (1008) 72

Since whites tend to have lower assaulturates the A/P effect tends
to produce lower white victimization rates compared to black rates, but‘
the assault-specific effect (V/A) -="dn this‘case, the racial cross-over
effect, blacks assaulting whites —wbproduces the higher‘white viétimizatiﬁn : e

rate.

(2) Age

Age-specific victimization rates roughly parallel age-specific
assault rates -— that is, there is a strong, positive A/P effect, Generally

speaking, assault and'victimization both decline with an increase iﬁ,age¢'
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The V/A effect 48 not so regular, however. We have recorded the V/A

effect in Table 4.2, column (4), above. Therein we observe disproportionately

high victimization rates £ur the 1517 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 pérsons are less proﬁe to
horseplay énd vefbal'abuse, or, at least, are less likely to respond in

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

‘precipitatiﬁg an assault changes with age, Accordingly, a larger proportion

of assaultive incidente wili ke provoked by factors that tend to produce a
vietim, i.e., mohey, sex, and rzvénge become relatively more important
among the causes producing assault in the over-33 age group. Thus, the
older inmate stands less chance of being victimized because assault rates
are much lower, but this effect is somewhat offset by changes in the motive
for agsault within his age group. We are 1ess sure of the explanation

for the disproportionately 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
0ld stands more of a chance of being victimized because assault rates -—-

the A/P effect -~ are higher in his age group and also because of & positive

V/A effect,

6The "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 vietim

tends to be younger (or older!) than his assailant,  Our Offense Reéorg
data permit a comparison of the age of the victim with that of his
assailant, In 34 percent of the cases Lhe victim was younger than his
agsailant, in 40 percent of the cases he was older. (In the remaining ﬁ?
26 percent of the cases, they were of the same age.) Thus;‘on the average,
the victim does teﬁd to be older than his assailant, but the differéncé

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 is related to inmate
attitude. We now wish to consider the relation between ViétimiZatioﬁ and
inmate attitude. It seems reasgnable to suppose that a pﬁre victim,
in the sense defined in the introduction to this chapter, would be a person’
who is not aééressive, and who eschews violence and the instruments of
violence. As we begin t67admit'increasing degrees of culpability igto o
the definition of a victim, we would expect our victim’to be leés”opposed té
violenée and the use of the instruments of violence, In the following
section, we develop a statistical model which permits a test of the rélation
between victimization and inmate attitude, - | | | §§;*\~
(a) The Statistical Model | | S
The Inmate Daté Base can be used to relate net and gross inmaté
vietimization,as defined in the intrOductidn to this chapter, 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:

V., =b,+ b, JUST + b

B 5 0 1 9 FORCE + b3 GUN + b4 Vj * b5 CUsT
i ves b6 AGE + u ,
s where 1 = 1,2,3,4, 3§ = 2,4, and
Vl'= Net inmate victim, V1 = 1 1if inmate was assaulted but did not
commit assault., Otherwise Vl = 0
i V2 = G?osgi%nmate victim. V2 = 1 if inmate was assaulted, Otherwise V2 = 0,
V3 = Net inmate offender. V3 = 1 iflinmate assaulted amnother inmate, but
§ | | was not himself the victim of assault. Otherwise V3 = 0, |
V4 = Gross inmate offeﬁder. V4 = 1 1f inmate assaulted another inmate,

Otherwise V4 = 0.
JUST = Is inmate assault = justified? Based on response to four problem
situations described in Appendix C, Yes = 2,
.y Indifferernt = 1, No = 0, for each problem situation, Thus, 0 <

JUST < 8.

FORCE = Should an inmate use force if he needs something badly? Yes = 1,

'GUN = Does the inmate possess a weapon? Yes = 1, No = 0,

CUST = Inmate custody grade. Maximum = 4, Close = 3, Medium = 2, Minimum = 1,
Age = Age of inmate in years.

¢ = 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
s : The above linear relation was estimated, using a multiple regression
procedure. The b coefficients which we have estimated, using our four

dependent variableS(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)

Dependent Independent Variable 2
Equation  Variable JUST FORCE GUN V, V, CUST  AGE ° R
(1) v, -.00 .03 200 -~ - -.05 =02 .14
(.08) (.42) (3.03) (1.74)  (5.32),
(2) v, -.01 .03 02 47 - ~.04 -,01 .32
(.77) (.44) . (.34)(8,90) (1.71)  (3.57)
(3) vy -.00 ,10 -.07 - - -.00 -,01 .03
(,26)(1.97) (1.58) (.16) (2,04)
' ;
@ A .02 .01 38 - - &\-.01 -.01 .20
(1.33) (.07) (.89) \\>(.47) (4 .45) L
) v, .02 -,0l .29 - 45 gf 0L -0l .37
(1,53) (14) (4.,97) (8.90) (.36) (2,15)
®) Vs .C8 a1 - - 03 =00 .07

01
(1.71)(1.36) (2.36)k (L.67) (.53)

8t 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. e
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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 zerc. 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 no# appear to be more
willing 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 mnot 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 thils expectation by showing that the most important variable
in explaining victimization is the fact that the wictim was, himself, an
assailant, Notice, also, that the addition of this variable to the
model considefably 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 equalizavthese 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 assault equations have such
coefficients, our victimization equations do not, Thé implication”of“
these results is that staff are optimally distributed with respect to
assault, but may be relatively over represented in the closer custodj
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 lmmates,

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
analysis.7 Nevertheless, for the sake of completeness, we report the
results for thesé two variables in Equations (3) and (6), The results
tend to support the findings of the other equationg, 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.

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 1s, subjectively speaking,

quite far from the ideal of 0,5,
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CHAPTER V

POLICY DISCUSSION, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A. POLICY DISCUSSION

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 is to maintain an appropriate level oﬁ control
over inmate contact. In the following 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. Custody Grade

Presumably, one function of classifying inmates by custpdy grade is
to segregate them by their propensity to commit assault. If, indeed,
custody grade does 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 ey is the number

"of manhours of supervision for custody grade i, then the assault relation can

be written as
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(L) A= F(cl, Cps tees ck).

Let there be a fixed number of manhours available for superﬁision, ¥ i.e.

k
(2) RK=1 ...
i=1 . k

Combining Equations (1) and (2) we obtain

k

(3) A= TF(c cens ck) - )\(Zci - KX),

l’ cz?
vhere A is a Lagrangian multiplier.
Assault is minimized with respect to manhour inputs when

(4)'6fl sz afk a
c. "B, TEe DM
1 2 ; k

Consider the Special case in which Equation (1) takes the log linear form

e g o L ;

(5) A= @ Cy7 Gy el
This equation implies that a one percent increase in custody grade supervlsion ci
produces a constant percentage decrease in assault (=ai). If Equatian (5)
correctly describes the assault-supervision relation, then it can be shown

that
6) Sf,
) 8,
dc,
i

o]k

(=1, 2, «ov, k).
N ;

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.

t

870 assure that we have a minimum, rather than a maximum, it is necessary
that the second derlvatlves be positive.
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In Figure 5.1 we present a graphis description of the optimizing condi-

tion. Suppose there

L Assault
ate a
rat 9
L
‘ a
1
a
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, s is devoted to each, we would have an assault rate

3’
of ao in Min and a higher rate, a,, in Max. If a total of (sl + 52) manhours
of supervision are available, then s; should be allocated to Min and s, to

Max, thereby producing a uniform.al 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, the assault rate can
always be reduced as long as there are any two subpopulétions which have
different assaultivé propensities.
How fine the classification, or subdivision, should be is a policy question,
involving complex cost/benefit calculations; and is, of course, beyond 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

*y

probably reduce the assault rate; or, alternatively, would permit a reduction

in staff with no increase in assault.
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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 agsault
rate, or as a way of reducing supervisory staff with no increase in the assaulﬁ
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 tendé to do when adults are treated as a homcgeneous group.
¢. Victim/Assailant

One intent of such measures as segregation by finer custody grades and by
age within the adult population is to isclate 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 victimﬁ who,
themselves, commit assault, and therefore tend to bring victimizatioﬁVOn them-
selves would tend to be placed irn the assaultive popuiation. The pure victim,
he who 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,

N

. AN
On the other hand, we do not know what would happen to the victimization

*y

rate within the assaultive population. It could be that a potential assailant

within that population, ldacking 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 latteg is true,
however, this would represent an increase in victimization among ;xgroup 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
have seen that inmate interaction, as a general category,a is a very important
factor leading to assault. Moreover, we bélieve that economic conditions,
as a motivation for victimization would decrease with a reduction in inmate’
contact. Furthermore, superintendents tend to think in terms of single cell
occupaﬁcy, 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 haturally, and necessarily, turns to ways of increasing the
efficiency of his staff. TIwo potentially fruitful possibilities for increas-
ing staff efficiency, and therefore supervisory outpﬁt, were expléred in this

project:b (1) Achieving a more efficient distribution of staff manhours, and

8Verbal abuse, horseplay, revenge, sex, etc.

We have not explored another obvious possibility, viz. improving super-
visory skills through training and other programs.

S




Ty

‘building improvements, etc.).
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(ii) Providing staff with more and better equipment and facilities.?
a. Allocative Efficiency

If total staff time is fixed, ore can still increase the amougt of super~
vision by decreasing staff time devoted to other activities. We explored a
number of possibilities with the supervisors whom we interviewed—fsuch as the
possibility of reducing the amount of paperwork assccigted with the supervigory
function, and reducing the time spent transpdrting inméﬁes to courtyand to
medical facilities. Our impression is that no one program is likeiy to have
much effect, because;pf the extfaordinary diversity of coﬁditiOns facing thel
administrators of the different institutions—ndiﬁferent inmate’populatioﬁg’,
different housing facilities, etc. Furthermore, our impfession‘from talking
with the superintendents is that the possibility for a reduction of non-
supérvisory activity on an institution byfinstitution basisé—one program here,
another there--is not very great.

Ifag;significant increase in supervisory manhours cannot be achieved by
a reduction in non-supervision, then Wé must look fof ways to’opfimize the
distribution of manhours within the superyisoty function. One reason why we.
have given so much attention to the possibilities for demographic reqrganization
is that’we believe that this is one feasible way of achieving a more optimal
allocation of supervisory manhours. We showed that the average efficiencyt
of supervisibn can be.increased by segregating’inmates in such a way that each
inmate group becomes more homogeneo;s in terms of its assanltive or victimiza~
tion potential, | | f

There are other distributional possibilities, hdwe§er{ It may‘be,thal‘

superVisory manhours are not optimally allocated over the course of the da

%In economists' jargon, the average and marginal efficiency of the labo\k\ v
input (staff manhours) increases with an increase in capital input:(equipment;\\\g\
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and over the course of the week, since, as we have seen, assault exhibits daily
and weekly‘cyéles. 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 tﬁis 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.?

There is one more possibility. Supérvisory personnel perform a variety-
of non-supervisory duties. Perhaps some reorganization'of the time for execu-—
tion éf these duties within the shift would be possible,

b. Equipment and Other Capital Inputs

Let us define capital as the collection of equipment, facilities, and
other man-made objects used in conjunction with the provision of supervision.
Génerally 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 ian 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--
¢.g. we either use a man or do not use him at a certain locati6n, we cannot
use half of a man. The more general princ¢iple, 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 eéuipment and singié cell occupancy, while
metal detectors and closed—circuit TV received a more mixed respomnse. The
fact that there was so little uniformity of opinion with respectbto particu~
lar types of capital input points up the principle that a unit of capital
will have different efficiencigs depending updn the conditions exiStihg where
it is being used. Since supervision operates under such differeﬁt conditions‘
within the ten institqtions, one would expect the prison-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.

e

B. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

An efficient way of summarizing our results and cdﬁclusions is to organize,
_and enumerate these using a format suggested by our chépter organization.
Obviously, what we say applies to our ten inséitutions during;the fourth quarter
of 1975.

1. Nature of Assault

(1) The known quarterly assault rate was 4.0 percent; the estimated total

assault rate, 5.6 percent.

(ii) An inmate was subjected to a risk qf'aSSault ﬁﬁiCh'wasfapproxi%égﬁznyﬁg:
to three times that of his non—institutional counterpart. .

(iii) Known aséault rates vary widely by inStitution-}fioﬁ zero to 7.4 pércenﬁ W
per quarter.

(iv) Males commit more assaﬁlts than females, ybuths more assaults ﬁhaﬁ adults,-
?ounger adults’morekASSaults than older édults, and nOnwhitesrmorg‘assadlts

than whites. ~  ° L | o | o ﬁ S
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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 serious injury. 4

(vii) Sixty perzent of sll assaults occur in inmate sleeping areas.

2. Causes of Assault

(1) Assault varies inversely with the risk of getting caught.

(i1} Assault varies inversely with the amount of supervision.

is that youths are less likely to be punished for an assault.

(iv) Part of the resason 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)bQuartefly vietimization rates vary from less than 0.6 percent to l9.4kper—
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 perceht. An inmate was
sﬁbjected to the same risk of being sexually assaulted as a non-institutional
female living in a large U,85 city.

(iii) Victimization rates vary markedly by sex, race, age, and institution.

(iv) The qua;terly staff victimization rate is 1.l percent. A staff member is

victimized in one out of ten assaultive incidents.
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4. Causes of Victimization

(1) Victimization rates vary directly with assault rates.
(ii) Victimization 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

ictimization.

(v) The main precipitating factors causing~§ictimization are relatively more
important for older inmates; and, therefore, lead to a somewhat higher Vietimie
zation rete for older inmates than would otherwise occur.

(vi} The likelihood that en inmate will become a victim is considerably greater
if that inmate has, himself, committed assault.

(vii) White victimization rates are higher than black victimization rates

because blacks are more likely to victimize across racial lines.

5. Policy Implicatiens
(1) Increasing the quéntity and efficieﬁcy of supervision is a direct and
obvious means fér reducing assault and victimization. (But this takes money.)

(ii) Given departmental budget constraints, the most likely area for Dollcy

i

innovation woqu appear to jnvolve a reorganlzatlon of the 1nmate populatlon.m~_

A flne:cla351fncat10n of tho inmate population by their propens1ty tq commit
| . e
assault would increase the efflclency of superv151on, and therefore, wou,d

el

permit a decrease in assauLt and victimization rates. As pOSSlbllltlES,,We

it

have considerg¢d more inmate custody grades, including a more efficient

reclassificaﬁﬁon;process,fénd classifying inmates by age within the adult
inmate populétion., o

[ N i
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TABLE Al
INCIDENTS OF HOMOSEXUAL ASSAULT: NINE INSTITUTIONS,
, 1975-IV and 1974-IV - 1975-IV. '
Fstimated Number of Sexual Assaults
P - Within last Within last
Institution ‘ three months _ : year
All Institutions ' ( 9 | v 30-31
| Western o ‘ v g 0 , o 4-5
Harnett ’ 1 , S , 6
Polk . 2 | 5
Sandhills S 0 0
Central = ' AR , 1 ' 3
Caledonia - | i . 0 o k ‘ ' 0
“odom | o o 5 | 12
Blanch s Y R AR e - 0
Nccew | | 0 - 0
Source: Superintendent ‘Data,j'f’ Base
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TABLE A2

ASSAULT RATES BY CUSTODY GRADE:
NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV

Custody Grade Maximum

All Custod§ ' , (including
Institution Grades Minimum Medium - Safekeeping Close death row) Psychiatric
ALl Institutions 4.0% 3.0% 4.2% 4.6% 3.5% 3.8% 11.1%
Western e 5.1 4.9 5.3 0 0 0 0
Harnettk 7.4 10.6 6.2 8.7 100.0 0 0
~ Polk 5.6 0 6.3 0 0 0 0
Sandhills 4.5 4.2 0 0 0 0 0
Central 3.6 4.7 1.7 4.7 4.0 3.9 50.0
- Caledonia | 2.8 7.2 2.7 0 0 0 0
Odom - 1.6 0 4.8 0 1.5 0 0
Blanch ' 6.4 ; 0 0 0 6.8 0 0
| 0 0

NCCCW 0.83 0 1.8 0 6.7

Source: Offense Report Data Base

0L
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TABLE A3

INCIDENTS OF ASSAULT, BY DAY OF THE WEEK:
NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975~IV

Sunday

Day of the Week

Institution All Days Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
All Institutions 126 13 21 15 17 20 26 14
Western 22 3 3 1 3 3 7 2
Harnett 26 - 7 3 3 2 5 2 g
Polk 17 2 3 2 3 2 4 1

© Sandhills 5 0 1 0 0 0 3 1
Central 33 0 8 6 5 6 7v 1
Caledonia 11 0 3 2 2 1 1 2
Odom 5 1 0 1 1 (1 1 1

?> Blanch 5 0 0 o 1 3 1 0
NCCCH 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Source: Offense Report Data Base
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TABLE A4

LOCATION OF ASSAULTIVE INCIDENT:
NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-1IV

Inside Locations Outside Locations

. Source:

Total ‘
All Sleeping : At
Institution Incidents Total Segregation Area Recreation Other Total  Recreation Other Work
% No. ‘ Z No. Z No.
All Institutions 121 80 97 3 70 6 13 15 18 7 11 3 1)
‘Western 20 85 17 0 13 3 1 10 | 2 2 0 5 1
Harnett 26 71 17 2 11 1 3 25 6 2 4 4 1
Polk | 17 71 12 1 10 0 1 24 4 1 3 5 1
Sandhills 5 100 5 6 4 o 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central 32 78 25 0 16 2 7 19 6 2 4 31
Caledonia 11 87 9 0 6 0 3 0 o0 0 0 13 2
Odom 5 100 5 0 5 0 -0 0 0 0 0 0o 0
Blanch 5 1060 5 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 O
NCCCW 2 100 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Offense Report Data Base

S
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TABLEZ A5

LOCATION OF OFFICER AND SOURCF OF INFORMATION WITH RESPECT
TO ASSAULTIVE INCIDENT: NINE INSTITUTIONS, 1975-IV

Location of Officer

Appeared While

‘ All Present When Incident in Not Present
Institution , Locations Incident Began Progress ; During Incident
’ No. - . No. % No. 7% ' No. %
.All Institutions 120 : 55 46 32 27 33 27
Western e 22 12 55 3 13 7 32
Harnett L2 .10 42 8 33 6 25
Polk | 15 4 27 7 46 4 27
Sandhills , .5 0 0 1 20 4 80
Central 32 17 53 7 22 8 25
Caledonia TR s 45 2 8 4 37
Odom - - 4 2 50 2 50 0 0
Blanch 5 kS 80 1 20 | 0’ 0
NeCCw ’»E ; 2 1 50 1 se . 7o o

Source: Offense Report Data Base

%
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TO ASSAULTIVE INCIDERNT:

[
L4

TABLE A6
SOURCE OF INFORMATION WITH RESPECT

1975~1V

NINE INSTITUTIONS,

Initial Source of Information

All
Institetion Socurces Visual Sound Inmate Other

No. No. 7 No. % No. pA No. %
All Institutions 116 70 60 17 15 26 22 3 3
Western 20 12 60 0 0 6 30 2 10
Harnett 23 14 61 5 22 b 3 0 0
Polk 14 10 72 2 14 2 1L 0 0
Sandhills 5 1 20 0 0 4 80 0 0
Central '32 17 53 7 22 7 22 1 3
Caledonia 11 7 64 1 9 3 27 0 0
Odom 4 3 75 i 25 0 0 0 0
Blanch 5 5 100 4] 0 0 ] 0 0
NCCCW 2 1 50 1 50 0 0 0 0
Source: Offense Report Data Base

Rz
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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 beloy, together with the variable

name used in the regression analysis.

Varisble

JUST

Definition

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"

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. Rlue 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 immate 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 Red do wrong or do you not give a damn one way
or the other?

1. Red did wrong.

2. Don't give a damn, one way or the other.

——so.

3. Red did right.
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Officer Green often does illegal favors for
inmates--like carrying contraband letters outside the
institution. TInmate 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' fall on inmate Lemon's foot. Three of his
toes were broken.

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 deo 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 being
stolen, and that as he is in the kitchen most of the
time, it looks as if Red is the thief. Later on,

Red learns through the grapevine that another inmate,
Blue, is really stealing the coffee.  Red tells
Blue what the gituation 1is, and asks him to stop.

- The next day some more coffee is stolen. Red catches

Blue alone in the shower room and heats 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.
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Variable

Yy

GUN

FORCE
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Definition
Gross Victim,

= 1 if inmate responded that other immates did either
of the following since January 1, 1971
a) Hit respondent with an object.
b) Hit respondent using only hands, fist, or legs.

= ( otherwise.

Gross Offender

= 1 if iomate 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.

= ( otherwise.

Net Victim

= 1 and V, =

=1 1if V 3

?

= ( otherwise.

0.

. Net Offender

if

9 = 0 and V3 = 1,

= ( otherwise.

=1 4f V

- Since January 1, 1973 have you ever owned a home-made

weapon, or an item that could be used as a weapon?
Yes = 2, No = 1.

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 inmetes should not behave viclently, check
response option one.

L. Fbrce'should not be used.

2. Force OK 1if used by a guy to get something he;

wants badly.









