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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents for staff a summary of' published 
research on the relation between pre-incarceration character­
istiqa of inmates and three types of prison behavior: insti­
tutional misconduct, victimization by other iTh~ates, and 
inmate self-injury. Over thirty-five studies are reviewed, 
These studies differ from each other on several factors~ some 
of which include the geographical location of the insti~u­
tiones) studied, the time period (i.e. late 1950~s to late 
1970 t s), type and security level of the institution(s) studied~ 
sample size of the study population, and the type of behavior 
studied. These factors are considered in assessing the rele­
vance of each study for New York State correctional facilities. 

Inmate characteristics associated with each of the three 
types of prison behavior examined are categorized as demographic 
factors (e.g. age, ethnicity), social factors (e.g. marriage, 
education), criminal justice history factors (e.g. conviction 
offense type) and psychological factors (e.g. attitude). 
Research efforts directed at predicting institutional miscon­
duct according to inmate characteristics are reviewed. Available 
information on the rates of misconduct, victimization and self­
injury in New York prisons are presented and discussed. 

Research studies that have attempted to predict institu­
tional misconduct using pre-incarceration characteristics of 
inmates show that these variables are only weak predictors of 
misconduct. However)when the association between each charac­
teristic (e.g. age) and each of the types of prison behavior 
examined (e.g. misconduct) is considered some general tendencies 
are observed. In general, both age and ethnic status show 
consistent relationships with misconduct, victimization and 
self-injury. Younger inmates more frequently acquire disciplin­
ary infractions, are more likely to be victimized by other in­
mates and are more likely to injure themselves in confinement. 
White inmates are more likely to be victimized by others, white 
and Hispanic inmates are overrepresented among inmates who 
purposely injure themselves, a:'d for certain types of misconduct 
black and Hispanic inmates are overrepresented. 

Looking specifically at institutional misconduct some in­
mate characteristics are related to misconduct, others are not. 
Variables that are frequently found to be associated with mis­
conduct include age, marital status, job stability, juvenile 
record, time served and attitudinal factors. Variables that 
consistently show no association with misconduct are school 
grade level aChieved, I.Q., military history, frequency of adult 
arrests and convictions. Characteristics that show mixed results 
include ethnicLty, urbanicity, prior incarcerations~ comnlitment 
offense type, ,time served and sentence length. 

ii 

Variables associated with sexual victimization are age, 
urbanicity, ethnic status, weight~ mental health problems, 
use of force in both the commitment and prior crimes, and 
completion of high school. Variables found to be ur.related 
to sexual victimization in a New York State study include 
maximum sentence length, juvenile convictions, adult prior 
convictions/commitments, height and broken home. Research 
also shows that effeminate characteristics, the early stages 
of the sentence, the ability to form group ties, the likelihood 
of meeting known others, and past experience with violence are 
related to sexual victimization. 

Age, ethnicity and marital status are inmate character­
istics that are consistently related to inmate self-injury. 
In addition to differences in rates of self~injury among in­
mates of different age and ethnic status there are differences 
in the types of distress that lead to self-injury according to 
ethnic status and age. Characteristics of inmates that show 
no association with self-injury are employment history, popu­
lation size of residence, alcohol use and number of prior jail 
terms. On other characteristics the available research shows 
mixed results. These include school grade level achieved, 
drug use, offense type and prior sentences. 

Some of the limitations of the reviewed research are 
discussed. Improvement in our knowledge about various types 
of prison behavior requires that other types of inflormation 
besides pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates be con­
sidered. As an example several "in prison" variables have 
been shown to be associated with misconduct (e.g. involvement 
in treatment programs, holding a job in the prison, visits). 
Other t;Y'pes of information which should be considered include 
characteristics of the physical institution, characteristics 
of' staff and the job they perform, administrative policies, 
inmate involvement in treatment, education or prison jobs, and 
situational variables. 

~ __ L~__ __-----"--~ ___ ~ ____ A 
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I N T ROD U C T ION 

This paper presents for staff a summary of published re­

search on the relation between pre-incarceration characteristics 

of inmates and three types of prison behavior: institutional 

misconduct, Victimization by other inmates and inmate self-injury. 

Decisions about inmates made by correctional staff often 

depend on assessments of an inmate's behavior in the future. 

These assessments are based in large part on staff experience 

with inmates. The knowledge gained from experience is certainly 

the best basis for deCiSions, yet the experience of each indivi­

dual is limited, and Since this is so everyone can benefit from 

knowledge based on wider experience. Research is a way of accu­

mulating experience ana thinking about it systematically. Sur­

prisingly, over the last ten years a fairly large number of re­

search studies on prison behavior have been conducted. This 

paper presents some of the main findings of that research. It 

is our hope that staff will find the information in this report 

useful in the day to day deciSions they must make. 

This paper summarizes research findings reported in some 30 

stUdies. There are wide differences in these stUdies and these 

differences affect the extent to which they can be compared with 

each other and the extent to which they are relevant to the cur­

rent New York State prison system. The studies have been con­

ducted at different times, in different parts of the country, 

and on different types of study populations. There are differ­

ences in the definitions of institutional adjustment that are 

used as well as in the ways that adjustment is measured. Some 

studies are methodologically more rigorous than others. We have 

taken these differences into consideration in weighing the find­
ings in each report. 

Overall the research reports in this review do not find that 

the characteristics inmates possess when they enter prison (such 

as age or criminal record) predict or relate strongly to the 

prison behavior considered. \'lhat is feund in the available re-
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search are some tendencies. Inmates with certain characteris­

tics are more prone to certain types of behavior. It can help 

us to know that certain types of inmates are more likely to 

experience certain types of problems, without assuming that 
they will in fact develop these problems. 

Our knowledge about the three areas of prison behavior 

examined and about other types of prison behavior is decidedly 

incomplete. Some of the tendencies found in published research 

will undoubtedly disagree with the in'sti tutional experience of 

some staff. However, we think that it is important to be aware 

of the research work that has' been done and that using this in­

formation wherever Possible can aid in making staff work more 
effective. 

Presentational Format 

The paper is divided into three sections that deal with (1) 

institutional misconduct, (2) victimization and (3) self-injury. 

Each section begins. with a brief discussion of the studies that 

have examined each of these types of prison conduct and a brief 

note on how frequently each of these types of conduct Occur. 

We then proceed to consider the relationship between pre-incar­

ceration characteristics of inmates and each of three types of 

prison conduct. Each subsection begins with a brief summary, identi­

f~ed~~ qn -~at~i~k, and then moves to presentation of relevant 

research studies and findings (sections that are brief are not 

summarized). At several points in the text we have inserted 

tables that surnmarize the research findings in a particular 

area. At the end of each section there is a summary statement 
of some of the main findings in that section. 

Throughout the discussion there are statements asserting 

that one particular inmate characteristic is "associated with" 

or "related to" a particular type of prison conduct. By these 

terms we mean that changes in one variable (e.g. as persons 

grow older) tend to go along with or be associated with changes 

in some second variable (e.g. years of education).. By a 

-3-

positive relationship (or association) we mean that as scores Qn 

one variable increase scores on some second variables also tend 

to increase (e.g. as young people grow older they acquire more 

years of education.) A negative relationship meansthat as 

scores on one variable increase scores on some second variable 

tend to decrease. The term "Significant differences" also 

appears often. A "Significant" relationship betwee'1 two 

variables only indicates that it is unlikely that the observed 

relationship between two variables could have occurred by chance 

alone. A relationship that is not statistically significant 

indicates that there is no relation between the variables or 

that there is a reasonable probability that the observed 

relation could have occurred due to chance effects alone. 

~--~---~ ------"'------- -
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PER S 0 N A L C H A R A C T E R I S T I C S A S S 0 C I ATE D 

W I T H I N S T I T U T I 0 N A L M I S C 0 N D U C T 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Definitional Issues and ComEarability of Studie~ 

h h 'ned factors related to On the whole, researchers w 0 ave exam1 

institutional conduct have relied on two ways of measuring poor 

adjustment. Some investigators have accepted staff nominations of 

"troublemakers" or poor y ~ 1 adJ'usted ;nmates as a means of identifying 

Th ese inmates are compared with inmates poorly conducted inmates. 

who receive no nominat10ns , as a troublesome inmate or who are seen by 

staff as well-conducte 1nma~es. d ' ~ Other investigators have taken the 

inmate's institutional disciplinary record as an index of adjustment 

to the prison. In most cases researchers using institutional 

disciplinary records compare inmates who frequently violate prison 

regulations with those who do not. However, looking only at the 

frequency 0 ru e. ~ f 1 V;olat;ons, which lumps together several different 

under the concept of institutional adjustment, types of behavior 

limits our understanding of inmate behavior in the prison. Each of 

the types of behavior that would draw a disciplinary reaction from 

It sexual press uring, alcohol use, drug use, etc.) staff (e.g., assau , 

may have its own se 0 cause ~ t f S and rna\; be engaged in by different 

as compared to older, long term as types of inmates (e.g., younger 

t) One step towards more concise compared to short term, e c. • 

, 1 m;sconduct would be to distinguish the understanding of institut10na • 

V;olat;ons from the seriousness of rule violations. frequency of rule. ._ 

In their study of male youthful offenders 

-5-

housed in a Maryland medium security institution Wolf, Freinek 

and Shaffer suggest that their data show that "the inmate who 

commits extremely serious rule infractions is to be found among 

those who frequently violate institutional rules. On the other 

hand many inmates who frequently break rules do not commit very 

serious infractions but are nonetheless disciplinary problems 

because of the frequency of their violations" (1966:246-247). 

Our understanding of institutional misconduct or of security risk 
would be improved if types of misbehavior (or various types of 
misbehaving inmates) were examined separately, but since few 

researchemhave done this (Lockwood's study of sexual aggression 
in prison is a notable exception) we have little choice but to . 

try to make sense out of variables that are associated with the 
global measures of instjtutional adjustment that are commonly 
used. 

We provide some brief descriptive data about the research 
reports examined in this working paper. In Table I we have cate­
gorized several aspects of the studies reviewed: the region of 

the country where the prison or prisons are located, the approxi­

mate year during which information was collected, the nature of 
the prison facility or population studied, the security level 

of the facility, the number of inmates in the researcher's sample, 

the type of behavior of primary interest in the study and how this 
behavior was measured. 

Though there are trends that occur conSistently across the 

studies reviewed there are several reasons why the research reports 
in this area are only roughly comparable. Looking across the 

studies, there are differences in the size (e.g. average popu­

lation),number, and security level of institutions stUdied. The 

stUdies were conducted at different times (e.g. 1950t~ as compared 
to 1970's) and in different places (e.g. Northern prisons as 
compared to Southern prisons). There are differences in the 

sample Sizes that are employed and the methodological rigor of the 
examination. Fj.nally, there are differences in the type of 

behavior that is studied (e.g. assaults on staff, assaults on 

inmates, Violations of prison rules) as well as how these be­

haviors are measured (e.g. institutional records of misconduct, 

staff nominations of troublesome inmates, self-reported rule 

I 
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violations). In our assessment of the evidence we give added 

weight to studies employing large samples and to studies which look 

extensively into baCkground characteristics of the inmates sampled. 

We are particularly interested in studies conducted in New York 

State prisons. Using these factors as a measuring rod we have 

ran~ed the studies in this review according to their usefulness 

for understanding misconduct in New York State Prisons. In the 

chart that follo~those studies listed at the top we consider as 

most useful and relevant. 

<, '\ 
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Table I. CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIES REVIEWED INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCT 

Author 

Flanagan 
(1979) 

Lockwood 
(1977) 

Petersil1a 
and 

Honig 
(1980) 

Jaman 
(1972) 

Region 

New York 

New· York 

!MiChigan 
- - - - - - -Cal1fornia I-- - _ _ _ _ _ 

trexas 

pal1fornia 

1965-
1976 

1974-
1975 

Aprox­
imately 
1971 

1964-
11965 

Type of facility 0 
Prison population Security 
studied Level samPle/ Behavior Studied Size 

6 maximum 
5 medium 
3 community based 

Attica, 
Auburn 
Coxsackie 
Great Meadow 

Samples drawn in 
Several facilities 
in each State to 
~e'flect State-wide 
prison populatior 

max 
med 
min 

max 
n 
n 
n 

max 
to 
min 

~ 6% sample of max 
~nmates admitted to to 
Fhe California Dept. min 
pf Corrections in 

1964 

765 long 
term 
701 shQrt 
term 

107 vic .. 
tims 

45 agrea 
aorl3 

59 non .... 
victims 

325 

institutional rul~ 
violaUona 
(and other inatitu_ 
~1on~1 activity) 

sexual aggres~iQn, 
sexual assault 

institutional rule 
V1olations (and 
other 1nstitutional 
aot:J.vit:{l 

1nstitutional rule . 
V1olat1ons. (and 
other 1nstitutional-" 
act:J.v1t;rl 

Officially recorded rule 
. violations 

Sexual aggression reported 
in interviews of inmates 
by the reaearcher. 

Number and sever1ty of 
officially recorded rule 
violations 

Frequency of offic1ally 
l'ecol'ded rUle violations lNew admis­

!sions J 
1175 ParolE 
lViolatol's 

Megargee 
(1979) '----------~------~----~----------~----+-----~----------~----------------Florida, 

Federal 
. Facility 

1970-
1972 

1 Federal insti~ 
tution .to'11 
youthful lIl.f'fend"", 
e1'5 

.. 

Ellis, Grasm1ck North 
and Gilman Carolina 

(1974) 
1971 2 adult (18 and 

over) prisons 
2 youth (14-l,7) 
prisons 

min, to 278 
maximum 

1nat1tut1onal rule 
V10lationa (and other 
1n~t1tut1~nal acti .... 
Vitfl -

aggressive tl'ans_ 
actions 

ottic1all:{ ~eoOrded rule 
v101ation~, 4~:{13 ~ 
seg1'egation, eta!! ratings 

Aggre8sive behavior 
recorded in offioial tilea 

, 
-.:j 
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Author 

Fuller 
, and 
Orsagh 

(1977) 

Mueller, Toch, 
Molof 

(1965) 

Davis 
(1971) 

'~ew York state 
Department of 
Corrections 

Bennett 
(1974) 
(1976) 

Woll', Freinek, 
Shaffer 

(1966) 

Region Time 

North ' 1975. 
Carolina 1971 

CaUfornia 1963-
1964 

Philadelphia 1966-
Pennsyl var.lia 1968 

New York 1979-
1980 

California 1912 
c', 

Maryland 1963-
1965 

. 
1 

Type of facility 0 
Pr~&on PQ~ul~tion 
,studied, ' , , ' 

10 North Carolina 
Prisons (197',) 
(housing 7,000 
inmates) 
6 North Carolina 
r~isons (1971) .) ap;e 15 and older 
~ix prisons (hous-
ing some 28,000 
inmates; both adu11 
and youth full 
offen-deI'S 
facilities studied 

1 state prison 
(pop 1,100) 

1 city detention 
oenter (pop 800) 

l'county jail 
(Aver. pop 80Q) 

32 prisons 
(population 
21,000) 

a.pprox. 

All instItutions 

1 state prison 
(Hagerstown) 
(houses 1400 
average age i9) 

o 

Secu:rtty .~ Measurement·of Behavl.r Sanple 
Level S~ .. ze BehavtQ:r Studted Studied 

min 55 pri- inmate v1ctim1zat1~n Officially recorded assaultiv 
to sons; ana by other inmates, events in 1975; 
max a samgle inmate 8,ssault interviews of inmates (taken 

of 27 in 1971) about assaultive 

e 

inmates behavior in prison 
intervie\\ -

ed in 1971 
custody 227 assaultive incidents Incidents serious enough 
class: aggres- against staff and to be reported to 
max (7%) SOl'S, inmates California Corrections 
med (70%) 161 Dept. Central Office 
min (23%) victims 

max 3,304 sexual aggression, InterViews of inmates and 
- - - - inmates; sexual assault staff 

561 staff 
- - - - . 

I 

'f 
med h 

-
min, 1,121 Assaultive incidents Aggressive inoident" 
med, of tenders against stafr and reported to NYDOCS oentral 
max other inmates office as unusual incidents 

min, ASDaultlve inoidents 
med. against staff and 'offioially reoorded 
max other inmate!> assaultive inoidents 

medium 309 institutional rule Offioia1ly recorded 
violations rule violations 

J 
I 
I 

I , 

, , v-'!\ l 
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,~ 
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Author 

Myers and 
Levy. 

(1978 ) 

Drown and 
Spevacek 

(1971) 

Edinger 
(1979) 

Wood, et. a1. 
. (1966) 

Wolfgang 
(1961) 

Johnson 
(1966) 

Region 

Ohio 

Washington, 
D.C. 

I 1 
Tima 

1969 

Virginia, Fe- 1913-
deral faoility 1976 

Alal:J.ama State 
faoilities 

Colorado 

Pennsylvania 

A Southern 
state 

,. 

196~ 

1958 

1962 

Type of facility OJ 
Prison population Security Sample 
studied Level Size Behavior Studied 

1 state prison 
pOP. about 2 ,000 
average"of 
sample (age) 38 

not giver 100 troublesome .. ~ 

behavior in the 
prison 

2 prisons (1,.200 
inm~te, all ages) 

\ . 350 inmate 
facility, ages 
18-26 

1 prison (Peters­
burg) pop 7?0Iav­
erage age 22; 17-2~ - - ~ -- - - - -
Statewide sample 
of inmatesl males­
ave. age 2 U 15-·83 

medium 

- - - -
medium 

medium 

- - - -max to 
min 

(Englewood) Fede- youth 
ral Youth Center center 
housing approx. Goo 
ado1esoent orfender 

1 faoility (Eastern maximum 
~tate Penitentiary) 
pop. approx. 1,000 
inmates 

Survey of total 
population of 
inmatee serving 
a felony sentence 
in 1962 (2265) 

max 
to 
min 

50 institutional rUle 
violations - - - -

50 

2,063 institutional rule 
fed. in- violations (and 
mates other factors) - - - - -

136 InstItutional oonduot 

~4 In- Inetitutional adJust-
mat'1s ment 
oonviote 
of 
Homicide 

rn~tttutlQnal rule 
ytolat1on~ 

._----,_. ----- -_ .... _-

Measurement of behavior 
studied 

Nominations by staff of in­
mates who were disciplinary 
problems and inmates who were 
not disciplinary problems 

Officially recorded rule 
violations 

Offioially recorded rule 
violations I 

\0 
I 

Staff nomination of inmates 
who were seen as "trouble 
makers", oompared with 
inmates reoeiving no nomina­
tions 

Number and length of time 
held at jobs, disoharges fron. 
job for poor oondnct, poor 
conduot reports by guard 

Offioially reoorded 
rule violations 

"\ 
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Author 

Wheeler 
(196.1) 

Jensen 
(1977) 

Holland and 
Holt 

(1978) 

Shelley and 
Toch 

(1962) 

Jaman, et. a1. 
(1966) 

Coe 
(1901) 
, 

Region 

Western 
state 

A South-
Eastern state 

Callfornia 

Michigan 

ballfornia 

.. 

rll1nOl. 

I Type of facility or 
Timel 

Prison populatiQn Security 
studied Level 

1957 1 Prison, ages max 
16-30, average 
population 750 

1975 1 womens state minimum 
prison)pop. 304 
average age 28 

1968- 1 state prison minimum 
1972 

1960 ~orrections con- Minimum 
servation Youth 
camp, ages 17-24. 
pop. 81 

~960 .- ~an Quentin, :max 

1958 1 prison (Menard) max 
pop. 2300 

. 

Sample Behavior Studied 
Size 

237 Conformity to' titar'f 
role expectations 

175 Institutional rule 
violations 

293 Institutional 
misconduot, esoapes 

60 Adjustment to work 
camp 

244 Violent behavior 
in prison 

200 Institutional 
adjustment inmates 

Measurement of behavior 
studied 

Inmate responoeo to 
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had escaped and those trans 
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for disciplinary reasons 

Transfer to closer 
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orf:f.cially record aots of 
threatened or aotual harm 

Staff nominations of well 
or poorly adjusted inmates 
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1. A Word About Rates 

Before examining the relationship between inmate character­

istics and institutional misconduct we look at institutional mis­

conduct itself. How frequently do inmates violate rules? What 

types of misdonduct occur most often? How does New York State 

compare to other states? We look first at the more general cate­

gory of disciplinary infractions and then we turn to more specific 

types of misconduct: inmate- inmate assault, sexual assault, and 

assaults on staff. 

a. Institutional Misconduct 

There are two studies that provide relevant information on 

rates of serious and non-serious prison rule violations. In the 

first study, Petersilia and Honig collected information on samples 

of inmates from several facilities in California, Michigan and 

Texas. In each state they drew a sample designed to reflect the 

characteristics of the statewide population of inmates. The second 

study was conducted by Flanagan and it addresses the prison e~pe­

rience of long-term and short-term inmates in New York State 

prisons. Flanagan sampred mmates in 6 maximum security, 3 medium 

security and 3 community based facilities. His sample of long 

~ prisoners was comprised of inmates released to supervision 

(on parole or cond~tional release) from New York State Department 

facilities between 1973 and 1976 and who had served at least 60 

continuous months (five years) in custody (Flanagan 1971:106). 

His short term ,prisoner group was made up of a random sample of 

inmates who were released to supervision (e.g. paroled) from New 

York State prisons but who had served a sentence of five years 

or less. In the table below we report rates of officially 

recorded serious and nonserious infractions. 
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Annual Fate Qf infractions per inmate' A 

California Michigan Texas New York 

Serious B 
.20 .42 .25 .33 

Non-serious, 1.52 2.40 1. 25 1.67 
Total 1.72 2.82 1.50 2.00 

A The estimated rates for California, Michigan and 
Texas reflect the average number (i.e. the mean) of 
disciplinary infractions per inmate per year and are 
reported at p.69 in Petersilia and Honig (1980). 
The estimated rates for New York reflect the median 
number of disciplinary infractions per inmate per 
year. (See Flanagan 1979: Table 4.7, 4.9 4.10). 

B For California, Michigan and Texas the serious in­
fraction category is made up of the following offenses: 
assaults resulting in no injury, minor injury or major 
injury, and attempted escape. Nonserious violations 
include such items as possession of contraband, threat­
ening to harm others, theft, gambling etQ. (Petersilia 
Honig 1980:67-69). 

In New York State the serious infraction category 
is comprised of interference with employee doing duty, 
creating trouble with guards or other staff (verbal 
abuses, insolence, jostling, harrasment), fighting or 
assault, and escape (Flanagan 1979:137). These offen­
ses make up 16.8% of the total infractions of short 
term inmates (Flanagan 1979: Table 49, table repro­
duced in this text at p. 13 ) hence the annual infrac­
tion rate for serious offenses of .33 (i.e., 2.00 rate 
for total infractions x 16.8% + 100=.33, (short term 
inmates only). 

The data in this table show that the average number of dis­

ciplinary infractions per inmate per y.~ar is about two. The 

rate of serious infractions is considerably lower than the rate 

for non-serious infractions. It is not the case, however, that' 

most inmates acquire 2 disciplinary infractions per year. 

Flanagan pOints out that a relatively small percentage of the 

inmate population viola.te prison rules at a rate much higher 

than that of most inmates (Flanagan 1979, Chapter 4, Note 19). 

Flanagan presents a breakdown of the average number of disci­

plinary infractions per year incurred by inmates in his sample: 

~~~~----~ ---~------~-. -----------
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Average Number of DisciElinary Infractions Per YearY 

0.0 to 0.9 1 32%A 
1.0 to 1.9 2 18 
2.0 to 2.9 3 12 
3.0 to 3.9 4 11 
4.0 to 4.9 5 7 
5.0 to 6.9 7 13 
7.0 to 12.0 12 10 

AThese New York State data are taken with permission from an 
unpublished paper by Flanagan. 

A These data are taken with permission from an unpublished 
paper by Flanagan. 

These figures show that 50% of New York State inmates 

commit either none or one offense per year, another 30% commit 

from 2 to 5 infractions per year. It can be seen that inmates 

who frequently violate prison rules (i.e. have more than 7 

disciplinary infractions) make up about 10% of the inmate pop~­
lation. 

We also know that some types of institutional misconduct 

occur more frequuntly than do others. In studies that use 

official disciplinary records as an index of institutional 

misconduct we find that misconduct falls into several broad 

categories: refusal to obey an order or disrespect for an 

officer, violations of administrative rules (e.g. possession of 

contraband) and assaults on other inmates. In their statewide 

survey of prisons in California, Michigan and Texas, Petersilia 

and Honig find that the most frequently occurring incidents are 

violationsof administrative rules (e.g. disobedience, gambling, 

theft, out of place, etc.), followed by possession of contraband, 

and then by assaults ofv~ing degrees of injury (1980:67). In 

the table below we present the percent of total infractions 

represented by different types of misconduct that were found in 

a survey of New York State facilities, in a survey of two 

Washington D. C. prisons, and in a survey of one Federal prison 

in Terre Haute, Indiana. 
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Disciplinary Infractions by Type of Infraction A 

New York Washington D.C. Terre Haute 

A 
Violation of Administrative Rules 

B 
(Ind. ) 

Federal Pr.ia.Qn 

Out of place, absent from 
work area 

Refusal to work 
Strike 

Unauthorized assembly 

Contraband 

Other violatj ons 

Suhtotal 

Ref~sal to obey an order; 
disrespect 

Refusal to obey an order 

~n~erference with employee 
do~ng duty 

Creating trOUble with guards 
or staff (verbal abuse . , 
~nsolence, jostling, 
harrasment 

Subtotal 

Assaults 

Fighting/assault, 

Escape/attempted escape 

Subtotal 

Total 

19.7% 

5.0% 

.2% 

1.2% 

9.2% 

19.2% 

54.5% 63% 45% 

19.0% 

.7% 

8.7% 

28.4% 25% 38% 

7.2% 

.2% 

7.4% 10% 14% 
100% 98% 97% 

A 
These data are taken from Flanagan 1979: Table 4. 9 for 

New York State prisons (short term inmates only) and from 
Brown and Spevacek 1971:51 for a sample of 100 inmates 
from two medium security facilities in Washington D.C. 
Brown and Spevacek do not present a more detailed break­
down of offense type. 

Rates are also taken from Glaser 1964:177 fOr Terre Haute 
Federal Penitentiary, June 1958-September 1959. 

i., 

7% 

25% 

23% 

55% 

"31% 

31% 

13% 

13% 

99% 
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b. Assaults on Inmates 

We find differences in the rate of assault in the prison 

according to the type of measure that is used. That is, assault 

rates tend to increase as one moves from Unusual Incident Reports 

to inmate disciplinary records, to surveys (either by questionna1 re 

or by interview) of inmates. 

a) Assault rates using Unusual Incident Reports 

Examining events reported to the New York State Correctional 

Services central office as Unusual Incidents we find that during 

the period September 1979-September 1980 there were 278 incidents 

where one or more inmates assaulted another inmate. l Using Un­

usual Incident Reports as an index the annual rate of assaultive 

victimization in New York State facilities would be 1.3 assaults 

per 100 inmates. 2 The California Department of Correction also 

compiles information on unusual incidents that occur in its 

prisons and camps and which are reported to the Central Office. 

Based on figures compiled by the California Department of 

Correction we conclude that the rate of assaultive victimization 

in California prisons and camps for the year 1978 was 2.5 assaults 

per 100 inmates 3. California has experienced a steady increase 

in assaultive incidents between 1970 and 1978 (California 1979). 

It is also true that there are wide differences in rates of ~ 

assaultive behavior from one institution to another (California 

1 We have combined incidents listed as inmate ,altercations 
and incidents listed as assault on an inmate. These figures 
are taken from "Unusual Incident Report, Twelve Month Summary, 
(Sept. 1979-Aug. 1980), Division of Program Planning, Research 
and Evaluation, NYDOCS, Albany, N.Y. 1981. 

2 There were 20,895 inmates under custody as of December 31, 
1979 (Hence: 278+20,895 X 100 - 1.3 assaults per 100 inmates). 

3 This rate is based on figur~s reported in "Incidents in 
the Institutions 1970-l978/f. Management Information Section, 
Policy and Planning Division, California Department of 
Corrections, Sacramento, February 1979. We combined the 
categories of assault with a weapon and fights to produce 
517 assaultive incidents. We estimated the average daily popu-
lation in California prisons during 1978 as 20,457 inmates. 
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1979). We recall that events which are reported as Unusual Inci­

dents tend to be assaults of a serious nature, they may involve 

injury and some are referred to the state police or other authori­

ties for possible prosecution. 

b) Assault rates in disciplinary records 

A second source of information about rates of assault in the 

prison comes from records mainta~ by individual institutions. 

There are less serious altercations between inmates of an assaultive 

nature that are not reported as Unusual Incidents but are handled 

at administrative disciplinary proceedings. Grasewicz (1977) 

reports a rate of 11 assaults per 100 inmates per year in four 

Virginia Institutions (Schreiber et. ale 1980:8). Fuller and 

Orsagh conducted a study of officially reported assaults that 

occurred in 10 North Carolina Prisons during the last 3 months of 

1975. They find a quarterly rate of assaul ti ve victimization of 

1.7 per 100 inmates (1978:37)5. Extending Fuller and Orsagh's 

quarterly rates to yearly rates their data show that there were 

6.8 a&saults per 100 inmates per year (1977:37). Fuller and 

Orsagh argue that if a more restrictive definition of victimiza­

tion is used-one which excludes victims who contributed to their 

own assault--the annual rate of assaultive victimization would be 

2.4 assaults per 100 inmates. It should be pOinted out that 

victimization rates represent a ratio of incidents that occurred 

divided by the population at risk for a given period of time. 

As part of a large study of victimization in state prisons (that 

was not completed due to funding limitations) Schreiber, Knudten 

and Knudten surveyed eight prisons in different parts of the 

United States. Based on disciplinary records and other records 

of assaultive incidents they estimated rates of assaultive inci­

dents for five of these institutions. As an index of physical 

victimization in the prison they grouped together several offenses, 

including: assaults, fights, wea.pons charges, and sexual assaults 

(1980:141). Reading their results in terms of assaults per 100 

5 These are officially recorded assaults. 

~~~-~~--~~~~-~~---~ --~.~-------- ---- .. 
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inmates (instead of assaults per 1,000 inmates as it is presented 

in their text) these five prisons show assault rates per 100 

inmates per year of 6.0, 8.8, 9.7, 14.8 and 19.4 (Schreiber, 

et. ale 1980:141) These data presented by Schreiber and by others 

suggest that where offenses recorded in institutional disciplinary 

records are considered, we find a rate of around 10 assaults per 

100 inmates per year. 

c) Assault rates in,surveys of inmates. 

Other indices of the rate of assaultive behavior in prisons 

have been employed. Schreiber et. ale interviewed inmates and 

staff members in nine prisons in the United States and they asked 

both inmates and staff members to estimate the percentage of 

inmates that were victimized "fairly often" or "occasionally". 

In their study inmates and staff members estimate that roughly 

25% of the inmate population is victimized either occasionally or 

fairly often (1980:143). Fuller and Orsagh present information 

based on interviews of 400 inmates incarcerated in six institu­

tions in North Carolina in 1971. Each inmate was asked if, 

within a given time period someone had hit him, using his fist, 

feet, head etc. or had used a weapon on him (1977:38). Based on 

these self-reports of assault Fuller and Orsagh estimate an 

assaul t rate of 19 per 100 inmate:'s for a three month period 

(1977:37). If this were a rate based on a 12 month period it 

would undoubtedly be much higher than 19%. What these interview 

responses show is that there is a considerable amount of aggres-

sive physical contact between inmates that goes unreported. To repeat, 

studies that survey inmates through the use of questionnaires or 

interviews show that a considerable amount of inmate misconduct 

goes undetected and/or unreported (See Poole and Regoli 1980: 

935, 940, Footnotes 3 and 9). 

The rate of assault in the prison depends upon the measure 

we decide to use ..... -~ Unusual Incident records contain the most 

serious assaults and they place the rate of assault at less 

than 2 assaults per 100 inmates per year. If we look at fights 

or assaults on other inmates that are found on the Inmate Record 
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Card (a record maintained on each New York State inmate by 

officials at the institution where he is housed) the rate of 

assault is around 10 assaults per 100 inmates per year. "~ere 

prison inmates are asked in interview situations how frequently 

they have been struck by a fist or a weapon during a given time 

period as many as one-fourth or more than one-fourth of the inmate 

population has been the victim of an assault (see Fuller and Orsagh 

1977, Schreiber et. ale 1980:143). Estimates of assa.ult rates 

based on inmate interviews probably include many minor incidents. 

However, data presented by Davis (1971)1 which shows that much 

sexual assault and much sexual pressuring goes unreported to 

authorities~is good evidence that much assaultive behavjor is not 

reflected in official records (Davis 1971:~128-9). 

Information on assaults in California show that th~~e are d~f­

ferences in rates of assault by instjtution (California 1979; 

Mueller, Toch and Molof 1965). Selsky's finding that rates of 

assault on staff in New York prisons differs sharply according 'to 

institution is some evidence that the rate of inmate assaults on each 

other 
well. 

may di~fer according to institution in New York State as 

c. Sexual Assault/Pressuring 

One set of reviewers state that, "Evidence to date indicates 

that sexual assault is not the most common form of physical violence 

in prison for men, but it is the most feared because it has the 

greatest consequences for one's self-esteem and for one's status 

in the world of the prison (Bowker, Social Science Research Institute 

1979:9). Several investigators have estimated the incidence of 

sexual aggression in male facilities. In a random sample of 

inmates in two New York State facilities (Attica, CoxsQckie, 

N=76) Lockwood found 1 inmate who had been sexually assaulted 

(Lockwood 1980:2). This is a rate of just over 1%. In North 

Carolina, Fuller and Orsagh find 1 officially recorded sexual 

assault OVer a period of 3 months for a population of 4,495 inmates 

(1977, the yearly rate would be .08). If estimates of sexual 

to 
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assaul t by the wardens of the North Carolina' facili ties surveyed 

are used th~ yearly rate of sexual assault would be .7% for adult 

facilities and .9% for youth facilities (1979:39). Davis (1971) 

and his associates interviewed over 3,000 inmates in the Philadelphia 

Prison System in.-regard to rapes that might have occurred between 

June 1966 and the end of July 1968. He estimated that approxima­

tely one in every 30 inmates (roughly 3%) passing through the 

Philadelphia prison system was subjected to an attempted or com­

pleted sexual assault (1971:4720-4724). Davis estimated that 

during the course of his 26 month study 2,000 sexual assaults 

occurred. However, only 96 incidents were reported to authorities, 

and of these 96, only 64 were recorded. His data show that much 

sexual aggression goes unreported and unrecorded (Davis 1971:4747). 

The occurrence of sexual pressuring or sexual aggreSSion is 

much higher than the rate for completed rape. Megargee (1976, 

cited in Nacci 1978:30) found that about 30% of 398 inmates released 

from the Federal Correctional Institution at Tallahassee between 

1970 and 1972 had been propositioned for sex by other inmates. On 

the basis of his 4% random sample of inmates in Coxsackie and 

Attica, Lockwood finds that 28% of the prisoners interviewed had 

been targets of sexual aggressors at least once in institutional 

custody (1980:2). When he interviewed a cohort of white inmates 

(age 16-21) who entered the Coxsackie correctional facility during 

a 30 day period Lockwood found that 71% of these white prisoners 

had been targets of sexual aggression at one time during their 

confinement, (1980:18). Davis estimated that virtually every 

slightly built man cormni tted by the courts was sexually approached 

within a day or two after his admission to the Philadelphia Prison 

system (1971:4720, 4728). 

d. Prison Homicide 

Sylvester, Reed and Nelson conducted a study of homicides 

that occurred in 1973 in prisons in the United States housing 

adult male felons and having populations of 200 or more inmates. 

They surveyed 170 American correctional instituions and found 

that 128 homicides had occurred during 1973. Sylvester et. ale 

observe considerable variability across states in rates of prison 
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homicide: Texas had the lowest rate, .75 homicides per 10,000 

inmates and staff; Hawaii had the highest rate, 48 homicides per 

10,000 inmates and staff (1978:10). Looking at state correctional 

facilitie~ Sylvester ~. ~. report a national inmate homicide 

victimization rate of 7.44 per 10,000 inmates. Among inmates 

housed in Federal penitentiaries they find a homicide rate of 

5.43 homicides per 10,000 inmates (1977:5). Compared to other 

states New York has a relatively low rate of inmate homicide. 

During the period fiscal year 1973 to fiscal year 1979 ~here 
were 14 inmates killed by other inmates in the New York State 

Systeln. This produces a rate of 1.14 homicides per 10,000 inmates 
6 per year. 

e. Assaults on Staff 

A few studies provide jnformation about rates of inmate 

assaults on officers. "~en compared to other types of infractions 

assaults on officers are relatively rare. In their study of 

disciplinary incidents in two Washington D.C. facilities Brown 

and Spevacek find that assaults or threats against officers 

constitute less than 1% of the disciplinary offenses they examined 

(1971: Table 1). In their study of aggressive incidents 7 in 

North Carolina facilities Ellis, Grasmick and Gillman report 

that assaults on staff by inmates constitute less than 5% of all 

a~ssive incidents. If we recall that aggressiVe transactions 

are only a small part of the total number of disciplinary incidents 

the data by Ellis again shows that assaults on staff constitute 

less than 1% of all disciplinary incidents. 

6 OVer this 7 year period the average yearly under custody 
population was 17,471 inmates. These figures are taken 
from"Violence StatistiCs" 1973-1979 Division of Health 
Services, New York State Department of Correctional Servi­
ces, Albany, New York. 

7 An aggressive transaction is defined as 'Iany behavior 
proscribed by prison rules that harms or injures another 
person" (Ellis et. ale 1974:18). This includes assaults 
on inmates by other inmates and assaults on staff by 
inmates. 
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Using information compiled by the New York State Department 

of Correctional Services it is possible to estimate the likeli­

hood that a correctional officer will be assaulted by an inmate. 

During the period April 1, 1978 to March 31
p 

1979 there were 

282 assaults on officers reported to the Communication Control 

Center of the Department of Correctional Services ( Selsky 1979). 

Inmate assaults on staff or on other inmates that are reported 

to the main office as Unusual Incidents are as a rule the most 

serious incidents that occur in the prison facilities. Undoubt­

edly there are incidents between inmates and staff 'members that 

occur during the year that are not recorded as Unusual Incidents. 

An incident may occur for instance where an inmate acquires an 

institutional disciplinary report for jostling or interference 

with an officer which is not reported as an Unusual Incident. 

Serious assaults are, however, reported as Unusual Incidents~ 
and it is these more serious incidents that we are focusing on 

here. Based on the number of shifts worked in New York State 

facilities during the year 1979, on any given shift the chance 

that a New York State correctional officer will be assaulted by 

an inmate is about 1 in 5,000 8. Given the amount of time an 

officer spends on his job during the year the likelihood of 
being assaulted by an inmate is small. 

Information about inmate assaults on staff can be looked 

at in more than one way. There were some 6,960 correctional 

officers working in New York prisons during the year 1979. 

~mparing the number of assaults reported between April 1978 

and May 1979 (N=282) with the number of correctional officers 

8 During the year January 1, 1979 - December 31, 1979 there 
were 1,594,840 shifts worked in facilities operated by the 
State of New York •. This includes 1,419,840 regular time 
shifts. (1,419,840 = an average of 204 regular time shifts 
per man X 6,960 correctional officers) and 175,122 overtime 
shifts (1,400,977 overtime hours worked + 8=175,122 over-
time shifts). DiViding 282 assaults by 1,594,840 shifts 
worked equals .000176 or 1.7 assaults per 10,000 shifts 
worked. Figures for shifts worked are taken from the 
Correction Officer Relief Survey, 1979, NYDOCS. Overtime 
hours are those for the period March 30, 1978 to April 9, 1979 
and are found in the Employee Overtime Report, Division of 
Budget and Control, NYDOCS. 
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employed during 1979 (approximately 6,960) we see that 4% of the 

staff (or 1 in every 25 correctional officers) was assaulted by 

an inmate 9'. GOing a bi t further, Selsky, in his study of inmate 

assaults on correctional officers in New York State facilities 

found that 71% of all assaults on staff occurred in the following 

six prisons: Attica, Auburn, Clinton, Eastern, Great Meadow, and 

Green Haven (Selsky 1979:2). In 1979 these six large facilities 

employed 2,965 correctional officers,lO and were the location of 

202 reported assaults on correctional officers (Selsky 1979). In 

these prisons and during the course of a year 7% of the correctional 

officer staff (or 1 officer in every 14) was involved in an 

incident where an assault on an officer occurred 11 

Selsky also points out that 94% of assaults on officers 

involve only ~ inmate (1979: Table G). Furthermore, 86% of 

all incidents involve only one correctional officer. In the 

large majority of cases assaults on staff by inmates involve one 

inmate assaulting one officer. Selsky also showed that 93% 

(N=263) of all assaults occurred in ten New York State facili­

ties 12 that together housed 12,297 inmates as of March 30,1979. 

Knowing that most incidents involve one officer and one inmate 

we can say that no more than 2% of the inmate popUlation in 

these facilities are involved in assaults on staff members. 

9 Multiplying the rate of assault for one shift (.000176/1 
Shift) by 229 (total shifts per man per year) we obtain a 
figure of .04 assaults/229 shifts worked. We can say that 
about 4% of correctional officers are assaulted per year. 

10 1979 Correction Officer Relief Survey, New York State 
Department of Correctional Services. 

11 There were approximately 678,985 shifts worked in these 
facilities during 1979 (i.e. 2995 officers X 229 shifts 
worked per man = 678,985). The chance of inmate assault 
on a staff member in these facilities on any given shift 
is about 3 in 10,000. 

12 These facilities are Attica, Auburn, Bedford, Clinton, 
Coxsackie, Eastern, Elmira, Fishkill, Great Meadow Green 
Haven. 
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B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

In this section we consider studies that have examined the 

association between institutional misconduct and age, ethnicity, 

and urbanicity. Table II summarizes the statistically signifi­

cant relationships reported in the studies reviewed. 

1. A Note on Two Variable Relationships 

Most studies present the relation between misconduct and 

each characteristic taken one at time. Thus, a study may first 

examine the relation between age and misconduct, theft between 

race and misconduct and so on. There are limitations involved 

in examining these two-variable relations: 

1) It may be that the relation between one variable and 

misconduct lies behind therelatian between a second variable 

and misconduct. For example, we may find that older. inmates 

violate rules less frequently and we may find that inmates 

who are married v~olate rules less frequently. The important 

fact may be that something about aging reduces infraction 

rates and older inmates are Simply more likely to be married. 

Studying variables one by one does not enable us to discover 
such a fact. 

2) It may be that two characteristics have an effect on 

each other in their relation to misconduct. For instance, it 

may be that inmates who are both young and have been convicted 

of Violent crimes are more aggressive. in prison than are either 

young inmates or inmates convicted of violent crimes considered 

separately. Again studying variables one by one does not enable 
us to discover such facts. 

3) One never learns how well all of the variables taken 

together explain the occurrence of misconduct. 
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There are a variety of statistical techniques that can some­

times overcome these three weaknesses. A few of these techniques 

have been used in a few studies of misconduct and will be dis­

cussed later in the paper. Despite the above three weaknesses, 

two variable tables are always a first step in such research, 

because they sort out the relations that need further study 

from those that do not. 

2. Age 

* Without doubt the variable that is most consistently found 
to be related to institutional misconduct is age. In 22 of 
the 25 separate studies 13 that consider this variable 
younger inmates show higher rates of institutional misconduct14 
Three other studies find that age is unrelated to institu­
tional misconduct 15. There is a consistent decline in 

13 In his report Flanagan examined both long term and 
short term prisoners. For our purposes we treat them 
as two separate study populations. Likewise, Petersilia 
and l10nig conducted research on samples of inmates in 
three different states (California, Michigan, and Texas). 
Both in the text and in our summary chart we treat them 
as three separate study populations. 

14 These studies are: Flanagan 1979: Table 4.7, 4.8, 
Lockwood 1977: Table 9.3; Petersilia and Honig 1980: 
72-75; Jaman 1972: 18, 112; Ellis 1974:28-29; Fuller 
and Orsagh 1977:41, 46; Davis 1971:4731; E. Johnson 
1966:269-271, 276; Wolf, Freinek Shafer 1966~247; 
Myers and Levy 1978:217; Brown and Spevacek 1971: 
52-54; Wolfgang 1961:614-615; Jensen 1977:559-560; 
Coe 1961: 182-183; Bolte 1978:21; Selsky 1979, 1980; 
Zink 1958:433; Jaman et. al. 1966:7. 
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Table II. 

DEMJGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
ASSOCIATED WITH 

INSTITUTIONAL MISCONDUCTI 

1i'l.anagan _lsnor'C 'Cerm) 
(1979) New York 

1"lanagan{long t-erm} 
(1979) New York 

J..rocKWooa -tl.n n 
New ¥ork 

Peter~i~ia &_~oni~ 
·(,o~nl I"!A1"1"n,..,.,iA 

Peters ilia & Honig 
(1980) Michigan 
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l:'etersrrra & Honig + B 

(1980)~T~e~Xa~s~ ______ ~~+-~~ __ ~ __ ~ __ -+ __ -t __ -i __ ~r-~ 
Jaman 1'19721 

California + H,B 
Megargee l~919) 

Florida 
~Il1s et. ale 11914) 

North Carolina + 

Mueller, Toch, Molof + 
(1965) California 

Edinger \19791 
Virginia 

-U-avis ll.~H.l! 
Philadelphia PA 

Unusua~ incidents 
-f, n 07Q_80 NYDOCS 

Bennet (1974, 19711) 
Callfornia,Correction 

~aman e~. aT. 
-(1966) California 

Johnson (1966) 
Southern State 

Wolf (?-96~) 
?fa ....... '.,,.," 

Myers & Levy (1978) 
Ohio 
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+ 
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+ 

Wolfgang-(196l) + 
Pennsvlvania 

Shelley & Toch (1902Y 
MichilZan 

Jensen (1977) 
Southern State 
Holland & Ho--rt (19tW) 

California 
-OOe l:1.9b~) 

Illinois 

Carroll. 
Northwestern state 

--CallananU9'(U} 
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H,B 
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B Q 
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o 
u;!.nK ~J..~:>U J + 

Delaware d g 
l[ A lus (+) is recorded where a positive association is foun , a ne a 

~~~~:~i~~e~;)aW~~~~a~t~~f:~i~ei:s~~~!~~!~~di!n~O~~d~i:nr~~~~~)r!~a~~~n 
was found. lik 1 t i behave' B-Blacks 2 Ethnicity: W-whites significantly more e yom s li~ 1 O-No 
significantly more likely, H-Hispanics significantly more e y. 
relation between ethnicity and misconduct. 
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infraction rates as age increases (Petersilia and Honig 1980:75)~ 

15 Callahan 1970:14; Holland and Holt 1980:54 Edinger 1979: 
238-239. Both Megargee (1979) and Edinger (1979) break up 
the inmate population into ten groups based on the pattern 
of scores obtained from administering the Minnesota Multi­
phasic Personality Inventory to the inmate population. 
Both Megargee and Edinger are interested in the development 
and utilization of the MMPI as a claSSification device for 
prison population and they do not directly examine the 
relationship between rule violations and other variables 
(e.g. age, race). However, Edinger finds differences in 
rates of institutional misconduct between the MMPI iden­
tified groupings (1979: 238)" and Megargee reports differ­
ences in the proportion of inmates in each MMPI grouping 
who are involved in violent and non violent incidents 
(1979:169). These MMPI groups can be ranked according to 
the degree to which their members are involved in rule 
violative conduct. We take note here of differences in 
the characteristics of inmates who make up MMPI groupings 
with high rates of institutional misconduct and those with 
low rates of institutional misconduct. Edinger did not 
find age differences across MMP1 groups in a sample of 
prisoners incarcerated at the Petersburg (Virginia) Federal 
Correctional Institution. Megargee (1979:249) suggests 
that the range of inmates in this sample may have been too 
restricted for differences to emerge (ages range from 17--29, 
mean age 22 years), al though Wolf ~. ale find substantial 
differences in Offending rates in a Maryland facility for 
youthful offenders (ages range from 16-26, average age 
19). Edinger does find significant age differences between 
MMPI groupings in a sample of male State prison inmates 
housed in Alabama prisons where the age range is wider 
(e. g. range 16 to 66, average 29). We note that the two 
MMPI groupings that both Edinger and Megargee find to have 
the lowest involvement in prison rule Violations have an 
average age of about 28 in the Alabama State Prisoner sample 
(these two groups comprise 51% of the State prisoner sample 
studied) and two of the MMPI groupings that rank at or next 
to the bottom ranks in disciplinary adjustment have an 
average age of around 26. In sum there is some evidence that 
the influence of age found in other research would emerge 
in studies using the MMPI if a popUlation with a broader 
age range were studied. 
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As an example, data from Flanagan's survey of inmates in' 

New York State facilities is presented below. 

Median number of disciplinary infractions per year, by age 
at admission and time served group 17: 

Short Term Prisoner Long Term Prisoner 
Rate Rate 

Total 2.00 infractions/year 1.00 infractions/year 

Age at admission: 
leS's tha;n 22 3.43 " 1.48 " 
22 to 30 2.40 " 1.21 " 
31 to 40 .92 " .71 " 
41 or older .51 " .43 " 

Flanagan's data show that infraction rates consistently 

decline with age. We see, for instance, that inmates who are 

under age 22 violate prison rules at a rate that is more than 

three times that of inmates over age 30. The study of California, 

Michigan and Texas inmates by Petersilia and Honig shows that 

misconduct declines with age until age 35 after which the mis­

conduct rate tends to level off (1980: 74-75). 

17 These data are taken from Flanagan 1979, Table 4.9. 
Short term prisoners refers to a sample of New York 
State inmates who had served a term of five years or 
less. Long term prisoners refers to a sample of inmates 
from New York State facilities who have served more than 
five years. We note here that inmates serving sentences 
of more than five years made up only 6.5% of all releases 
from New York facilities in 1972 and they made up only 3% 
of all releases in 1978 (see Characteristics of Inmates 
Discharge 1972, 1978, NYDOCS.) 
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3. Ethnicity 

Research findings on the relationship between ethnic status 
and institutLonal misconduct are mixed. Studies in some states 
find that whites violate institutional rules at higher rates, 
other studies report no differences in infraction rates by race, 
and others find that blacks and/or Hispanics offend at higher 
rates. Based on research conducted in New YOrk State facilities 
and on research conducted in a prison population with character­
istics similar to those of New York it is our conclusion that in 
New York State prisons there are no meaningful differences in 
rates of institutional misconduct by ethnic status. There are, 
however, two important exceptions to this statement that we know 
of. First, among inmates who have served more than five ye~rs 
race is asso8iated with institutional misconduct, blacks tend to 
violate institutional rules at higher rates than do whites. 
Secondly, when we look at inmate assaults on other inmates we find 
that Hispanic inmates assault others more frequently than is 
their representation in the pcpulation, whites offend less 
frequently, and blacks offend at a rate roughly equal to their 
representation in the total population. At least in New York 
State prisons blacks are somewhat more likely to assault correct­
ional officers than are white or Hispanic inmates and they are 
considerably more likely than whites or Hispanic inmates to be. found 
among sexual aggressors. We turn first to studies of institu­
tional misconduct and then move to studies specifically examining 
assaultive offenses. 

a. Institutional Misconduct 

Studies showing no differences in institutional misconduct 
by ethnicity. 

As mentioned earlier, Flanagan randomly selected inmates 

from fourteen New York State facilities ranging from maximum 

security to minimum security. His sample of short term inmates 

consisted of individuals who had served five years or less in 

prison; they made up 95% of all releasees at the time of his 

study. Flanagan applied a statistical technique to his data 

designed to assess the predictive power of several variables taken 

together and whj.ch assesses the unique impact on institutional 

infractions of each variable considered (See appendix II). 

Among short term offenders Flanagan finds that race does make a 

statistically signifjcant contribution towards explaining insti­

tutional misconduct, ~, this contribution is so small that it 

is unimportant (1979: Table 4.12). When a direct measure of ass ociati or 

~---
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between ethnic status and institutional misconduct is employed,the 

association between !'2.~e and institutional misconduct is very 

weak or none at all (i.e. pearson r=.Ol, 1979: Table 4.12). For 

this New York State sample knowing an inmate's ethnic status 

tells us little about how frequently he will violate institu­

tional rules. 

Petersilia and Honig drew samples of inmates in California, 

Michigan and Texas prisons. Like Flanagan they employed statis­

tical procedures designed to assess the ability of background 

characteristics to explain institutional misconduct. In Michigan, 

Petersilia and Honig find no significant differences in infraction 

rates by ethnic status (1980: 72, 76). When the similarities 

between the Michigan inmate population and the inmate popula-

tion in New York are considered, 18 the finding in Michigan (a 

Northern industrialized state) of no differences by ethnic 

status supports the same showing of no relationship reported by 

Flanagan for New York State prisons. 

Two smaller studies, one conducted by Wolfgang in Pennsylvania 

(1961: 614) and the other by Callahan in Massachusetts (1970:14) 

find no differences by ethnic status in institutional misconduct. 

In a study of inmates housed in a medium security prison in a 

Southern State,Poole and Regoli find that self-reported institu­

tional misconduct is unrelated to ethnicity (1980:938-939). 

18 Petersilia and Honig report that blacks constit~ 56% of 
the inmate population in Michigan (1980:70), in Flanagan's 
New York State sample of short term inmates blacks and 
other minorities make up 57% of the sample, (1979: Table 4.3; 
NYDOCS figures show that blacks and Puerto Ricans m~d~ ~p 
70% of all inmates released from New York State faclllt:es 
in 1976 (NYDOCS 1976: 38-39). The average age of the Ml­
chigan sample was 26, (Petersilia and Honig ?l). Th~ 
average age at admissiOn for New York State lnmates In 
Flanagan's study was 25 (Flangan 1979:115). Among the 
Michigan inmates 50.4% had been convicted of violent 
crimes (homicide, kidnapping, rape, robbery and aggravated 
assault, Petersilia and Honig 1980:71), in Flana¥an's 
study 51% of the short term inmates had been convlcted of 
violent crimes (homicide, rape/sexual assault robbery, 
assault). New York State Departmental figures sh~w that 5~% 
of all 1976 releasees were convicted of Vio~nt crlmes (homl­
cide, robbery, assault, rape, NYDOCS "Characteristics of 
Inmates Discharged" 1976:9). 

-29-

Studies reporting differences in institutional misconduct by ethni­

city. 

A series of studies on institutional misconduct has been 

conducted in California prisons. Studies of inmates incarcerated 

in the early Sixties find that black and Latin inmates are more 

poorly conducted than white inmates, but more recent studies find 

that blacks are less likely than white or Mexican American inmates 

to violate institutional rules. In a study of violent prisoners 

incarcerated in the San Quentin, California Correctional Facility 

in-1960 Jarnan, et. ale report that non-white prisoners were more 

likely to be involved in violence (1966:7)19. In a 1965 study of 

serious assaults with fists or weapons reported to the California 

Department of Corrections Central Office, Mueller, Toch, and 

Molof found that Mexican-American inmates~re significantly more 

frequently involved in assaultive incidents but black inmates were 

not (1965:4). In her study of 325 male felon new admissions to 

California prisons in 1964 Jaman finds that black and Mexican­

American inmates are significantly more likely than whites to 

violate imstitutional rules (1972:18, 110). In another part of 

this study Jaman looked at 200 inmates re-admitted to prison in 

1964 for parole violation and she found that non-white inmates were 

more likely to violate institutional rules. Jaman, like others, 

attempted to identify a set of variables that 'Would best explain 

or account for institutional misconduct. In her regression 

analysis of the institutional rule Violations of newly admitted 

inmates she finds that race, when considered along with other 

characteristics or inmates, does not emerge as a characteristic, 

tha~ adds to our ability to explain institutional misconduct. 

19 For purposes of tracing the history of research findings 
in California prisons we look at both studies of misconduct 
and studies of inmate-inmate assault. 
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Petersilia and Honig (1980)haveconducted a more recent 

study of institutional misconduct in Cali~ornia prisons. They 

find that black inmates are significantly less likely to violate 

prison rules than white inmates and that white and Mexican American 

inmates violate rules at about the same rate. Furthermore in a 

1974 report a California Department of Corrections researcher 

states that "of the assaultive attacks toward either staff or 

inmates during 1972 in all institutions, 13 percent involved black 

inmates; yet blacks during that period represented 32 percent of 

the prison population. This was proportiona'tely less involvement 

than white, inmates and considerably less than Chicano inmates" 

(Bennett 1974:118). This researcher goes on to observe that the 

"Chicano segment has consistently over the last several years, been 

disproportionately represented among those involved in institu­

tional disciplinary incidents of assault. In 1972, they made up 

nearly 50 percent of those involved in assaults as aggressors 

while making up only slightly over 16 percent of the prison po­

pulation" (1974:18-19, also Bennett 1976:160). More recent 

research then, suggests that in California prisons blacks are less 

likely than whites or Mexican Americans to violate institutional 

rules and further that blacks assault others as a rate signifi­

cantly less than is their representation in the total population. 

White inmates and Chicano inmates acquire disciplinary infractions 

at about the same rate (Petersilia and Honig 1980:76), but Chicano 

inmates are significantly more likely than other inmates to assault 

others-particularly so in stabbing incidents. 

Five studies have found that blacks more frequently violate 

prison rules. In their survey of Texas inmates, Petersilia and 

Honig report that black inmates have a significantly higher infrac­

tion rate than whites (1980:73, 76). Four smaller studies have 

found that blacks are more often found among poorly conducted 

inmates. At a maximum security institution for offenders in the 

military (Ft. Leavenorth, Kansas) Bolte finds that blacks are over­

represented in disciplinary incidents. Two studies employing staff 

nominations of well and poorly adjusted inmates find that blacks 

are overrepresented in the poorly adjusted grouping. In the Southern 
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Ohio Correctional Facility, Myers and Levy find that black inmates 

make up 61% of the staff nominated poorly adjusted inmates but 

they make up only 31% of the well adjusted inmates (1978:217). 

Looking at 293 inmates serving time in a California minimum secu­

rity facility between 1968-1972 Holland and Holt show that blacks 

are more likely to be transferred to more secure facilities as a 

result of disciplinary incidents, though whites are more likely 

to escape (1980:54). 

Three studies find that whites offend at higher rates than 

blacks. Most recently, Petersilia and Honig report that in their 

sample of California inmates whites acquire significantly more 

diSCiplinary infractions than do blacks (1980:72). Johnson 

looked at race differences in institutional behavior among a sam­

ple of inmates serving terms for felony crimes drawn from the total 

prisoner population of a Southern State in the year 1962; whites 

are found to be more likely to evade regulations, to show greater 

involvement in cursing, insolence, disorderly conduct, property 

destruction, posseSSion of weapons, and to be more likely to have 

attempted escape, attacked guards or possessed contraband. Only 

in theft behavior and fighting with other inmates do blacks show 

higher rates of offending than do whites (Johnson 1966:272-273, 

277). In a small study of a women's prison in a South Eastern 

State, Jensen, relying on self-reported rule violations, finds 

that whites are slightly more likely to have violated rules than 

blacks (1977:566). 

b. Long Termers 

As suggested earlier, there is evidence in the literature that 

among inmates serving long-term sentences and among inmates who 

are older than the average age of the inmate population blacks 

are more likely to violate institutional rules. In his sample of 

inmates serving long term sentences (more than 5 years) Flanagan 

finds that race is the most important predictor of disciplinary 

infractions (1979: Table 4:12, Pearson's r=.22). 
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Flanagan also shows that long term inmates are significantly 

older when admitted than short term inmates (1979: Table 4.3) and 

that while long term inmates violate institutional rules less 

frequently thim-do short term inmates (those serving terms of five 

ye~rs oT' less) they are more likely to commit more serious types 

of disciplinary infractions (assault, contraband, interference 
20 with an employee) when they do offend (Flanagan 1979: Table 4.10) . 

A study in a Southern Ohio facility conducted by Myers and Levy can 

be considered a study of long term prisoners. The average age for 

the staff nominated well adjusted group js 41 and for the poorly 

adjusted group 36. Further, inmates in the well adjusted group 

have served an average of five years on the present conviction, 

inmates in the poorly adjusted group an average of 7 years on the 

present conviction. In this study by Myers and Levy and in the 

sample of long term inmates surveyed by Flanagan black inmates 

more frequently violate institutional rules. Since long term 

prisoners account for only about 5% of all inmates released from 

custody in New York State prison the we~epresentation of blacks 

among rule violators in this group would have only a slight, if 

any, impact on population-wide rates. Wolfgang's study of persons 

incarcerated for homicide in a Pennsylvania prison ma.y be consi­

dered a study of long-termel-~ as well. He finds no differences 

in institutional adjustment by ethnic status for inmates serving 

terms for homicide (1961). 

c. Assaultive Incidents 

A few studies have focussed on assaultive types of behavior 

rather than on the more general category of disciplinary infrac­

tions. Looking across these studies we again find mixed results. 

20 Recently compiled figures for the New York State system 
s~o~ that inmates who have sery~q m9.f~ t~~ 5 ye~~~ make

o 
up 

~~ ot the under-custody'popula~1on but tHey represent 11% 
of inmates involved in assaults on staff (See "Inmates 
Involved in Assaults on Staff" NYDOCS, 1981). 
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For New York state prisons we find evidence that blacks are more 

likely to be aggressors in incidents of sexual aggression and 

they are more likely than white or Latin inmates to assault 

staff. 

As mentioned earlier Jaman found that among inmates housed 

at the San Quentin California prison in 1960 non-whites were 

more likely to be involved in violent incidents (1966:7). Another 

California study conducted by Mueller et. ale in 1965 found that 

Hlspanic(butnot black) inmates are more frequently represented 

among aggressors in violent incidents than was their representa­

tion in the population (1965:4). More recent studies show that 

in California prisons Hisp~nic irrm~tes aTe more likely to be 

involved in assaultive incidents than either black or white in­

mates (Bennett 1974:18-19, 1976:160). Recent research in Cali­

fornia prisons show that blacks are less likely than is their 

representation in the population to assault other inmates 

(Bennett 1974:18, 1976:160). 

The breakdown by ethnicity of inmates who assaulted other 

inmates or staff during 1972 in California prisons was as follows: 

Ethnicity Assaultive Inmates Total Population A 

Black 13% 32% 
White/other 37% 52% 
Hispanic 50% 16% 

A These data are taken from "Crime and Violence On the 
Streets and in the Prisons" by L. A. Bennett~California 
Department of Correction, January 1974 p. 18-19. He 
reports rates for blacks and Hispanics; we obtained the 
percentage for white/other by subtraction 

Available data on inmate--inmate assaults in New York State 

prisons tends to support findings in California that Hispanic 

inmates are more frequently involved in assaultive incidents. 

There were 154 cases of inmate assault on another inmate reported 

tothe New York State Department of Corrections Central Office 

as an Unusual Incident and for which the ethnicity of both the 

assailant and victim are known (in 50 cases the assailant was 
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unknown or not recorded as an assailant). The proportion of 

assailants by ethnic status for these 154 incidents is as 
follows: 

Ethnicitz Assaultive Inmates Total Population 
Black 49% 53% 
v.'hi te 18% 27% 
Hispanic 33% 19% 

Number of incidents 154 

A Unusual Incidents, Summary Report, September 1979 to 
October 1980, ~ITDOCS, p. 3-6. 

A 

As was the case in Calif'ol'I1ia, Hispanic inmates more 

frequently assault other inmates, black and white inmates are 

less likely to assault other inmates. Going fUrther we can 
compare the ethnicity of assailants and victims. 

Race of Victim ·Race of Assailant A 

Black White Hispanic 

Black 76% 46% 44% 
White 17% 43% 24% 
Hispanic 7% 10% 32% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Number of cases (76) (28) (50) 

A "Unusual Incidents" Summary Report, September 1979-
October 1980 NYDOCS p. 3-6. 

These Unusual Incident Reports data show that black inmates 

tend to assault other blacks, whites tend to assault both black 

and white inmates, and Hispanics tend to assault black, white, 
and other Hispanic inmates. 

Two studies have been conducted on assaultive behavior in 

North Carolina prisons. In a study of aggressive transactions 

,; 
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that Occurred in 55 North Carolina facilities during the first 

four months of 1971, Ellis, Grasmick and Gillman find no dif­

ferences between blacks and whites in rates of "aggressive 

transactions" (i.e. any behavior proscribed by prison rules that 

harms or injures another person; Ellis et. ~. 1974:18, 30). 

In a study of assaultive incidents occurring over a 3 month 

period in 1975 in 10 North Carolina prisons Fuller and Orsagh 

find that blacks assault other inmates at a rate that is some­

what higher (4.4%) than that for whites (3.3%). 

d. Sexual Aggression 

In his study of prison sexual aggression in 3 New York state 

prisons Lockwood found that blacks con~tuted 50% of the popu­

lation in the prisons studied, but they made up 78% of the 

aggressor group. whites made up 38% of the prison population 

but only 13% of the aggressor group. Hispanics make up 11% of 

the population and 9% of the aggressor group (Lockwood 1977: Table 

9.4). Blacks are, then, oVerrepresented amcng prison sexual 

aggressors in the New York prisons in Lockwood's study (Attica, 

Auburn, Coxsackie). Caroll (1977) spent 15 months as a partici­

pant observer in a maximum security institution in an eastern 

state. He reports that blacks constitute 22% of the average 

daily population but that "75% or more of (sexual) assaults 

inVOlve black aggressors and white victims" (1977:420). Davis 

conducted a very large study of sexual assault in the Philadelphia 

prison" system. Some 3,000 inmates and 500 staff members in 

Philadelphia facilities were interviewed. Davis reports that 

blacks make up 80% of the inmate population and that in cases of 

sexual assault where both the victim and offender are known, 

blacks are aggressors 84% of the time (1971:4731, 4732). Four 

studies show that prison sexual aggressors tend to be black and 

victims of sexual aggression tend to be white (Lockwood 1977, 

Carol (1977), Davis (1971), Bartollas, Miller and Simon (1976). 

.~-----"~. --
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e. Assaults on Staff 

Using assaults on staff that were reported to the Central 

Office as Unusual Incidents, Selsky looked at characteristics 

of inmates who had assaulted correctional officer in New York 

State prison. Selsky observes that blacks are more heavily 

represented among inmates who have assaulted officers than is 

their representation in the total inmate population. The 

following figures are reported for 1978-1979, and 1979-1980. 

Assaultive Inmates A 
Total Population 

Ethnicit;:[ -
White 13% 26% 
Black 68% 54% 
Hispanic 20% 20% 

Total number of incidents 256 

For April'1979 to Marc h 1980 

Assaultive Inmates B 
Total Population 

Ethnici~ 

White 13% 27% 
Black 65% 53% 
Hispanic 22% 20% 

Total number of incidents 334 

A Data are taken from liAs saul ts on Correctional Employees" 
April I, 1978 - March 31, 1979 NYDOCS 1979. 

B For the period (April 1, 1979 to March 31, 1980) 

f. Summary 

In summation, we find that with respect to disciplinary in­

fractions whites offend more frequently in some state prison 

systems, blacks offend more frequently in others, and in some 

states there is no relationship between ethnicity and infraction 

rates. At least for New York State our conclusion is that there 
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are no meaningful differences in rates of disciplinary infractions 

by ethnic status. We have found some evidence that among inmates 

serving long term sentences race is related to institutional rule 

violations; blacks are found to offend more often. However, since 

long-term inmates constitute 5% or less of the inmate population 

in New York State any racial disproportionality in offending rates 

would have slight or no impact on total population rates. 

Recent studies in California prisons show that Hispanic in­

mates more so than whites or blacks are among those who have 

assaulted other staff or inmates. Data from Unusual Incident 

Reports show that in New York Hispanics are more likely to assault 

other inmates, whites are less likely to assault other inmates, 

and blacks offend at a rate roughly equal to their representation 

in the population. One study of assaultive incidents in North 

Ca~olina prisons finds no differences in rates of assault by 

ethnicity (Ellis et. ~. 1974), a second finds that blacks have 

a higher assault rate (Fuller and Orsagh 1977). USing Unusual 

Incidents as a data base, in New York State prisons blacks are 

overrepresented among inmates who assault staff (Selsky 1979, 1980). 

In New York State prisons and elsewhere blacks are more frequently 

aggressors in incidents of sexual assault or sexual pressuring 
(Lockwood 1977: Table 9.4). 

4. Urbanicit;x: 

Two studies ShOw that poorly conducted inmates are somewhat 

more likely than other inmates to live in more highly populated 
areas. 

Four studies have considered urban-rural differences in rates 

of institutional misconduct. In two studies a significant rela-­

tionship is shown, urban inmates violate rules more frequently 

than do rural inmates. In two other studies no significant asso­

ciation is reported. In his New York State study Lockwood shows 

that 67% of prison sexual aggressors resided in cities with over 

500;000 population, this compared with 53% of the comparison 

____ ~ ~ ____ _ l~ ___ ~ 
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group (1977: Table 4.6). Jensen reports that among female 

inmates housed in a women's prison in a southern state those 

who had spent most of their lives in urban areas in contrast 

to small towns or rural areas were more likely to have broken 

rules (1977:561, 566). xn Ohio, Myers and Levy report that 

more of the poorly adjusted inmates were reared in urban 

environments, but differences were not statistically signi£­

cant (1978:219). 

In a California study of violence in prison Mueller, 

et. ale show that prison aggressors are drawn from counties 

with large urban populations at the same rate as is the 

total population of inmates (1965:Table 93). That is, 

inmates from counties with large urban populations are no 

more likely to assault others than are inmates from less 

populous counties. 

C. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Under this category we look at the relationship between 

institutional misconduct and: marital status, home life 

conditions, job stability, military history, educational 

achievement, alcohol or drug use, and residential mobility. 

Again, Table III presents a summary of the associations 

reported in the studies reviewed here. 

1. Marital Status 

Eight out of ten studies find that inmates who have 
never been married are more likely to commit prison infractions 
than are inmates who are currently married o~ who have at 
some time in the past been married. Two studies find no 
significant relationship between marital status and prison 
misconduct. 

Table III. 

SOCIAL FACTORS 
ASSOCIATED WITH 

INSTITUTIONAL 
. MISCONDUCT 
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Southern State + 
Holland & Holt lJ.91:10) 

California 
-COe l~9t>J.} 

Illinois + + 
DOJ.t;e \..L:;1(OJ 

~anl!lal!l 

Carroll (]977) 
Northwestern state 

caUahan I.J.~·{UJ 

o + + 
o o 

o 

o o o o o 
o 

o o 

+ o 

o 

o 

o o o + 
o 

Massachusetts + + 0 0 
~~~~n~K\~.L"~~O~'J~--------~----~~~-4--·ir----;-----+---r--4~~ 

Delaware 0 0 

1 A plu~ (+) is recorded where a posItIve association is founq ~ 
negatIve sign (-) where a negati~e al!lsoclatipn 1sfound' a z~roCal 1s 
reco~ded whepe a chaPacterist1c is conslde~ed and no slSn1flcant 
relation was found ••. 



AI( r 

I 

f IT 

I 

-40-

Ten studies consider the relationship between marital 

status and institutional misconduct. Most of these studies 

compare inmates who have never been married with inmates who 

are now married or who have been married at some time in the 

past (i.e. they are now separated, divorced or widowed). In 

eigh'~ of these ten studies inmates who have never been married 

Violated prison rules at statistically significantly higher 

levels 21. For example, among staff nominated ~ adjusted 

inmates the percentage who had ~ been married is found by 

Myers and Levy to be 59%, by Coe 63%, and by Wolfgang 72%. 

In comparison,among poorl~ adjusted inmates the percentage 

who have ever been married is found by Myers and Levy to be 
33%, by Coe 39% and by Wolfgang 28%. 

In Washington D.C., Brown and Spevacek report finding 

no differences in Violation rates according to marital status, 

but they present no information on how marital status was 

broken down (1971). Megargee finds no significant differences 

in marital status across the groups of inmates he categorized 

by using the MMPI. He does, however, find that those inmate 

groupings with the highest Violation rates are more likely 

to have had marital problems than inmates in groupings with 

comparatively low institutional Violation rates (1979:154). 

Jaman (1966:4) finds marital status at admission unpredictive 
of prison Violence. 

21 These studies are Myers and Levy 1978; Jensen 1977:561, 
564; Coe 1961:183; Wolfgang 1961:615; Jaman 1972:18, 112; 
Callahan 1970:14, when the table in Callahan's report is 
redrawn into categories of single and ever married the 
data show a statistically significant difference, 
Chi-Square=5.33p.~.05. Flanagan finds that among long­
term inmates marital status follows race as a predictor 
of institutional misconduct (married less likely to 
Violate). Among short term inmates married men are 
less likely to violate prison rules but this variable 
does not emerge as an important predictor for inmates 
serving less than five years. 

i) 
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It should be pointed out that marital status is associated 

with age. Younger inmates are less likely than older inmates 

to be married (Flanagan 1979, Jenson 1977). The relationship 

between marital status and misconduct may be partly accounted 

for by the fact that inmates who have never been married tend 

to be younger than other inmates, and younger inmates Violate 

rules conGiderably more often than do older inmates. 

2. Family Background 

* The findings with respect to family life variables are 
mixed: four studies find that inmates whose homes were broken 
more frequently Violate rUles, two studies do not. LikeWise, 
some work suggests that a poor relationship between parent 
and child is related to institutional misconduct; other 
research finds no relationship. 

Examination of the relationship between family back­

ground variables and institutional rule Violations produces 

mixed results. A study of youthful offenders in a federal 

facility shows that~oups of inmates (categorized through 

the use of the MMPI, see note 15) wi th the highest rates of 

institutional misconduct are also groups whose members more 

frequently come from families characterized by incohesiveness, 

unavailability of the father as a role model, poor parental 

nurturance, poor parental discipline, and greater parent-child 

tension (Megargee 1979:158). l~PI groups with the highest 

proportion of poorly adjusted inmates in Megargee's study 

more often came from homes that were economically disadvantaged 

and in which the conditions of the household were poor. In 

an Illinois study Coe reports that poorly adjusted inmates 

are more likely to come from homes where the economic con­

ditions are poorer (1961). In New York State, Lockwood reports 

that sexual aggressors more frequently experier.!e brol<:en homes 

during childhood (80%) than do non-aggressor inmates (66%) 
(1977:Table 9:13). 
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Jaman (1966) found that aggressive inmates housed in San 

Quentin during 1960 more frequently lived in homes broken 

by divorce or desertion and in homes where the father figure 

was absent, alcoholic, abusive or had a history of criminal 

involvement (1966:1-4). She finds, however, that a set of 

other fam11y variables fail to differentiate aggressive from 

non-aggressive inmates, these include: hostility towards or 

rejection of parents, type of parental supervision and family 

criminal history (1966:4). Studies in Delaware (Zink 1958) 

and Ohio (Myers and Levy 1978:219) do not find differences 

between well and poorly conducted inmates on SUCh variables 

as broken home, relatives with criminal histories, occl1pa­

tional status of the head of the household, number of siblings 
or family socioeconomic status. 

3. Job Stabili!l 

* All seven studies of job stability find that inmates with 
greater job stability tend to violate institutional rules less fre­
quently. 

Studies indicate that inmates who have had more success 

in holding a job on the outside are less likely to Violate 

prison rules. Investigators in California (Jaman 1972, Ill) 

and in Massachusetts (Callahan 1970:4, 14) find that inmates 

who have worked continuously at one job for either six months 

or one year are less likely to violate institutional rules 

than inmates who have been unable to hold at least one job 

for these time periods. In New York State Lockwood (1977: 

Table 9: 12) reports that"'82% of aggressors had no Occupation 

or were students compared to 52% of the comparison group of 

non-aggressors, and Flanagan shows that poorly conducted 

inmates are less likely to have been employed during the month 

prior to arrest than are other inmates (1979: Tables 4:11, 

4:12.). Two other researchers find that poorly adjusted 

* 
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inmates had difficulty in adjusting to work situations in 

jobs on the outsid.e (Myers and Levy 1978: 219, Megargee 
1979: 159). 

4. Military Historl 

Three studies find that type of military discharge is un­
related to institutional misconduct. However one study suggests 
that those who have served a tour in the service are less 
likely than those who have not served a tour to Violate insti­
tutional rules. 

The type of military discharge (e.g. honorable, not honor­

able) does not discriminate poorly conducted prisoners (Jaman 

1972:111, Coe 1961:182, Callahan 1970:14). Nor does the 

median number of months in the military (Myers and Levy 1978:219). 

There is, however, some evidence that inmates who have 

served in the armed forces are somewhat less likely to be found 

among poorly adjusted inmates. Myers and Levy report that 

among poorly conducted inmates 16% have been in the military 

while 39% of the well adjusted inmates have been in the service 

(1978:219, Jaman 1972:111 appears to show the same result). 

Jaman (1966) finds no differences in prison aggressive behavior 
by military service. 

5. Educational AChievement 

Thirteen studies relate school grade level achieved to 
institutional misconduct; all find no relation. 

Thirteen studies have examined the relationship between grade 

level aChieved and institutional adjustment. Without exception 

these studies show that grade level achieved bears no relationship 
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22 to rule infractions in the prison • However, Megargee's 

data shows that those MMPI groups which had the highest rates 
of institutional misconduct coritain the highest number of 

inmates who have had problems in school (1979:159). While 

grade level achieved may be unrelated to institutional mis­

conduct, having been a disciplinary problem in the school system 

may not be. We have come across no data that directly assess 
this posibility. 

.6. Drug o~·Alcohol Use" 

* New York State short-term inmates who have used drugs 
prior to incarceration are more frequently misconducted. N.Y. 
long-t~rm inmates and a California population of inmates show no relationship. ..' 

Two studies find th~t alcuhol use is unrelated to mis­
conduct, two find that inmates with alcohol-related problems 
are less likely to violate institutional rules, one study 
finds that inmates with alcohol related problems are more 
likely to be misconducted. 

There are three studies of the relation between drug abuse 

and institmtional misconduct. Among New York State short-termers 

use of drugs prior to incarceration is associated with miscon­

duct in the prison. In his effort to predict disciplinary 

infractions committed by New York State inmates with a range 
of pre-incarceration variables Flanagan finds that age at 

admission and drug use tuser more likely to offend) do most 

of the work in explaining prison misconduct that pre-incarcer-
23 ation variables are able to do (Flanagan 1979:145, Table 4.11). 

22 Flanagan 1979: Table 4.11, 4.12; Lockwood 1977: Ta­
ble 9.11, Jaman 1972:110; Megargee 1979:155-157; Jaman 
et. ala 1966:4; Myers and Levy 1978:219; Brown and 
spevacek 1975:52, 54; Jensen 1977:561; Coe 1960, 1961:162; 
Bolte 1978:21; Callahan 1970:14; Zink 1958:433. 

23 Age at admiSSion accounts for 9.5% of the vax'iation in 
disciplinary infractions in Flanagan's sample of short term 
inmates. Drug use accounts for 4.4%. All of the pre-in­
carceration variables taken together account for only 18% 
of the variation in rule infractions (Flanagan 1979: 
Table 4.11). 
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Jaman (1972:111), on the other hand, finds no relation between 

drug use history and institutional adjustment; and neither does 
Flanagan among long-termers. 

The rindings With respect to alcohol use are mixed. Among 

short-termers Flanagan finds a slight Positive relation betWeen 
alcohol use and prison misconduct. Jaman (1972:112) and Coe 

1961:182) find no relation between patterns of alcohol Use and 

institutional misconduct. Among long-term inmates both Flanagan 

(1979: Table 2.12) and Myers and Levy (1978:224) find that 

inmates who have had a history or alcohol use are ~ likely 
to violate institutional rUles. 

Again, we note that age is related to both drug use and 
alcohol Use. Younger inmates are more likely to have Used 

drugs prior to incarceration. It may be that something about 

drug Use on the outside influences the likelihood of institu_ 
tional misconduct. Or it b th 

' may e at drug use has no affect 
on miscondUct, that age is the crucial factor, and it is 

simply the case that younger inmates are more likely to use 

drugs. A third posSibility is that ~ age and drug Use 

contribute to the likelihoood of violating prison rules. 

7. Residential Mobilitr 

In his study of institutional misconduct in an Illinois 
prison, Coe reports that "over half (53%) of the well adjusted 

inmates had resided in the same Community most of their lives 

compared to only 24% of the poorly adjusted men (1961;183). 

Jaman (1975:112) finds no relationship between length of 

residence in the state and institutional misconduct. 

D. CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS 

In this section we look at the relationship between 

institutional misconduct and various aspects of the criminal 

justice system h!story of the inmate. Table IV summarizes 
the relationships reported in the studies reviewed. 
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Table IV. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
SYSTEM FACTORS ASSOCIATED 

WITH INSTITUTIONAL 
MISCONDUCT 1 

It'.Lanagan ~snor;; l;erm) 
(1979) New York 

Flanagan _~long term) 
(1979) New York 

LOCKWOOo. _l.L~ I ( ) 
New York 

Petersl1ia & Honi~ 
r1oRO) C'!AHfo'l"nia. 

Peters ilia & Honig 
(1980) Michigan 

pe~er~~~la 5: HOnl.g 
(1980) Texas 

Jaman ~1972) 
California 

M .gargee (1979) 
Florida 

-Ellis et. a1.. U9H) 
North Carolina 

Mueller. Toch. Molo~ 
(1965) California 

Edinger (1979) 
Virginia 

Davl.s (l9,(.L) 
PhiladelPhia PA 

Unusual incidents r, Q_7Q-80 NYOOCS 
Bennet (1974, 1976) 

CalIfornia, Correction 
Jaman ~~. aJ.. 

(1966) California 
Johnson (1960) 

Southern state 
Wheeler (12?1! 

Westel"n i:Sl:AT.e 

Myers & Levy (1978) 
Ohio 

Wolfgang-(1961) 
Pennsvlvania 

Shelley & Toch (1962) 
Michip:an 

Jensen t1977~ 
Southern State 
Holl.an(l 5: HOlt (1900) 

California 
Coe ~~901) 

Illinois 
.I:IO.Llie \,.J.~(QJ 

Kansas 
Selsky (197~L.(l9~~) 

New· YOl"k lNlOOCS_l 
Carroll 

Northwestern state 
CaJ..Lanan \J.~!U) 

Massachusetts 

+ 

+ 

o 0 

o 0 

o 0 

+ +2 + 

+ 

+ + + 

o 

o + 

o + 
"""Ul\, \J.:;1:JVI + 

Delaware 

+ + 
+ 

0 

03 0 

0 + 
+ 0 

- 0 - + 

+ o 

+ 

o 
o o o 

o 
o + 

+ 

o + 

1 A plus (+1 is recorded where a positive association is found
l 

a nega­
tive sign C-1 where a negative association is found, a Zero COL is re­
corded where a characteristic is considered and no significant relation was found. 
2 Juveniles on parole from a state institution offended more frequently 
than those who had been committed as a juvenile but not paroled or those 
who had never been cOmmitted. 
3 Peters ilia and Honig examined the number of conVictions for Serious 
offenses 1n California~ Michigan and Texas •. 

Table IV. 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
SYSTEM FACTORS ASSOCIATED 

WITH INSTITUTIONAL 
MISCONDUCTl 

( cont'd) 

.t<'.Lanagan _lsnorl; l;erm) 
. (1979) New York 

Flanagan (long term) 
(1979) New York 

LO~KWOOo. _\..L~ I I ) 
New York 

Peters~~ia & Honig 
flQ80 J California 

Petersilia & Honig 
(1980) Michigan 

.t'eter~l..Ll.a &: Honig 
(1980) Texas 

Jaman ~1972) 
California 

Megargee (1979) 
Florida 

Ellis et. al. t191'J} 
North Carolina 

Fu~~:~~~d Orsagh 
~J NO'l"f:hCal"o11na. 

Mueller. Toch. Molor 
(1965) California 

Edinger (1979) 
Virginia 

un~su~* inci~~nts r, n~-80 NYlJOCS 

Johnson (1966) 
Southern State 

Wheeler (1961? 
...Kes.tel"n State 

Wolf (1966) 
~al"v1and 

Myers & Levy (1978) 
_Ohio 

Wolfgang-(1961) 
Pennsvlvania 

Shelley & Toch (1962) 
Michip;an 

Jensen (1977? 
Southern State 
Holland & Holt (J.9tlO) 

California 
coe ~~901J 

Illinois 

Carroll 
Northwestern state 

Ga.l..Lanan l J. ';I! U J 
Massach~setts 

tAUIK \..L:;I:J0J 
Delaware 

o 

+ o 

o 

+ 

o o o 

o 
o 

o 

+ 

o 

1 A plus (+) is recorded where a positive association is found. a negative 
sign (-) where a negative association is found, a zero (0) is recorded 
where a characteristic is considered and no significant relation was found. 
2 Mueller, Toch. & Molof find that inmates convicted of assault and theft 
offenses more frequently assaulted otherS than did inmates convicted for 
homicide. robbery, burglary, forgery, sex, narcotics and other offenses (1965:Tab1e 9.b). 
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1. Juvenile Justice Record 

* The one study that looked at the association between 
police contacts as a juvenile and institutional misconduct 
found that poorly conducted inmates had a higher number of 
police contacts as a juvenile. 

One study finds that number of convictions as a juvenile 
in positively related to misconduct, one finds it is nega­
tively related, and three studies find no relation. Two 
studies find that inmates with a conviction for a violent 
offense as a juvenile tend to violate institutional rules more 
frequently. 

Three studies show that inmates who were incarcerated as 
juven!ilies:were more frequently misconducted; two studies 
found no relation. 

Several studies have compared the juvenile justice record 

with institutional misconduct while incarcerated as an adult. 

There are reported findings on the following factors: police 

contacts, convictions, and commitments. 

a. Juvenile Police Contacts 

There is one study that relates juvenile police contacts 

to institutional misconduct. Myers and Levy observe that 

poorly conducted inmates had a higher number of police contacts 

as juveniles than 4id well conducted inmates (1978: 220). 

b. Juvenile Convictions 

Several stUdies compare convictions as a juvenile with 

prison misconduct 24. There is some disagreement in their 

results. In their study at a Southern Ohio facility Myers 

and Levy observe that IItwo-thirds of the intractable group were 

convicted of a crime while under the age of eighteen, whereas 

only one-third of the tractable inmates were convicted before 

age eighteen H (1978:219). In a study of California admissions, 

Jaman shows that inmates who have committed a violent juvenile 

offense are more likely to commit prison disciplinary infrac-

24 In this section we look at both convictions as a juve­
nile and convictions for violent offenses as a juvenile. 
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tions than are inmates who have either no record of juvenile 

offenses or a record of non-violent offenses (1972:110). In 

a study of assaultive incidents committed by inmates housed 

in California prisons during 1963-1964 Mueller, Toch and 

Molof report that assaultive inmates committed to California 

Youth Authority lnstitutions "have especially striking prior 

violent histories" (1965-6). At odds with these results, 

a study of two Washington D.C. facilities found that high rate 

offenders in the prison has significantly fewer juvenile of­

fenses (Brown and Spevacek 1971, 54). 

As is the case with many variables that are associated 

with prison misconduct, when considered in conjunction with 

other variables the impact of juvenile commitments on prison 

misoonduct is negligible. In their attempt to explain prison 

misconduct with multiple regression techniques Petersilia and 

Honig find that having acquired a criminal record as a juvenile 

does not make a significant contribution towards explaining 

prison misconduct when its effects are considered in conjunc­

tion with other variables (1980:72). 

c. Juvenile Commitments 

The evidence here suggests that inmates who were incar­

cerated as juveniles tend to be more poorly conducted in 

prison. Data in Jaman's study of California admissions show 

that inmates who had been paroled from a state juvenile insti­

tution had committed Significantly more infractions as an adult 

than those inmates who were not incarcerated as a juvenile or 

who had been incarcerated in, but not paroled from, a juvenile 

institution. In his study of sexual aggression in New York 

State prisoroLockwood shows that 53% of the aggressor group had 

been incarcerated as a juvenile compared to only 29% for the 

comparison group (1977:Table 9.15A). Myers and Levy write that 

of those poorly conducted inmates "who were detained as juveniles, 

about 89% were disciplinary problems when incarcerated as an 

adult" (1978:220). Two smaller studies, Coe (1961:182) and 

Callahan (1970:15) find that number of prior incarcerations as a 

juvenile is unrelated to prison misconduct. 
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2. Age at First Police Court Contact 

Overall, research studies show that poorly conducted in­
mates had police or court contact at an earlier age than did 
other inmates. 

The evidence suggests that poorly conducted inmates have 

contact with the police and with the courts at an earlier age 

than do other inmates. Research studies in Ohio (Myers and 

Le\~J (1978:219). Massachusetts (Callahan 1970:6,14), Delaware 

(Zink 1958:433), Illinois (Coe 1961:183), and California (Jaman 

et. al.1966:29) find that poorly conducted inmates have been 

arrested for the first time at significantly younger ages 

(ranging in these studies from 2 years younger on the average to 

5 years younger on the average). In four studies (Brown and 

Spevacek 1971:52; Petersilia and Honig 1980- CaliforniaiMichigan, 

and Texas) age at first arrest was not related to institutional 

adjustment. 

Again, though a bivariate relationship is reported in several 

instances, studies that consider the relative influence of several 

variables taken together find that age at first arrest does not 

emerge as a statistically significant predictor of prison misconduct 

(Petersilia and Honig 1980:72, Jaman 1972:17-22, Myers and Levy 

* 
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4. Adult Prior Arrest 

Frequency of arrest as an adult does not appear to be 
related to institutional misconduct. 

The number of times a person has been arrested as an 

adult is found to be either unrelated or weakly related 

to prison misconduct. Research efforts in California 

(Jaman 1972:111), Illinois CCoe 1961:182), Washington D.C. 

(Brown and Spevacek 1971:52) and Massachusetts (Callahan 

1970:6) find that frequency of prior arrests is not related 
" 

to institutional misconduct, In their multivariate analysis 

of prison misconduct in three states Peters ilia and Honig 

find that number of serious convictions does not make a sta-. 

tistically significant contribution towards explaining 

institutional misconduct in California or Michigan, it does 

contribute significantly for Texas inmates however, In New 

York State, Flanagan finds that number of prior arrests is 

slightly positively related to institutional misconduct 

(r=,ll, 1979:Table 4,11, 4,12). 

223-225) • . "5 e' . "Adult "Prior' 'Commi"tmeh'ts 

3. Age at First Adult Commitment 

Two of three studies find that poorly conducted inmates tend 
to be younger in age at the first adult commitment. (Myers and 
Levy 1972:220, Jaman 1972:112), though Brown and Spevacek find no 
significant association (1971:52). The reader is reminded of the 
very strong association between age at admission and institutional 
misconduct reported earlier. 

Adult prior commitment is another category in ~hich the 
results from research studies are mixed. Some studies find 
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that inmates with prior prison terms are more poorly 
conducted than other inmates, others find that 
inmates without prior prison terms are more poorly 
conducted. 

We look first at reports that show a positive asso­

ciation between prior prison terms and institutional 

adjustment. A study of felon inmates housed in a southern 

state in 1962 shows that inmates who have served at least 

two previous sentences are significantly more likely to 

violate inst~.tutional rules (Johnson 1966: 272, 276, 280-281). 

In her examination of the characteristics of violent in­

mates housed in a California prison during 1960,Jaman 

(1966:28) finds that inmates who have served more than one 

prison term (or, more than two jailor juvenile terms) 

are significantly more likely to have committed assaultive 

acts in prison. Two smaller studies) one in Massachusetts 

Callahan 1970:15) and one in Illinois (Coe 1961:183) find 

that inmates with prior prison terms are more poorly 

adjusted. 

Three reports find that prior prison commitments are 

unrelated to institutional conduct. In New York State 

Lockwood finds that 53% of sexual aggressors have served prior 

terms compared to 55% for the total population in the prisons he 

* 
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studied, a non-significant difference. Brown and Spevacek find that 
the number of previous commitments is unrelated to institu-
tional adjustment (1971). Holland and Holt (1980) find no sig­
nificant association between prior prison experience and mis­

conduct sufficient to warrant transfer from a minimum security 
facility to a more secure unit. 

In his study of the institutional adjustment of 44 murderers 
housed in a Pennsylvania prison Wolfgang shows that of those 

inmates with previous penal experience 85% fall into the adjusted 

inmate group, of those with no previous penal experience only 52% 

fall into the adjusted group. Wolfgang hypothesizes that the 
prior experience of acclimating onself to the prison routine 

of working, sleeping, eating, being idle, and associating with 

other inmates aids one to adjust to a similar Subsequent experience 
(1961: 616). Among new admissiOns to l;alifornia prisons in 1964 

inmates who have served a prior prison term are less likely to -acquire disciplinary infractions than are inmates who have a 

juvenile commitment or jail term or who have no prior commitments 

(1972:110). These California data suggest that individuals who 
have been incarcerated in a juvenile institution and who come 

to the adult prison for the first time are more poorly conducted 
than inmates who have served at least one previous term as an 
adult. 

6. Offense Type 

Results regarding the association between commitment offense 
type and institutional misoonduct are mixed. 

Four studies find no significant differences between commit­
ment offense type and institutional misconduct. In four other 
stUdy populations significant differences are found. In general~ 
inmates convicted of homicide, drug offense~ or forgery tend to 
be misconducted less frequently than other inmates. One large 
New York State study finds that inmates convicted of Violent 
felony offenses are more frequently misconducted. 

Two dtudies that look specifically at assaultive behavior 
in the prison find no significant differences by offense type. 
Four other studies do find significant differences. 
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Four studies find significant differences in institutional 

misconduct according to commitment offense type, four other 

studies find no significant differences. Evidence from research 

studies in New York (Flanagan 1981), Kansas (Bolte 1978:26) 

and California (Jaman 1972:112) show that inmates committed for 

homicide violate institutional rules less often than do other 

inmates. Bolte (1978) also finds that drug offenders violate 

rules less frequently than do other inmates. The California 

data reported by Jaman (1972:112) do not show notable differences 

between drug offenders and other inmates but they do show that 

inmates committed for forgery are less likely than other inmates 
to violate institutional rules ?5. 

In New York State Flanagan found that inmates convicted 

of robbery, rape and other felony sex offenses, kidnapping and 

assault had significantly greater infractions rather than other 

persons (Flanagan 1981). At odds with this report is the 

:finding by Petersilia and Honig that ,Michigan inmates serving 

a sentence for non violent offenses have higher infraction 

rates than those cOnvicted of violent offenses (1980:72). 

Research studies in California (Jaman, ~. ale 1966:31), 

California and Texas (Petersilia and Honig 1980:72) and Ohio 

(Myers and Levy 1978:219) have not found significant differences 

in institutional misconduct by commitment offense type. It may 

be that significant differences in institutional misconduct by 

off.ense type do not emerge unless commitment crime types are 

grouped into larger categories; for example: homicide, other 

violent felonies, property/other offenses. 

25 Tests of significance comparing forgerers and drug 
offenders with the remainder of the population were 
not conducted. This conclusion rests on visual 
inspection of the tables. 
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Studies that look specifically at assaultive behavior in 

prison produce mixed results with respect to offense type. Both 

Jaman!::.!. !!!.. (i974) in their study of assaultive inmatesa.'t San 

Quentin and Ellis et. ~. (1974) in their study 01' assaultive beMavior 
in North Carolina prisons find that commitment offense type is 

unrelated to aggressive behavior in the prison. Other investi-

gators have,however, found an association between commitment 

offense type and aggressive prison behavior. Davis in his 

study of sexual assaults in the Philadelphia prison system reports 

that 68% of aggressors but only 38% of victims are charged,with 

serious felonies. He further notes that "violent assaultive 

felonies are particularly more common among aggressors than 

victims" (1971:4731). Unfortunately, Davis does not compare 

commitment. offenses of prison aggressors with those of the 

total population. In his study of prison sexual aggressors 

Lockwood finds no significant differences between aggressors 

and a randomly selected group of inmates with respect to the 

use of force or threat accompanying the commitment offense 

(1977: Table 9.7). He does find that differences in commitment 

offense type are significant (1977: TaQle 9.10). Aggressors 

are more frequently committed for robbery, rape and forcible 

sodomy; inmates in the control group are more frequently com­

mitted for drug offenses, homicide, non-violent sex offenses 

and other offenses. Aggressors and control group members 

contain equal percentag~of inmates convicted for burglary 
and assault. 

A 1965 study of violent incidents in California prisons 

found that aggressors were significantly more likely to be 

convicted for theft and assault (Mueller~. ale .1965: p.4, 

Table 9B). Selsky reports that 77% of inmates who assaulted 

New York Correctional Officers had been convicted for homicide, 

robbery, assault, and rape while only 65% of the overall under 

custody population in New York prisons had been committed for 
these offenses. 
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Two studies, thep,find no relation between commitment 

offense type and aggressive behavior in the prison. Three 

other stUdies -two of them in New York Prisons (Selsky, 

Lockwood)- show that inmates involved in assaultive inCidents 

in the prison are more frequently committed for violent offenses. 

7. Criminal Violence in Prior Convictions 

Phe research evidence pertaining to prior criminal violence 
produc~mixed results. Two stUdies find prior Violent behavior 
to be unrelated to assaultive behavior in the prison. A third, 
much larger study finds that assaultive inmates are more likely 
to have a prior conviction for a violent offense and are con­
siderably more likely to have a recQrd oC prior institutional 
Violence. 

Three studies look at the past violent behavior of in­

mates. In a California study of inmates housed at San Quentin 

Jaman ~. ~. find that prior criminal Violence is unrelated 

to aggressive prison behavior (1966:14). Lockwood shows that. 

sexual aggressors in New York prisons are no more likely to 

have used force or threat in prior conViction offenses than 

are other inmates (1977:Table 9.8). However in a 1965 study 

of assaultive inCidents occurring in six California prisons, 

Mueller eta ale state that "an examination of the past 

violence history of inmates involved in institutional violence 

shows that this group largely consists of recurrently Violent 

persons" (1965:5). They report that 61% of inmates involved 

in assaultive incidents (i.e. both victims and aggressors) 

had a record of prior criminal Violence compared to 47% for 

the total population. In addition, they report that 49% of 

inmates involved in assaultive incidents (i.e. both victims 

and aggressors) had a record of prior institutional violence 

compared to only 13% for the total popUlation. 

8. Sentence Length 

The relationship between sentence length and institu­
tional misconduct depends in part on whether we look at the 
court mandated minimum or maximum sentence or the actual 
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sentence length that inmates serve. The research reports 
reviewed here show that inmates who actually serve terms of more 
than 5 years violate institutional rules much less fre­
quently than do inmates who are serving shorter sentences. 
In two studies the court mandated minimum sentence is unre­
lated to institutional misconduct and one of two studies 
finds that the court mandated maximum sentence is unrelated 
to ~nstitutional misconduct. While comparisons of groups 
of 1nmates with wide differences in sentence length (e.g. 5 
years or less as opposed to more than 5 years) reveal dif­
ferences in institutional adjustment, the data that are 
~urrently available do not permit us to compare, for example, 
1nfraction rates of inmates serving sentences of 2 years with 
those serving 3. Unless the court mandated sentence indicates 
that the inmates will actually serve a long time (e. g. more than 
5 ye~~s) the court mandated sentence is not predictive of 
institutional adjustment. 

a. Studies Showing No Association 

Research reports. in OhIO (Myers and Levy 1978:220) and 

Massachusetts (Callahan 1970:15) find that the minimum current 

sentence is unrelated to institutional misconduct. In 

California Jaman finds that maximum penal code sentence 

is not related to aggressive behavior in the prison 
(1966:14). 

b. Studies Showing An Association 

Other researchers have found a definite relationship 

between sentence length and institutional adjustment. In 

New York State Lockwood reports that 66% of sexual aggressors 

are serving a term whose maximum length is 4 years or less 

compared to 44% of the random group whose sentence maximum was 

4 years or less. In IllinOis Coe (1961:183-184) finds that 

well adjusted inmates are more likely to be serving longer 

terms, as does Zink in Delaware (1958), who reports that for 

his non-troublesome inmate group the average sentence length 
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was 11 years while the average sentence length for the poorly 

adjusted group was 3.5 years. Referring back to the table 

taken out of Flanagan's researchW.26) it can be seen that 

his data also show that long term inmates are significantly 

less likely to violate institutional rules. His data also 

show that when infraction rates within each age at admission 

category are examined long term prisoners (i.e. those actually 

serving more than 5 years) consistently have lower infraction 

rates than short term inmates. Flanagan's research also tells 

us that inmates serving long term sentences are from the ~ 

beginning of their sentences less likely to violate institu­

tional rules. 

9. Time Served 

Four studies examine the relationship between time served 
and institutional adjustment. Two of them find no relation­
ship. However one of these studies deals with long termers 
only and the other deals with short termers only. One study 
finds that those incarcerated longer were more poorly conducted. 
A fourth study conducted in New York prisons by Flanagan finds 
that inmates who actually serve more thGn 5 years offend at 
lower rates than those who ~erve terms of five years or ~ess, 
He also shows that among inmates serving terms of five years 
or less the rate of rule infractions has an inverted U shape, that is, 
infractions increase during the middle stage of the sentence 
and then decline during the last one-fourth of the term. 

Due to his more detailed analysis of time served and insti­

tutional misconduct we turn first to Flanagan's study conducted 

in New York State prisons. Looking back at the table on page 26 

that we have taken from Flanagan's dissertation it can be seen 

that short term inmates violate institutional rules at a rate 

twice that of long term inmates. These data also show that 

when infraction rates within each age-at-admission category 

are examined long term prisoners consistently have lower in­

fraction rates than short term inmates and that these differences 

If... r 
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reach statistical significance for the two younge.r age-at-admis­

sion categories. In another part of his analysis Flanagan 

compared the median annual infraction rates of the long term 

prisoner group for the first ~ ~ears of incarceration with 

the median annual infraction rates of the short term prisoner 

group. The data again show that even during the first five 

years of incarceration long termers violate institutional 

rules at nearly one-half the rate of short term inmates and 

that this relationship again holds within age at admission 

categories (1979:132, Table 4.8, 133). Looking over these 

results Flanagan concludes that the "overall pattern of involve­

ment in institutional misconduct for the time served groups 

is established in the early years of the sentence" (1980:7). 

In order to further investigate changes in offending 

behavior that might be related to time served Flanagan divided 

each inmate's sentence into quarters and computed the percentage 

of the prisoner's total infractions that were committed in eaoh 

quarter for long term and short term inmates. His data show 

that short term inmates commit a greater proportion of their 

total infractions during the two middle quarters or stages of 

their sentences and the last quarter of the sentence is character­

ized by a sharp drop in offending behavior (1979:141, 142). 

Flanagan reads these findings as supportive of the notion, 

first espoused by Wheeler, that "The middle stages of the 

sentence-the period during which the inmate is farthest removed 

from extra prison influences and most susceptible to the influence 

of fellow inmates-- is characterized by the lowest degree of 

conformity to staff values" (Flanagan 1979:138). Presumably 

as the inmate approaches a release or parole date his val~es 

and behavior become more oriented to the world outside the 

prison. Flanagan suggests that infraction rates of short term 

prisoners decline in the late stage of the sentence "either 

because of the "anticipatory resocialization" phenomena or the 

practical need to promote a favorable impression before the 

.. 
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parole board" (1979:141). Holland and Holt have also observed 

a decline in disciplinary infractions as inmates approach or 

exceed their minimum parole eligibility {1980:53-54). 

Flanagan calculated the proportion of offenses that fall 

into each quar~er of the sentence f~r long term prisoners also. 

His data show that "the proportion of infractions committed in 

each quarter is fairly stable; each quarter of the sentence 

contributes a nearly equal proportion to the total number of 

infractions (1979:143), figure 4B:143). He suggests that 

"long termers do ~ appear to pass through "critical stages" 

characterized by higher levels of misconduct, followed by a 

pre-release period of lower incidence of infractions"(1979:l43). 

He further remarks on the basis of interview data, that "long 

term inmates adopt a perspective toward serving time that is 

distinguishable from the perspective of short term prisoners" 

and that one of the aspects of this unique perspective "is 

the desire to "stay out of trouble" with correctional officials 
and fellow inmates" (1979:143). 

Wolfgang looked at the institutional adjustment of 44 in­

mates convicted of murder. Since a murder conviction generally 

draws a long term sentence one could see his analysis as per­

taining to-or confined to-long term inmates. He reports that 

"the amount of time these offenders have been imprisoned appears 

to have no relationship to their adjustment pattern. The mean 

length of incarceration for the adjusted group is 8.7 years, 

and for the maladjusted group, 8.6 years"(1961:614). In 

Wolfgang's sample of long term inmates, length of time in the 

institution is unrelated to time-adjusted misconduct rates. 

In a 1969 study of 100 WaShington, D. C. inmates, Brown 

and Spevacek find no significant differences in length of time 

served between high and low rate offenders. In a youth facility 

they find that high and low rate offenders average 16 and 15 

consecutive months incarcerated respectively. In a second 

facility housing a wider age range of inmates they find that 

high and low rate offenders averaged 28 and 26 consecutive months 
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incarcerated respectively. The authors present no data on the 

range of sentence lengths being served nor the proportion of 

inmates who are serving sentences of varying length. But based 

on the periods of incarceration reported for high and low rate 

offenders it is probably safe to assume that most of these in­

dividuals are serving sentences from one to three years and 

their findings would suggest there is no relation between time 

served and offending rates among inmates serving short terms, 

We think that due to his more detailed examination of this 

issue Flanagan's finding of a U shaped pattern of institutional 

misconduct among Short term inmates probably represents a more 
accurate view. 

standing alone, Myers and Levy report that the group of 

poorly adjusted inmates in their study had been incarcerated 

significantly longer (average=83.06 montfisj on the current 

sentence that had the well adjusted inmates (average=60.62 
monthS) • 

E. PSYCQOLOGICAL FACTORS 

1. Attitudes 

Four researchers have tried to determine whether there 

are differences in attitudes or values between inmates who 

are disciplinary problems and ~hooe who ar~ not. The four 

studies that have been conducted do show that there are 

attitudinal differences between high and low rate offenders. 

Though we cannot say which comes first, the behavior or the 

values, there is some evidence that they vary together, as 

behavior varies so do values. 

In a sample of adolescent males haused in a Federal 

Youth Center in Colorado Wood, et. ale observe that staff­

nominated troublemakers are significantly less likely than a 
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control group of inmates (made up of inmates receiving no 

nomination by staff as troublemakers) to see the institution 

as a place that offers opportunities to develop a positive 

self identify, to learn interpersonal skills, to learn skills­

that will help them to stay out of trouble upon release, or 

to acquire vocational or educational training (1966:797-799}, 

Furthermore, trouble makers are less likely to see institu­

tional regulations and the behavior of staff as reasonable 

and sympathetic to their needs. Staff nominated troublemakers 

were less likely to see themselves as having personal control 

over what happens to them and are more likely than control 

group members to see events that occur in their institutional 

life as arbitrary and unpredictable (1966: 799-800). Wood 

et. ale conclude that unfavorable attitudes 'toward the institu­

tion are related to institutional misconduct. 

In a study of female felons and misdemeanants imprisoned' 

in a facility in the southeastern United States, Jensen finds 

that inmates who admit violating prison rules on a self-report 

questionaire are less likely to accept institutional expecta­

tions as measured by agreement with such statements as lithe 

officers here deserve respect because they are only doing 

their duty" or "I enjoy taking part in the activities that 

go on around here". Misconducted inmates are more likely to 

agree that "Its O. K. to get around'",the law if you can get 

away with it" (Gamma= -.35; Jensen 1977:563, 566). 

Wheeler has also studied conformity to staff role expecta­

tions. Wheeler presented inmates with a series of conflict 

situations that offer a set of choices some of which conform 

to staff expectations and sume of which do not. His data were 

collected in an adult facility in a western state around 1960. 

When Wheeler looked at the length of time served in the facility 

(broken into 3 groups, those whO have been imprisoned less than 

6 months, 6 months to two years, and those imprisoned over 2 

years) he observed that the percentage of individuals selecting 
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choices that conform to staff role expectations consistently 

declines as time served increases (1961:702). Wheeler also 

broke down the inmate population into three groups or "insti­

tutional phases"; those men who have served less than six 

months (early phase), those who have less than six months to 

serve before release (late phase) and those who have served 

more than six months but have more than six months left to 

serve (middle phase). Wheeler observes a U shaped distribu­

tion of high staff conformity responses according to sentence 

phase. That is, 47% of the inmates who are in the early phase 

of their sentence show high conformity to staff expectations, 

this drops to 21% for inmates in the middle Phase of their 

sentence, and it returns to 43% for inmates in the late phase 

of their sentence (1961:706). Of this U shaped distribution 

Wheeler goes on to suggest "that inmates who recently have 

been in the broader community and inmates who are soon to 

return to that community are more frequently oriented in terms 

of conventional values" (1961:706). We recall here that when 

Flanagan breaks down each inmate's sentence into quarters that 

he too finds an inverted U shaped pattern of institutional 

misconduct (1979:142). He ShOWS that "a greater proportion 

of infractions is contributed by the middle stage of short 

sentences and the relative contribution of fourth quarter 

infractions drops sharply" (1979:141). It should be noted 

that Wheeler's findings are based on a sample of the entire 

inmate population and not from inmates who are disciplinary 

problems. Even so, the similarity in patterns of acceptance 

of staff expectations found by Wheeler and the patterns of 

disciplinary infractions found by Flanagan suggest that 

values held about the institution may be related to rates of 

misconduct. In a study of female inmates in a Southeastern 

State Jensen observed the same U Shaped patterrl as Wheeler 

(Jaman 1976:593). However! in a study of male inmates housed 

in a Southeastern federal reformatory Atchley and McCabe (1968) 

were unable to replicate the findings in Wheeler's study. 

, 
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Atchley and McCabe suggest that the pattern of conformity to staff 

expectations over the course of an inmate's sentence may depend 

on whether the principal stress at an institution is on obedience 

and conformity, treatment, or re-education and development (1968: 
783). 

We noted earlier that inmates who had been married at' some 

time were less likely to be involved in institutional misconduct. 

Wheeler also found higher rates of conformity to staff expecta­

tions among married men and among inmates who report that family 

members "have confidence in them" (1961:705). Other evidence of 

a correlation between values held by inmates and institutional 

conduct is found in Wheeler"s report He finds that the smallest , 
percentage of high couforlrlity to staft' eX!'lectations is found 

among inmates in the segregation unit (14%), followed by the 

close custody unit (21%), medium custody unit (34%), honor farm 

(44%), reception unit (47%), and protective custody (83%) (1961: 
701). 

2. Intelligence Quotient 

In seven of the studies reviewed here the researcher consi­

dered the relationship between measuredI.Q. and institutional 

misconduct. In all seven studies there is no statistically 

significant relationship between I.Q. and institutional misconduct?6 

Based on these studies, I.Q. (as measured by standardized tests) 

does not appear to be associated with institutional misconduct. 

3. Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

Research conducted using the Minnesota Multiphasic Per­
sonality Inventory shows that personality characteristics of 
inmates are related to the institutional adjustment of inmates 
in several areas (e.g. programs, work, staff relations, disci­
plinary, etc.). Inmates can be reliably grouped according to 

26 Jaman 1966:31; Wolf 1966:247; Myers and Levy 1978:223; 
Brown and Spevacek 1966:52, 54; Coe 1961:182; 1960:460-461; 
Bolte 1978:26; Zink 1958:433. 
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personality status and there are significant differences among 
the different groups in institutional misconduct. 

Several researchers have related institutional adjustment to 

profiles on the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 

(Megargee 1979: Edinger, 1979; Jaman~. ale 1966). The Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) is a standardized 

personality inventory that is designed to quantitatively assess 

as well as is possible a subject's personality status and 

emotional adjustment (Megargee 1979:75)27. 

27 It is a self-administered test made up of 566 true-false 
items. "The MMPI has 14 commonly scored scales: 10 
clinical scales which measure different personality 
dimensions and 4 validity scales which measure test 
taking attitudes that could influence the validity of the 
scores on the clinical scales. The questions included in 
the MMPI have been selected on the basis of responses to 
these questions by groups of individuals who possessed 
certain personality characteristics as defined by cli­
nicians. These questions were selected on the basis of 
their ability to discriminate a known group (e.g. group 
of depressed individuals) from a sample of individuals 
from a normal population. A subject's score or loca-
tion on anyone scale is determined by the pattern of 
his responses to the 50 or 60 questions that are thought 
to provide an indication of the presence or absence of 
a particular attribute (e.g. depression, introversion, 
emotional conflicts). The greater the number of questions 
a subject answers in the scored or deviant direction 
the greater is the likelihood that he possesses the 
property tapped by the questions making up the scale 
and the less likely is it that his responses reflect 
chance deviations fr"om normal responding patterns!! (Megargee 
1979:76-77). The rationale behind the test, says Megargee, 
"is that if this sample of behavior, namely marking true­
false items, is similar to the test-taking behavior of 
depressed individuals then it is likely that other aspects 
of the respondents' behavior will also resemble that of 
depressed individuals: that they will be pessimistic, 
apathetic, feel blue, and have trouble eating or sleeping 
(1979:78). "Similarly, elevated scores on the other 
clinical scales lead to inferences that the test taker 
might engage in behavior typical of the group used to 
derive these scales' (1979:79). Respondents who share 
the same pattern of scores across all the scales in the 
instrument (that is the profile that results from plotting 
a subject's score on each scale) are grouped together. 
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The most rigorous effort comparing ~~PI scale scores with 

institutional adjustment and with inmate backgrou~characteristics 

is that of Megargee (1979). Megargee followed 1,345 conoecutive 

admissions to a Federal Correctional Institution for youth in 

Florida from their entry into the prison through their release 

into the community. Through the use of computer technology 

. t'f th b l.·S of their MMPI Megargee was able to iden 1. y on e as 

profiles ten groups and to state the rules for classifying in-

mates into these categories. 

As part of his analysis Megargee sought to discov:jr whether 

the ten groups differed significantly on variables ot!.ler than 

MMPI profiles. He looked for differences among his ten g~oups 

on the following characteristics. 

of 

1. Demographic - race, marital status, instant offense 

2. Academic and Intellectual - IO tests, academic 
achievement tests, highest grade attended 

3. 

4. 

b. 

6. 

7. 

Social and developmental - family background, edu­
cational, vocational and military problems, inter­
personal relations 

Psychologist's assessments of personality 

Test assessments of personality 

Institutional adjustment - days in segregatio~, 
number of writeups, number of sick calls; offl.cer, 
work supervisor and teacher ratings of adjustment 
and performance 

number of arrests, convictions and Recidivism data -
reincarcerations 

Looked at overall, Megargee's results show that the groups 

offenders defined on the basis of their MMPI characteristics 

do show significant differences on many 

each of the general areas listed above. 

of the variables in 

Megargee finds that ~he 

ten profile groups differ significantly in the average nU~ber 

t · the segregation unit per three month perl.od. of days spen l.n 

The average inmate spends 1.35 days per 90 day period in 

The wors t group (B) spent 4 times as many days segregation. 

) 
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in segregation at the best group (I) (Megargee 1979: Table 7.12). 

The average number of disciplinary write-ups (shots) is low 

.(about one person in three gets a write-up over three months) 

and the differences between the groups approaches but does not 

reach statistical significance. The average number of write-ups 

for the worst group (D) is about three times the number for the 

best group (E). There are, however, significant differences in 

the proportion of inmates in each MMPI group that had been in­

volved in violent and non-violent disciplinary infractions 

(Megargee 1979: Table 7.19). It is important to note that for 

all officially recorded measures of institutional misconduct 

(i.e. Violent infractions, non-violent infractions, days in 

segregation) four groups (C,D,F, and H) are consistently ranked 

above average (that is, they have higher proportions of poorly 
conducted inmates). 

Correctional officer assessments of interpersonal adjust­

ment show significant differences among the groups. The 

behaVior rated by officers included relations with other in­

mates, relations with authority and staff, aggressiveness, 

emotional control, cooperativeness, need for supervison, 

response to supervision and maturity. The same four groups that 

did poorly on the earlier measures did poorly on the officer 

assessments (C), (D), (F), (H)~ Interestingly, the (B) grouping 

had a high rate of disciplinary infractions but ranks very 

highly on these measures of adjustment. Megargee also asked 

prison work supervisors to rate inmates on several scales 

reflecting work performance. He finds that five of the nine 

scales reflecting work performance as judged by work super­

visors show statistically significant differences among the 

ten groupings. While scales reflecting quality of work, 

quantity of work and overall job proficiency do not reach 

statistical Significance, the scales tapping eagerness and 

ability to learn, dependability, response to supervision and 

instruction, and ability to work with others do show signi­

ficant differences among the groups. Again, when the groups 
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are ranked from lowest to highest (C), (D), (F) and ~H) are 

consistently ranked the lowest on these scales. To summarize, 

official records of misconduct and evaluations by correctional 

officers consistently rank four of the MMPI profile groupings 
below average in institutional conduct. 

As mentioned earlier he was interested in whether there 

were differences between the groups in behavior, maturity, 

social and criminal history, and recidivism (1979:139). We 

recall that Megargee collected and examined an extensive 

amount of information on the subjects in his study. This 

information was drawn from presentence investigations,interviews 

at intake, several batteries of Psychological tests and from 

following his inmate cohort during their institutional stay 

and collecting data on several measures of adjustment (e.g. 

grades, job performance, disciplinary infractions). Every 

inmate was assigned a score on each of the many characteristics 

that Megargee examined and after he had grouped inmates accord­

ing to MMPI profile types he computed an average score for each 

of the ten group~~on each characteristic. Using the average 

Score for the group Megargee then ranked each of the groups 

from nigh to low on each characteristic. 

For purposes of illustration we have selected out and 

listed a few of the characteristics that Megargee examined 

We have also chosen to look at the ranking on these character­

istics of three of Megargee's ten MMPI profile groups, one 

group whose officially recorded institutional misconduct is low 

(I), one group whose institutional misconduct is high (H), and 

one group that is about average (D). Megargee was interested 

in determining whether each group showed a consistent pattern 

of differences from the other groups across a large number 

of characteristics. In Figure I the rankings range trom low 

(1) t~ high (10) with the low number reflecting the less 

desireable end of the ranking. The data show that the group 
) -.. 
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Fi gure 1. 

Ranking of Three MMPI Profile Groups (H,D,I) on a Selected Set of Inmate Charachteristics. 

Prison Status 

Rule Violators 

Violent acts 

Relations with staff 

Relations with inmates 

Prior record 

Prior criminal record 

Prior prison adjustment 

SOCial and Developmental 

Family incohesiveness 

Family DeViance 

Childhood/adolescent 
maladjustment 

School problems 

Employment problems 

Interpersonal relations 

Problems in interper~~ 
sonal relations 

Authority conflicts 

PSYChologistfs observations 

Aggression 

Hostility avoidance 

Sociability 

Adaptation to environ­
ment 

PSYChological Tests 

Psychcpathic Del. 

Interpersonal Maturity 

Prisonization 

California Personality 
Inventory 

Self control 

Self acceptance 

Tolerance 

Socialization 

Low Rank • Poor Adjustment 
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The information in this tab:.e is based on data presented in Chapter 7 
(p. 139-177) of E. I. Megargee and M. J. Bohn Classifying Criminal Offend-
~, sage Publications, 1979 
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containing the highest number of individuals who violate prison 

rules, assault other inmates and get along poorly with staff and 

other inmates (group H) is also a group that is consistently in 

the low ranking on other characteristics. Similarly group (I) 

which contains a relatively low number of rule violators con­

sistent1yranks at or near the top on these measures of social 

and psychologict:.l characteristics. Further, group (D) which 

ranks in be tV/een (I) and (H) on measures of prison adjustment 

also tends to be ranked between (I) and (H) on other social and 

psychological properti.s. Generally, Megargee's results show 

that those MMPI groups that contain the highest number of 

misconducted inmates also contain the individuals who have the 

most disrupted family, school and employment history. Negargee's 

research shows that inmates can be identified and categorized 

according to a psychological instrument and that these groups 

differ from each other across a broad range of social and 

developmental characteristics and in their subsequent prison 

adjustment. 

It is important to point out that while these lJU.lPI groups 

can be discriminated from each other on these criteria it is 

still true that even in the group that contains the highest 

proportion of disciplinary offenders most of the men are well­

conducted inmates. 

Further research using the l~PI adds weight to Megargee's 

findings. Edinger applied the MMPI Typology to prisoners in 

two samples. One sample consisted of 2,063 inmates who were 

incarcerated in Petersburg, Virginia Federal Institution for 

young adult males age 17 to 29. The second sample consisted of 

1,455 inmates drawn randomly from the population of prisoners 

who participated in a state prisoner reclassification project 

in Alabama 28 Edinger employed a computer typi~g procedure 

28 The Alabama sample consisted of 1,291 males and 164 
females. AttentiOn is directed primarily at the results 
from the male sample. 

-71-

to classify inmates into MMP1 categories. Edinger shows that: (1) 

Using the MMPI he was able to classify a large majority of the in­

mate"3 in the federal youth facility (85.5%) and in the Alabama state 

prisoner sample (86.1%), (2) all 10 of Megargee's profile types 

were identified within each of these samples, (3) the profile 

patterns and MMPI scores of the two male samples closely resembled 

those reported by Megargee (Edinger 1979:236). Edinger) like 

Megargee, finds that there are significant differences in aggres­

sive behavior and in total disciplinary infractions committed 

across the MMPI groupings (1979 :240). It is also important to 

note that four of the five groups that Megargee ranked as most 

poorly adjusted are also found in the five lowest rankings in 

Edinger's federal sample (where total disciplinary infractions 

committed are used as an index) (Edinger 1979:240). The two most 

well conducted groupings of inmates in Megargee's study (I and E) 

are also the two groups that acquire the fewest disciplinary in­

fractions in Edinger's federal correctional sample (1979:240~ 

Other research efforts that have attempted to use the MMPI as a 

predictor of institutional misconduct show mixed results. Myers 

and Levy find that ~1PI depresion scale score emerges as a signi­

ficant predictor of prison misconduct in their Ohio sample (1978). 

However in a study of new admissions to California prisons in 1964 

Jaman does not find that MMPI profiles are good discriminators of 

institutional adjustment (1972:6). In their study of aggressive 

inmates housed in San Quentin during 1960 Jaman et. al. also find 

that MIvIPI scales do not discriminate aggressors from non...,..aggressors 

(1966:5). These research efforts do not, however, employ the more 

sophisticated techniques employed by Megargee, Edinger, and others. 

Overall, Megargee's research employing the MMPI shows several 

things. First, he shows that the inmate population can be 

broken into groups according to MMPI profiles. Further-

more, these groups could be identified in other populations 

of incarcerated individuals. Secondly, Megargee and Edinger 

show that there are differences in the extent of prison mis­

conduct across these MMPI groupings. Thirdly, these studies 
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show us that those who are more frequently and seriously in­

volved in institutional misbehavior tend to differ from other 

inmates On variables relating to their past background and on 

variables which assess attitudes and behavior towards other 

persons in the prison. On the whole the data reported by 

Megargee show that poorly conducted inmates tend to have had 

a more disrupted family, school and work experience than 

have other inmates. Poorly cond.ucted inmates are more likely 

to hold negative and uncooperative attitudes towards staff 

and other inmates. PsYchological characteristics of inmates 

as identified by both the Minnesota Multiphasis Personality 

Inventory and correctional staff (guards, work supervisor, 

counselors, teaChers etc.) are found to be related to disci­

plinary adjustment in the prison. 

F. PREDICTIVE STUDIES 

In this section-,:we briefly review research studies that 

have used characteristics of inmates to predict institutional 

misconduct. Researchers have been interested in determining 

how well a set of background characteristics can, taken as 

a group, predict institutional misconduct. In order to do 

this, researchers have used the statistical method of multiple 

linear regression (we provide a very brief description of 

this method in Appendix B). The multiple regression method 

allows us to asse~the efficiency with which the background 

variables discussed in this review explain institutional 

misconduct. It provides us with a statistic (R2) that tells 

us how well backgroW'ld variables taken as a group predict 

misbehavior in the prison. The regression procedure also 

helps us to overcome some of the limitations of examining 

one at time the association between misconduct and back­

ground characteristics. It tells us to what extent a variable 

contributes towards explaining institutional misconduct when 

the effects of other variables are controlled. 
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The st~dies reviewed show that our ability to predict mis­

conduct using only background characteristics is weak. We do 

not find a set of background characteristics that conSistently 

predict institutional misconduct from one study population to 

the next. In Table V we present some of the results of pre­

dictive efforts obtained in different study populations. For 

each study we list the variables that were tested for their 

potential explanatory power. There is an asterisk beside the 

variables that are the best predictors of institutional mis­

conduct 29. At the bottom of each list is presented the 

statistic (R2) 30. We can treat this number as a percentage 

figure and interpret it as an index of the efficiency with 

Which these variables can, taken as a group, explain prison 

misconduct. For example, looking at the R2 value obtained 

for Flanagan's sample of short term inmates we can say that 

the variables he used as predictors explain, or account for, 

18% of the variation in institutional misconduct. 

We turn first to Flanagan's analysis of inmates who had 

been confined for a time period of f.ive yeavs or ~e~s in 

New York State prison. We see that he considers as potential 

29 In Flanagan's research all of the variables listed 
make a statistically significant contribution to 
explained variance. We have placed an asterisk beside 
those variables in his study that explained 1% or more 
of the total variation. In all other studies we 
place an asterisk beside those variables that emerged 
as statistically significant predictors of prison mis­
conduct. 

30 2 2 R can range from zero to 1. When R is zero we 
are completely unable to explain institutional mis­
conduct with the variables at hand. If R2 were 1.0 
we would have perfect ability to explain or predict 
prison misconduct. As the efficiency ~f the predic­
tor variables in predicting institutional misconduct 
increases the value of R2 moves away from zero and 
towards 1.0. 
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Table r 

Ilcnults of Ileacnrch Efforts AttemptinB to Predict Institutional Misconduct 

'J 

Planagan (Short Term) 

Age at admission 9% 
Drug uae ~% 

It Alcohol UBI! U 

: • Elaployed Bonth 
Prior to arrest lJ 

, I MUiBWI Sentence lJ 

IhlJlber ot previoul 
arrest. 

Wagel, Bonth prior 
to arrellt 

111gheat sradu athnded 

Cr1me ot conviction 

Mar1tal Status at 
adJa1aaion 

Race ot otrender 

.18 

Flanagan (Long Term) 

• Rnce 5% 
• Marital etat~e 3:1 

at ad.1II1I10n 

• Age at adNiBalon 2" 
• Number ot previous 2% 

arreat. 

lIighect grade 
attended 

Crime ot oonviotion 

Aloohol use 

MaxiBWI sentenoe years 

EMployed Bonth prior 
to arrellt 

Wagea-aalary aonth 
prior to arreat 

Druge use. 

Jaman 1972 

• JuvenIle comm1tments 
(local or on Youth) 
author1ty parole 

• Age 29 or younger 
at admiaoion 

I Dose expectancy soore 
med1wa or low 

I Audult Violent arreots (2 or 

Myero , LeVy~ 

• Peroent ot adult 
llCe Inoaroerated 

• MMPI Depression 
soale aoore 

• Minneeota Paper 
Rorm Board Soore 
(a mechan1cal aptitude 
tea!;.) mOI'e) 

• Pl'lor conunitments. (2 or more). Ulle at 
• CommItment octenllp 

AU .. 

(not homicide. torgery or 
checka) 

I Extent at Alcohol use 

Ethnlctty 
Birth placa 
I. Q. 
School grada 
Eacapes 
Aggreolliva 
hlotory 

Adult arrut. 

• Humber at Police 
contactll all • Juvenile 

Aloohol une Other variablea tell tad 
Marital stlltUI ware not identified 
TIllie 1n State 
JUVenile Reoord 
Milttary Record 
Narcot1cD hiatory 
ENploy.ent hie tory 

• 13 Corl!ltrllction Sample n2 • 
Validation Sample R2. 

.~6 

.17 
.39 

For Flanagan'o at.udy we have placed an aoterluk (I) bculde those val'iables that explll1n lit least U of 
the variation In InstitutIonal miBconduct. Vor the Stud1eD by JUmall, Hyers lind l,evy, and Peters1l1a 
and nonlg the aoterisk (Il identIfies those variableu that made a ototiotiaally olgnifiaunL oontr1-
bution towardo explnlntng Inatltutional misconduot. 

Peterollin and lIonig i!!illQl 

Clllifornio follchlp;an 

• Age I Age 

• Race (whites more Raae 
lIkely to Offend) 

Mexican American Mexican Amerioan 

Career Criminal Career Criminal 

Number of prior Number of prior 
PriDon 'l'ermo Prinon Termn 

Number of SeriouD Number oC Serious 
ConVictions Convictions 

Crime typo • Crime typo 

Age at Pirst Arrest 

Juvenile Record 

• Prison Work 

• Treatment ratc 

Montho in Prioon 

Mlaslng prison work 

.19 

Age at First Arrest 

Juvenile Record 

PrlDon Work 

Treatment rate 

Months in Prison 

• MIssing prioon work 

.35 

I Age 

• Roce (blacks more 
likely 

Mexican American 

Career Criminal 

Number of prior 
Prioon Termo I 

-.:J 
• Number oC Seriolll! .J:::-

Convictions I 

Crime type 

Age at First Arreot 

Juvenile Record 

• Prioon Work 

• Treatment rate 

Monthn in Prison 

Misoing prison work 

R2 • .35 
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predictors of prison misconduct several variables that have been 

found to show some association with prison misconduct. These 

variables account for only 18% of the variation in prison disci­

plinary infractions and cannot be regarded as strong predictors of 

institutional misconduct. Of the variation in prison misconduct 

that all these variables account for (e.g. 18%) most of the work 

is done by only two variables, age at admission (9%) and drug use 

(4%). It seems clear that the influence on prison misconduct that 

such background variables as marital status or job stability 

possess is shared with other variables such as age or drug use. 

The bivariate associations that we observed in our review seem to 

be doing the same work over and over; that is, when one or two or 

three of these variables have done all the work that they can 

towards explaining prison misconduct other variables contribute 

little new explanatory power. In other words knowing an inmate's 

age allows us to do as good a job of predicting misconduct as does 

knowing age and marital status. 

Looking across these studies it can be seen that there are 

differences in the predictive power of background Characteristics 
2 from one study to the next; R values range from .13 (Flanagan 

long term) to .39 (Myers and Levy). The highest R2 value was 

obtained in the study by Myers and Levy. However, findings from 

this study must be taken cautiously, partly because of the small 

sample size in the studyA. In addition, the fact that the inmates 

in their study group were fairly old (e.g. average age 36 for 

poorly adjusted, 41 for well adjusted) and had already been incar­

cerated on the average of five years or longer detracts from the 

comparability of these Ohio inmates with the majority of New York 

state inmates currently under custody. Petersilia and Honig obtain 

R2 values of .35 in Michigan and .35 in Texas which are higher than 

the value obtained by Flanagan for his New York State short term sample. 

How~ver, the results for the California, Michigan and Texas samples are 

A The small size of their sample (N=lOO) in comparison to the number 
of predictor variables employed (N=22) may have served to inflate 
the true predictive power of the inmate backround variables they 
used (see Kerlinger and Pedhazer 1973:282). In addition, the 
correlation coefficients in this study may be inflated due to 
their use of a dichotomous criterion variable. Both of the Study 
groups are out on the tails of a continuous distribution. 
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not strictly comparable to those of the other studies because 

they include several in-prison variables (e.g. prison work, 

participation in treatment programs) that improve upon the 

predictive power of the pre-incarceration variables that other 

stUdies confined themselves m. Petersilia and Honig observe 

that inmates who hold jobs in the prison o~ who are involved 

in treatment progra~have lower rates of disciplinary infrac­
tions. 

The predictive study by Jaman deserves special interest 

because it is the only study . that employed a validation 

sample as well as a construction sample (sreAPpendix B for 

a brief statement about the importance of validation stUdies). 

In one sample of 1'200 inmates she tested the predictive power 

of some 20 pX'e-incarceration characteristics and found that 

six of these variables meaningfully contributed towards ex­

plaining institutional misconduct. These six were juvenile 

commitments, age at admis5~on, medium or low base expectancy 

score 31, adult Violent arrest (2 or more), prior commitments 

and commitment offense type. As can be seen from Table V 

there were a large number of variables that did not help 

predict misconduct. Jaman took these six variables that 

emerged as the best predictors of institutional misconduct 

in the first (or construction) sample am used them to predict 

the institutional misconduct of a second sample of new admis­

sions (i.e. a validation sample). She found that the predictive 

power of these six variables dropped from 46% in the first sample 

to 17% in the second (validation) sample. This shrinkage 

in the efficiency of the predictor variables when applied to 

a new sample is expected. That these six variables were able to 

predict 17% of the variation in institutional misconduct in 

31 The base expectancy score is based on a California 
instrument designad to predict parole success. 

.' 
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a new sample of inmates led Jaman to believe that using the 

prediction scale she developed might be of some use as an 

aid to decision 'making at intake (197'2:21). 

Jaman assigned scores to inmates based on characteristics 

that she found to be related to institutional misconduct. The 

higher the score the greater is the expectation that inmates 

will acquire disciplinary infractions. Table VI summarizes 

Jaman's attempt to predict misconduct in the validation sample. 

TABLE VI Disciplinary Prediction Scale I for New Admissions 

- Based on the Validation Sample _ 

Level Number Percent with Two or More Disciplinaries 
o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

A: 

B: 

C: 

D: 

E: 

27-38 26 

23-26 15 

13-22 41 

9-12 12 

0-8 31 

TOTAL 125 

65% 

60% 

42% 

33% 

23% 

43% 

• 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx · 

XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 

x = 20.5 

This table is taken :rrom Dorothy Jaman "Behavior During 
the First year in Prison" California Department of 
Corrections, 1972 p.22. 

Looking at the table it can be seen that among those in­

mates whose predicted institutional misconduct is least (i.e. 

scores that fall between 0 and 8) 23% acquired two or more 

disciplinary infractions during the first year. Among those 

inmates whose predicted institutional misconduct was high 

(scores fell between 27 and 38) 65% acquired 2 or more dis­

ciplinary infractions during the first year in prison. 

------- -. " 
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We can say one or two things about the pre-incarceration 

factors that emerged as predictors in the studies reviewed 32. 

Age generally appears as a signiricant predictor in each state; 

younger inmates Violate institutional rule~ more frequently 

than do older inmates. Race emerges as a predictor in three 

of the seven studies but the direction of its influence is 

inconsistent. Whites are more poorly conducted in California. 

In Texas and among New York State long-termers blacks are 
more poorly conducted. 

Given the shrinkage in R2 observed by Jaman (1972) when 

applying the most predictive variables in one sample to a 

second sample and the weak predictive pOwer of background 

variables observed by Flanagan in New York it would seem that 

pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates examined in 

published research ar~ with the Possible exception of Jaman's 

study, weak predictors of institutional misconduct. Some 

part of the weak predictive power of background variables 

observed in these predictive studies may be due to the fact 

that classification personnel are already using some of these 

background characteristics to assign inmates to one institu­

tion or another and that the nature of supervision or insti­

tutional life at a particular facility may affec~ the rate 

at which an inmate vlolates prison rules. It may be that in­

mates with certain characteristics are, for instance, sent to 

closer security institutions and this closer security redUces 

offending rates and reduces the association between pre-incar­

ceration characteristics and institutional misconduct. Another 

possibility is that inmates with certain characteristics are 

sent to institutions where disciplinary write-ups are used 

more frequently. If inmates had been randomly assigned to 

New York State priso~it might be that pre-incarceration 

32 The fact that correlation matrices for the predi~tor 
candidates are seldom if ever presented by researchers 
make substantive interpretation of the predictor variables 
more difficult and more susceptible to error. 
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variables would show a stronger association with institutional 

misconduct than they do. Nonetheless, that pre-incarceration 

variables do not emerge as either strong or consistent (with 

age as the exception) determinants of institutional misconduct 

leads us to agree with Flanagan when he writes that: 

"The factors that come into play to determine the extent 
of involvement in prison disciplinary matters clearly go 
beyond the demographic characteristics of the inmate. 
The inmate's record of disciplinary infractions is a 
product of his/her prior conditioning and experiences, 
the dimensions in which the prisoner finds himself and 
his/her reaction to that situation, as well as the 
reaction of correctional officials to the prisoner 
(1979:150). 

G. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

In this section we take a step back from the studies 

reviewed and make some observations on what ha~ been found. 

As noted above several studies have tested the ability of a 

set of pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates to pre­

dict institutional misconduct. The results of these studies, 

particularly the study conducted in New York State, show 

that our ability to predict institutional misconduct on the 

basis of pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates is 

weak. If we were to predict who would or would not be a 

disciplinary problem solely on the basis of the pre-incar­

ceration characteristics examined above we would be wrong in 

our prediction in a great many cases. This finding comes as 

no surprise. As is true of any form of human behavior, 

there are undoubtedly a number of factors that affect the 

likelihood of poor conduct in prison. Research investigators 

have pOinted to a variety of factors besides pre-incarceration 

characteristics of inmates that may affect the occurrence 

and type of prison misbehavior and which may, if examined, 

improve our understanding of institutional misconduct. Among 

these are: characteristics of institutions (e.g. age, size, 

Spatial layout, security level, population density» 

I: 

o 



l 
~ 

f 
f 
[ 

f 

-80-

charac~eristics of the general inmate population (e.g. percent 

violent offenders, percent long termers, percent over age 30,) 

administrative variables (e.g. inmate- staff ratio, formal 

end informal . policies of the superintendent and his staff), 

and characteristics of the staff (e.g. years of experience, 

age, ethnic ratios). The nature ru~d variety of prison 

programs offerred--and the percentage of inmates involved in 

these programs or who work at jobs in the institution---are 
also important. 

Even though pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates 

are not powerful predictors of institutional misconduct, it 

is still true that several characteristics do aiscriminate 

high and low rate offenders at statistically significant 

levels. Moreover,several of these characteristics are 

consistently related to institutional misconduct in the same 

manner across several studies. Additionally,when we look at 

those variables that do show an association with institu-

tional misconduct we find some support for the belief that 

the more committed an inmate is to conventional types of 

activity on the outside (e.g. job, marriage) the less likely is 

it that he will be a disciplinary problem while confined. 

Furthermore,when we look at the association between insti­

tutional misconduct and certain "in prison" variables we find 

some support for the notion that the more an inmate has at 

stake (or stands to loose) during his confinement (e.g. a 

job, desireable housing, involvement in a treatment program, 

nearness to parole board hearing) the less likely is it that 

he will acquire disciplinary infractions. 

First, in the studies reviewed here, age is consistently 

found to be associated with institutional misconduct. Younger in­

mates a11e'lIlOTe 1i'ke1y- to violate prison rules. Several studies have 

commented on the association between age and institutional 

misconduct (Johnson 1966, Jensen 1977, Ellis et. al., 1974, 

Wolfgang 1964) Both Wolfgang (1964:23) and Jensen (1977:555) 

have Observed that not only is it true that adolescents and 
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young adults (e.g. age 22 or younger) are more involved in 

institutional misconduct but they are also significantly more 

likely than other age groups to be involved in criminal 

behavior g~nerally. Several views have been put forth to 

explain the association between age and misconduct. Some 

researchers argue that there is something about age itself 

that accounts for different rates of institutional mis­

conduct. Wolfgang states that:"age of the inmate (and what­

ever' phYSiologic or psychic factors accompanying aging) is 

itself related to adjustment in the prison subculture ll 

(1964:35). The energy ana daring to commit crimes or violate 

rules is seen to decline with age. In their study of 

violent transactions.in prison Ellis ~. &. refer to a 

physiologically related need among younger inmates to "enter 

the lists II (e.g. become involved in tests of manhood, horse­

play etc.) partly in order tollaffirm a valued male identityll. 
(Ellis, et. ~. 1974:31-32). 

A second posi tion attributes the decline in nonconform­

ing behavior to processes of maturing or "setting downll 

that accompany aging. That is, the process of .settling down'1 

which is accompanied by less rule-breaking is due to the 

occurrence of "social and cultural transitions from one age 

status to another" (see Jensen 1977:557). As persons grow 

older they accumulate more responsibilities (e.g. wife or 

family, job) and more access to legitim~te avenues of 
reward. 

As an individual growp older he becomes more involved 

in and tied to conventional activities and he has more to 

lo~~ by becoming involved in criminal behavior (e.g. loss 

of job, family relations, respect of friends and relatives). 

The changes in values and commitments that accompany age 

are seen as reducing the likelihood of misconduct inside 

the prison just as they are seen to reduce the likelihood of 

involvement in criminal activity on the streets. Older 

inmates have a different set of values and commi tments that 

serve to reduce their involvement in institutional misconduct. 

,. 
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In his study of long term imprisonment Flanagan observes that 

the older, long term inmates refer to short-term inmates (who 

are younger in age generally) as "foolish, crazy, youngsters" 

as "wild" or as "kids'~ or as persons who were not "serious" 

about their situation. (Flanagan 1979:230). Additionally 

Ellis suggests that younger inmates are more susceptible to peer 

group presssure (1974:31). Through the~e is disagreement as to 

which is more important physiological and psychic factors, or 

social and culturmfactors)it is probably true that both 

affect' 'non"con'f'orining behavior both outside and inslde the 
prison. 

Looking at other "social" factors our review shows that 

inmates who have never been married are consistently found to 

more frequentiy violate rules than are inmates who are currently 

married or who have been married at some time in the past. 

Among New York State inmates drug use has been found to be asso­

ciated with institutional misconduct. We know however that both 

marit~l status (Flanagan 1979, Jensen 1977) and drug use 

(Flanagan 1981) are associated with age. As mentioned earlier~ 
it may be that the association between marital-status Qr drug 

use and institutional misconduct may simply be a reflection of 

the fact that younger inmates (Who are more likely to acquire 

disciplinary infractions) are less likely to be married and more 

likely to use drugs. One can reasonably argue, however, that 

the responsibilities and commitments normally thought to 

accompany marriage are part of the settling down process that 

occurs as persons grow older. Something about being married or 

having been married may serve to reduce 'th~ 'likel'ihood of in~ti tu­
tional misconduct. 

Among short-wrm, inmates in New York problems with alcohol 

use are related to institutional misconduct. AmOng older 10ng­

term inmates those who use alcohol are less likely to be mis­
conducted. 

Our review sho~ that inmates who were unemployed prior to 

arrest or who have had difficulty in adjusting to work situations 
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on the outside are conSistently found to violate institutional 

rules more often. Again younger inmates have probably had 

more trouble finding a job than older inmates. Still there is 

some evidence that those who have successfully held a job for 

some time are more likely to adjUst to priSOn. Although 

studies find that the type of military discharge is unrela.ted to 

institutional misconduct, studies find that those inmates who 

have served a tour of duty in the service are less likely than 

other inmates to be misconducted. Service in the military may 

COntribute to maturational prOcesses or to the ability to 

adjust to prison institutions or to both. The studies revfewed 

here consistently find that neither school grade level achieved 

nor I. Q. as measured by standardized test bear any relation to 

institutional misconduct. Studies examining home life cOndi­

tions allow no definite conclusion. Some research ~inds that 

Characteristics of an inmate's home life (e.g. broken home, 

quality of parent-child relationship)are related to institutional 

misconduct; other research finds no relationShip between home 
life characteristics and misconduct. 

Examining studies that have COnsidered the criminal justice 

system history of inmates show some tendencies. We find evidence 

to support the conclusion that inmates who begin their juvenile 

careers earlier and who penetrate the juvenile Justice system 

the rarthest are more likely to be misconducted in state prison. 

Overall, higher rates of institutional misconduct are found 

among those inmates who have more frequent police contacts as a 

juvenile, who are younger in age at first police or court contact, 

who have committed Violent offenses as a juvenile, and who have 

been committed to an institution as a juvenile. 

Research studies that have examined the association between 

misconduct and the type of co~~itment crime or whether the inmate 

has served a prior prison term Produce inconsistent results. 

Some inmates and guards would claim that what an inmate is 

doing time for has no relation to how he will do his time. A 

few studies included in this review find no significant asso­

ciation between commitment crime type and misconduct. Other 

t" 
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studies however t show that homicide offenders less often 

violate institutional rates 33. One lar~e scale study con­

ducted in New York prison shows that inmates convicted of 

violent personal crimes other than homicide (e.g. robbery, rape, 

felony sex offenses, assault, kidnapping) more frequently 

vIDlate institutional rules than do inmates convicted for other 

types of offenses. Studies that have confined themselves to 

assaultive behavior in the prison also produce mixed results. 

Two research efforte find no association between violent 

commitment offense and assault in prison. Howeve~ two studies 

that examined characteristics of prison sexual aggressors 

find that these inmates are more frequently convicted for 

violent offenses. Inmates who assault officers are slightly 

more likely to be convicted for violent crimes. Two studies 

find that use of force in prior convictionSis not related to 

misconduct, one study finds that it is. In general, 

roughly half of the research studies reviewed find that 

commitment crime type is unrelated to rule violations or 

assaultive behavior in the prison. Among the studies that do 

find differences inmates convicted of assaultive or violent 

offenses are more likely to Violate-rules or to assault others 

in the prison. 

The association between misconduct and having served a 

prior prison term is inconsistent across these studies. As 

mentioned, some research finds that inmates who have served a 

prior term are less frequently misconducted, other research 

finds that recidivist inmates are more frequently misconducted, 

33 We know that inmates serving long term sentences 
violate institutional rules at substantially lower 
rates than do short term inmates. Murder is a crime 
that typically draws a long term sentence. It may 
be that some characteri$tic of homicide 0ffenders 
produces lower infraction rates among this group 
or it may be that there is some set of factors 
associated with serving "big time" that affects 
rates of misconduct. 
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and other studies find no association. The research to date 

does not offer any clear pattern about the relation between 

prior incarcerations and misconduct. The studies reviewed do 

show, however, that the number of arrests or convictions as 

an adult is not related to misconduct. Both sentence length 

and time serv~d are related to institutional misconduct. 

Inmates who actually serve sentences of more than 5 years violate 

institutional rules at much lower ratoothan do inmates serving 

terms of five years or less. Among short-term inmates in 

New York prisons an inverted U-shaped pattern of institutional 

misconduct is found (Flanagan 1979). The highest rates of 

misconduct occur during the middle stages of the sentence, the 

last stage of the sentence--when inmates have parole board 

appearance or release dates - is characterized by a sharp 

decline in infractions. 

We suggested earlier that the more an inmate was involved 

in and committed to conventional activities on the outside the 

less likely is it that he will be poorly conducted in the 

prison. Inmates who are older WhO have been married or who , , 
have had greater employment stability tend to acquire disci-

plinary infractions at lower rates than do other inmates. 

Inmates who have a longer and more serious criminal career as 

a juvenile, and in at least half of the studies reviewed, who have 

committed crimes involving personal violence, tend to be more 

poorly conducted in state institutions. While anyone of these 

variables or all of them taken together as a set are not power­

ful predictors of institutional adjustment" they do discri­

minate more poorly conducted inmates at statieally reliable 

levels and several of these variables are consistently found 

to be related to misconduct in the same direction across 

the studies reviewed. 

During the course of looking at studies examining pre­

incarceration variableSwe ran across a few examples of "in 

prison" variables that are related to misconduct. Looking 

L_~ _____________________________ """"----~~--------~---....L"--~-~ _~ __ ~L_~_-_~----' ---------
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at the relationship between these variables and prison misconduct 

lends some support tO,the notion that the more an inmate has at stake 

in the prison or) alternatively, the more he stands to lose, the 

less likely is it that he will be misconducted. 

Obviously one of the most important concerns of an inmate is 

his release date. One of the factors that can affect release date 

and which the inmate has some control over is disciplinary infrac­

tions. Among in~ates who serve five years or les~ in prison 
Gty\ Inll6!ytec{ 

Flanagan observed~a U-shaped pattern of disciplinary infractions. 

The middle stages of the sentence were characterized by the highest 

rates of misconduct and the last period of the sentence was character­

ized by a sharp drop off in disciplinary infractions. Flanagan 

suggests that this decline during the fourth stage of the sentence 

is due in part to pre-release socialization effects (Wheeler 1961) 

and in part to lithe practical need to promote a favorable impresion 

before the parole board:"(Flanagan 1980). Decisions regard:;'ng 

release date, transfer to another facility or entry into a 

particular program (e.g. work furlough, temporary release) do 

affect the disciplinary adjustment of inmates where these decisions 

take into consideration the inmate's disciplinary adjustment. 

Flanagan also observed that long term inmates are from the 

very beginning of their sentence less likely to be misconducted. 

Some part of this is due to the older age of long-termers, but 

even where age is held constant long-termers are found to offend 

at lower rates. Other elements may contribute to their lower 

infraction rates. The sheer number of infractions recorded on 

the inmate record card may influence decisions that are important 

to the inmate. Parole board members or program committee members 

may not fully take into consideration the greater time the long 

term inmate has spent in the institution when his disciplinary record 

is considered. Inmates serving more than 3 or 4 year terms may 

have to be more careful about rule-breaking. Long term inmates 

are iilore likely to hold jobs in the prison that are seen as 

desireable because they offer such advantages as higher pay, 

~~ __ ...... ~ ... ,~~, ~~ .• -",.,~ .•. ".,,"'-""1'"~"" ~..,. ... ~~.,. ....... ,.--~ -,.-'" -~ , 
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greater mobility throughout the institution, access to information, 

smaller and more pleasant-work situations, or opportunities for 

a profitable illegitimate enterprise (Ellis 1974:34). They may 

also have more desireable living arrangements. The possibility of 

loosing a desireable job or living situation may help to reduce 

misconduct rates. Lastly, long term inmates tend to adopt a more 

serious attitude about their situation, an attitude that involves 

exploiting opportunities to make the best use of the time, minding 

your own business, and learning to "co-exist" wi th correl.~tional 

authorities (Flanagan 1980). 

In their survey of prisons in California, Michigan and Texas, 

Petersilia and Honig find that involvement in prison jobs and 

treatment programs are related to disciplinary adjustment. Their 

data show that "all other things equal, inmates without prison jobs 

and with less exposure to treatment programs tend to have signi­

ficantly higher infraction rates than their counterparts" (1980:73). 

In New York State inmates with more program changes and work 

assignment changes were more frequently misconducted (Flanagan 1981). 

Ellis, et. ale note that the greater the number of educational and 

recreational facilities provided by the institution the lower is 

the rate of misconduct. 

There are difficulties in assessing the causal direction of 

these relationships. Petersilia and Honig write "we can make no 

causal inferences since we are unable to determine whether idle 

inmates commit more infractions, or inmates who commit more infrac­

tions become idle" (1980:73). As they surmise, it is quite likely 

that both forces operate. Certain backround characteristics or 

predispositions of inmates may make it unlikely that they will 

accept or hold on to prison jobs. Further, inmates who do not 

hold jobs have less to loose by violating rules (in terms of pay 

or other job rewards) and they have more idle time on their hands 

that may be spent in situations where acquiring an infraction 

is higher. The efforts of treatment program involvement or 

holding a job may be twofold. More time is spent in settings 

~re staff" supervision is present and one has something at stake 

that can be jeopardized by misconduct. 

I~ ________________________ ,. ______________________________ ~d ______ ~-------------------~----~~~~-
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Flanagan (1981) has commented that research on institutional 

misconduct has for too long focused only on the "inmate side" of 

the transaction. Our understanding of misconduct would be 

improved if we considered in What ways characteristics of insti­

tutions, staff, the general population and administrative policies 

as well as other factors influence institutional misconduct. 

(See, for example Ellis eta ale 1974). Additionally how these 

factors interact with pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates 

is an important area for more research work. 

One of the limitations of using officially recorded rule 

violations as an index of institutional adjustment is that they 

"reflect the behavior of Officials as well as offenders" (Jensen 

1977:560). Officers bring a set,of background Characteristics 

and predispositions to the prison setting just as inmates do. 

Some would argue that there may be "an operating bias on the part 

of criminal justice officials toward those with certain social 

and phYSical characteristics" (Poole and RegoliC1980:931). A few 

investigators have considered the possibility that prejudices 

of officials may affect the likelihood that inmate misbehavior will 

be dealt with ~yofficial disciplinary procedures. In his study 

of a women's prison in a southern state Jensen reports that "the 

youngest inmates were twice as likely as the oldest inmates to 

report that they had broken rules, but they were over three times 

more likely to indicate having been punished (32% as compared to 

9%)" (Jensen 1977:560). In a study of institutional rule breaking 

and disciplinary responses conducted in a medium security prison 

for inmates in a southern state Poole and Regoli report that 

"while black and white inmates were equally likely to engage in 

rule-breaking activity, they were not equally likely to be reported 

for rule infractions ••• " (other things equal) ••• " being black 

increased the inmates risk of receiving a disciplinary report." 

(1980:944). 

There are a number of reasons why this could be so. There 

may be differences between officers in the rate at which they 

issue misbehavior reports. The nature of the correctional 
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officer's job may be one factor. An off~cer who is involved with 

moving a lot of inmates on a daily basis will issue more reports 

than an officer working in a guard tower. The years of expe-

rience an officer has may affect how frequently he issues reports. 

That an officer seldom writes out a misbehavior report may indicate 

that he has greater skill than other officers at handling inmates, 

or, it may be an indication that an officer is careless about 

his responsibilities. A particular officer and a particular in­

mate may have difficulty getting along with each other. And, 

some officers are known by staff and inmates alike as ticket 

writers. Our point here is that there may be Characteristics of 

the officer staff in general or of particular officers that affect 

the occurrence of inBtitutional misconduct and whether or not a 

misbehavior report will be recorded. These factors need to be 

considered. 

It is also clear that there are "situational factors" that 

determine whether an Official misbehavior report will be made 

out. The importance of situational factors has been most clearly 

articulated in the area of assaultive behavior (see Wilkins 1972~ 

TOCh 1969). The reaction of persons in the inmmediate situation 

may have at least as much to do with the occurrence of violent 

incidents as do demographic, criminal career history or pSycholo­

gical properties of the inmate. Toch argues for a contextual 

view of prison violence, a view which "conceives of inmate 

violence as at least partly a prison product" .•• , a view WhiCh 

involves "seeing violence precipitation as an intersection 

between violence prone personal dispositions and the situational 

stimuli that inVOlve these ~~spositions" (1979: 21, 22). That 

assaultive behavior may have a strong situational component 

does not mean that further research must end. More careful 

attention needs to be paid to violent incidents. When and 

where do they occur? ~t types of tasks or activities are going 

on when they occur? What are the motives of the participants? 

The same kind of t1uestions can be asked about other types of 

behavior that are found in institutional disciplinary files. If 

, . 
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we can isolate aspects of prison activity (e. g. how strip 
.~ searches are conducted) or prison Climate (e.g. crowding, staff' policies) that are related to the occurrence of violent inci-dents we may attempt to modify how certain tasks are performed 

or to mOdify those elements of the institutional climate that can be manipulated so as to reduce the likelihood that violence conducive situations will occur. 
(See Toch 1979:23-25). 

of 
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III 

C H A R A C T E R I S T I C S 0 F I N M A T E S A S S 0 
C I A T E D W I T H A S S A U L T I V E 0 R S E X U A 

A S S A U L T I V E V I C T I M I Z A T I 0 N 

A. INTRODUCTION 

In this section we examine Characteristics of inmates 

Who are Victims of aggression, especially sexual aggression. 

Prison sexual Victimization has been defined as a predatory 

practice whereby inmates of superior strength and knowledge 

of inmate lore prey on weaker and less knowledgeable inmates 

(Fisher 1961:89, Toch 1977: 143, Bartollas, Miller, and Dinitz 

1976:258). Undoubtedly threatened or actual sexual assault 

are extreme sources of stress in the prison. Although victims 

of sexual aggression are only a subgroup of inmates who are 

aSsaulted in prison, our review of available studies SUggests 

that these inmates tend to possess characteristics that make 

them more identifiable than victims of assaults for all types 

of reasons. That is, victims of aSsault resulting from pro­

perty disputes, informing, insults, or gang actiVity are 

likely to be more representative of the prison population than 

are Victims of sexual aggression. One study has, however, 

found that inmates who are Victims of sexual aggression are more 

frequently subject to economic and PsYchological victimization 
as well (Bartollas 1976:260-262). 

Table I provides descriptive information about the 

studies reviewed in this section. We draw heavily on Daniel 

LOckwood's recent study of sexual aggression in New York State 

prisons. It is particularly relevant because it is the most 

systematic analysis of victim characteristics. Lockwood's 

analysis is based on interviews with three different groups: 
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inmates who were victims of sexual aggression, inmates who were 

not victims and inmates who were aggressors. Altogether 

Lockwood interviewed 107 victims drawn from three sources: (1) 

staff referrals of inmates who had been victimized (34 inmates), 

(2) victims identified from interviewing a 4% random sample of 

the population at Attica and Coxsackie (34 inmates), (3) 

inmates in special cell blocks set up to protect vulnerable 

prisoners (39 inmates) (1980:12). The comparison group of non~ 

victims was comprised of inmates taken from the random sample 

of inmates at Attica and Coxsackie who had not been targets 

of sexual aggression. Lockwood was also able to interview 

45 men who were aggressors. Lockwood defines the term sexual 

aggression "as behavior which leads a man to feel that he is 

the target of aggressive sexual intentions" (1977). The defi­

nition includes inmates who have been subjected to sexual 

pressuring but which did not result in a completed sexual 

assault. Targets of sexual aggression are men who are the 

"recipients of a perceived aggressor's approach" (1977). 

Lockwood found that roughly 28% of the men in his random sample 

of inmates had been targets of sexual aggression at some time 

during their confinement. Of these 4% randomly selected in­

mates only 1 reported being the victim of a completed prison 

rape (Lockwood 1980:17-18). 

The second important source of prison aggressors is a 

study directed by Alan Davis concerning sexual assaults in 

the Philadelphia Prison system and Sheriffs Vans. Davis and 

his associates interviewed 3,304 inmates and 561 correctional 

employees in the Philadelphia prison system in the middle 

1960's. Davis estimated that during the 26 month period of 

the study over 2,000 rapes occurred in Philadelphia's jails, 

vans, and correctional centers (1971:4720). 

Two studies, one in North Carolina and one in California 

have examined the characteristics of inmates who were victims 

of assaults in prison (i.e. not just sexual assault). In 

their study of assaults in North Carolina,Fuller and Orsagh 
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rely on three sources of data: official records, iz:terviews 

of facility Superintendents, and interviews of inmates. 

Officially recol'::ied assaults consist of the set of all reported 

assaultive events occurring within ten prison institutions in 

North Carolina during the last quarter of 1975 (N=125 events). 

Fuller and Orsagh also interviewed the Superintendents in ten 

prisons. They also interviewed approximately 400 inmates in 

six institutions in 1971. (1977:36-37). In California, 

Mu~ller, Toch and Molof (1965) examined characteristics of 

participants in violent incidents in state prisons and camps 

that occurred in 1964-1965. 

The generally held view is that most victims of aggression 

in prison are "young, inexperienced heterosexuals" (Schreiber, 

et. ale 1980:111). Toch states that "we'll find the most 

substantial exposure to pressure where there is the most substan­

tial incapacity to resist it. The most stressful environ-

mental pressures are invoked against those who are most help­

lessly susceptible to stress" (1977:151; Lockwood 1980:28). 

Bearing these comments in mind we look more closely at some of 

the co~relates of inmate victimization. 

B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERIS~ 

1. Age 

* Victims of prison sexual aggression and victims of other 
types of assaultive behavior tend to be in their late teens 
or early 20's. Victims of sexual aggression tend to be about 
the same age as aggressors (or just slightly younger), but 
both targets and aggressors tend to be younger than the 
average age of prisoners in the system. 

Studies in New York (Lockwood 1977), Philadelphia (Davis 

1968), California (Mueller, et. al.) and North Carolina 

(Fuller and Orsagh) show that victims of sexual assault and 

other assaults, like prison aggressors, are significantly 

" 
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younger than other inmates. Since Lockwood draws much of his 

data from a facility housing inmates from 16 to 21 he has a 

built-in relationship between age and sexual victimization. 

Nonetheless, he reports that over 60% of targets of sexual 

aggression and aggressors are under age 21 (1980:18). He 

also reports that victims (average age 22.9) are roughly 

five years younger than are inmates taken from a random sample 

of the population who were not targets of aggression. Aggres­

sors also tended to be about five years younger than inmates 

who were not targets of aggression. 

In his study of sexual assaults in Philadelphia jails 

and detention centers Davis ±'ound that victims (average 

age 20.7 years) were younger than aggressors (average age 

23.7) and that both groups were younger than the average age 

of offenders in the Philadelphia system (1971:4731). 

In California, Mueller et. ale find that both victims 

and assailants in incidents of assault are significantly 

younger than other inmates in the total population (1965:4). 

In their examination of assaultive events in North Carolina 

prisons, Fuller and Orsagh present data Which show that rates 
'" 

of victimization "decline dramatically with age" (1977:41). 

They show that inmates between the ages of 15 and 21 represent 

41% of the inmate population but they account'· f'or 65% of 

inmates who were the victims of an assault. Moreover, in­

mates over age 30 constitute 24% of' the population but they 

make uP only 8% of' assault victims (1977: Table 2 p.41). 

Again these studies show that both victims and assailants 

in incidents of assault and of sexual aggression tend to be 

younger than the average age of the population. 

2. Rthnicity 

* Victims of sexual aggression. tend to be white. For both 
white and black targets of sexual aggression, aggressors tend 
to be black. 

" 
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studies in New York (Lockwood 1977) ,'"Philadelphi.a (Dav.lS 

1971) Oh~o (Bartollas, eta al.) and New England (Carroll 1977) 

show that victims of sexual aggression tend to be white and 

aggressors tend to be black. In a random sample of inmates at 

Coxsackie and Attica Correctional Facilities Lockwood observes 

that about half of the whites were targets at one time compared 

to about one fifth of the blacks and Hispanics. Of whites entering 

the yOuth facility at Coxsackie 71% report being a target of sexual 

aggression at some time during their confinement (1980:28). In 

the table below we present the ethnicity of targets and aggres­

sors in incidents of sexual aggression documented by Lockwood in 
New York prison: 

Ethnicity Target A 
Aggressor 

% of Total Population at 
Attica and CoxsackieB 

White 83% 6% 31% 
Black 16% 80% 54% 
Hispanic 1% 14% 15% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

Number (152) (237) (2552) 

A 
The data on targets and aggressors are taken from 

Lockwood 1977: Table 4.1. 

B Population figures for the Attica and Coxsackie 
Correctional facilities in 1975 are from: 
'.'Characteristics of Inmates under Custody", 1975 
New York State Department of Correctional Servi­
ces Vol. XI No.3 Table 3.1B, p.8. 

In Lockwood's study, where the victim of sexual aggression is 

white and the race of the aggressors is known (N=102 cases, 

LOCkwood 1977 Table 4.3), aggressors are black in 75% of the 

cases, Hispanic in 11% of the cases, White in 9% of the 

cases and black/Hispanic in 6% of the cases. Of the 7 cases 

) 
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where a black was a victim of sexual aggreSSion and the race of 
aggressors ;s known 34 

~ , aggressors were black in 4 cases, 

Hispanic in 2 cases and black/Hispanic in one case. In no case 

was a black or Hispanic inmate the victim of a whi te a~~gressor. 
At the time of his study of sexual assaults occurring in 

the Philadelphia jails and sheriff's vans, Davis reports that 

20% of the inmate population was white and 80% was black. Of 

those inCidents where both the ethnicity of the victim and 

aggressor \<Tere known, whites were the victim in 71% of the cases, 

blacks in 29%. Examining rates of victimization based on cases 

where the ethnicity of both aggrecsor and victim is known may 

distort the true rates of Victimization because of the apparent 

greater reluctance of black victims to disclose incidents involving 

black aggressors (Davis 1971:4751). Still it is clear that 

whites are disproportionaltely Victims of sexual aggression. 

Among cases where the ethnicity of both victims and aggressurs 

are known whites are victimized by other whites in 22% of the 

inCidents and by blacks in 78% of all inCidents (in Philadelphia). 

For black victims aggressors were other blacks in 100% of all 
incidents. 

Looking at assaultive behavior more generally, Fuller and 

Orsagh report that in North Carolina whites are more frequently 

victimized than blacks. Employing official records of assaults, 

they find that during the three month period of their study 

whites were victims of assault at a rate of 2.2%,blacks at 1.2% 
-a difference of 45%. 

3. Urbanicity 

Targets of sexual aggression are more likely to be residents 
of less populoqs areas than are non-targets or aggressors. 

34 It should be pointed out that in 18 (72%) of the 25 
cases where a black inmate was the victim the race of the 
aggressor was reportedly not known (Lockwood 1977: Table 4.3). 
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In Lockwood's study, victims of sexual aggression are 

significantly more likely to come from rural or small town 

backgvourtd than are either non-targets or prison aggressors 

(Lockwood 1977 Table 4.5). He finds the following breakdown 
for targets; non-targets and aggressors. 

Home TO\(ln Population A 

Less than 
more than 10,000 10,000-50,000 50,000-500,000 500,000 

Target EN=lOl) 29% 16% 36% 
Non-target (N=53) 17% 4% 22% 
Aggressor (N=45) 7% 16% 11% 

A These data are reported in Daniel Lockwood "Sexual 
Aggression Among Male Prisoners" PhD. Dissertation. 
State University of New York at Albany, 1977,Table 4.5. 

19% 

58% 

66% 

Lockwood however, presents other data that qualifies the 

information in this Table. He divides both the target group 

and the non-target group according to whether inmates resided 

in New York City counties or whether they resided in the other 

remaining upstate counties. When he looks only at white inmates 

who were targets he finds that white inmates from New York City 

counties are nearly as likely to be victimized as white inmates 

from other counties. Among black and Hispanic inmates resi­

dence in an upstate county (i.e. all counties above those that 

comprise New York City) is associated with a higher probability 

of being a target (Lockwood: Table 4.7). However, comparing 

New York City counties with all other counties is not a t~ue 
big-ci ty- small-ci ty comparison because there are several 

large cities in the upper part of New York State (e.g. Buffalo, 

Rochester, Syracuse). While it is clear that being white is 

associated with target status, it also appears to us that 

residence in a rural area or small town contributes to the 

likelihood of Victimization. 
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4. Physical AEpearance 

* Victims of sexual aggression tend to be slightly Shorter 
than aggressors and they tend to weigh on the average 15-20 
less than both aggressors and inmates who are nocvictims of 
seXual aggression. Targets tend to appear "younger" and more 
slightly built than other inmates. 

Davis and his aSSOCiates Observe that first, victims tend 

to look "young" f'or their age. Second, victims tend to look 

less "athletic" and physically "coordinated" than aggressors. 

Third, Victims tend to be handsomer than aggressors. Finally, 

lbs. 

any person with a phYSical characteristic or mannerism that 

even suggests effeminacy will be victimized (1971:4731). DaVis 

finds the average height and weight of Victims to be 5'8" and 

140 lbs. Aggressors average 5'9" in height and 157 lbs. in 

weight. Lockwood finds that Victims are on the average 5'8" 

tall and weigh 147 lbs.The .control group of non-targets 

average 5' 9" ,in height and weigh 162 Ibs. Victims of aggres­

Sion, then tend to be slightly shorter than aggressors and they 

tend to be 15 - 20 Ibs. lighter than both aggressors and inmates 

Who are not Victims of sexual aggression (Lockwood 1977:Table 4.8). 

In addition to youth and relatiVe slightness of build~aggres_ 
SOl'S also select inmates who are thought of as attractive. 

C. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Education, Occupation and Family Background 

Lockwood observes that when compared to non-Victims, 

targets of sexual aggression are somewhat less likely to have 

completed high school or to have held a skilled or semi-skilled 

job before coming to prison (1977: Table 4.19, 4.20). The 

differ'ences are probably accounted for by the younger age of the 

victim group. Lockwood finds little difference in the proportion 

of inmates who come from broken homes when he compares targets 
(68%) and non-targets (61%). 
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D. CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Juvenile Convictions/Commitments 

Victims of prison aggression do not differ significantly 
from non-targets with respect to juvenile convictions. 

victims and non-victims are less likely to have a record 

juvenile convictions than are aggressors (Lockwood 1977: 

Both 

of 

Table 4. 24). 

The proportion of victims incarcerated as juveniles (34%) 
does not differ at statistically reliable levels from the 

comparison group of non-victims (24%) but does differ from the 
proportion of aggressors who have been incarcerated as ju­
veniles (53%) (Lockwood 1977: Table 4.26). 

2. Adult Prior Convictions/Commitments 

Lockwood reports that victims do not differ from non­
victims or aggressors on the average number of prior adult 

convictions (1977: 4.24) and prior incarcerations (Table 4.25). 

It is important to note that it is not the case that most 

victims of prison aggression arc undergoing their first incar­

ceration experience. Sixty-five percent of prison targets 

have some form of adult or juvenile commitment before the 

commitment on which the incident occurred (Lockwood 1977: 
Table 4.27, p.43). 

3. Use of Force in Commitment and Prior Offenses 
I 

Looking at the current commitment offense, Lockwood observes 
that victims of aggression are less likely than either non-targets 

or aggressors to have threatened or used personal force. Forty­

six percent of inmates who were targets of aggression at these 

two maximum security facilities had threatened or used force pur­

ing tie offense for which they were committed compared to 85% 

i' 
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for non-targets and 86% of aggressors (LockwoOd 1977: Table 

4.11). When he examines convictions prior to the current 

commitment, LockwooJ finds that 25% of the victim group had a 

prior conviction for a fo~cible crime compared to 58% for the 

comparison non-target group and 74% for the aggressors. Davis 

(1971) shows that 68% of the aggressors and only 38% of the 

victims are charged with serious felonies. "Furthermore, 

violent assaultive felonies are particularly more common among 
aggressors than victims" (l971: 4731). 

4. Maximum Sentence Length 

In Lockwood's study (1977: Tables 4.22, 4.23) the largest 
proportion of victims (69%) are serving sentences whose maximum 

length is four years or less. Sj~y-six percent of aggressors 
are serving a term whose maximum length is four years or less • 

Non-targets are somewhat more likely to be serving longer terms 

than either victims or aggressors. Maximum sentence length is 
a poor predictor of target status. 

E. OTHER CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Mental Health Status 

* Targets of sexual aggression are (I) more likely than non-
targets to have resided in a mental health facility at some 
time prior to the present commitment, (2) are more likely than 
non targets to have been in a special class for the retarded 
or emo~ionally disturbed in high school, (3) are considerably 
more likely than non-victims to have attempted suicide. 

Lockwood finds a statistically significant association 

between prior residence in a mental health facility and prison 

victimization. Thirty-two percent of victims have resided in 

mental health facility at some time prior to the present commit­

ment compared to a rate of 9% for the non-target group. Twenty 
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five percent of prison aggressors were prior residents of a 

mental health facility (1977: Table 4.16). Furthermore, Lockwood 

reports that 8% of prison victims have been in special classes 

for the retarded or emotionally disturbed while in high school, 

compared to 2% for the non-victim group (1977: Table 4.19). 

"Especially if he has other features characteristic of potential 

targets, the man wlth a handicap is likely to be approached for 

sex because he may be alone in prison. In addition to his 

weakness, his psychological peculiarities may make it easier for 

an aggressor to dehumanize him" (1980:36). 

Lockwood's data also show that targets have a higher recorded 

rate of suicide attempts (38%) than do non-targets (2%) (1977: 

Table 4.14) or aggressors (18%). Targets are then, twice as 

likely as aggressors and more than 17 times as likely as non­

targets to have made attempts on their own lives. (Lockwood 

1980: 68). Lockwood suggests that victims of aggression may 

make attempts on their lives due to feelings of powerlessness 

to cope with a fearful situation and helplessness to avoid or 

protect onse~£ from harm (1980: 68). 

2. Prison Rule Violations 

Lockwood finds that the target group is slightly more likely 

to be written up for rule violations. Aggressors are about twice 

as likely as either targets or non-targets to have officially 

recorded rule violations. When the average number of violent 

disciplinary reports is examined, victims of aggression show a 

rate (average 1.58) that is considerably higher than that for 

the comparison group of non-victims (.31) but which is lower 

than the rate for aggressors (2.49). Lockwood suggests that 

the rates of violent disciplinary infractions are. higher for 

targets than for non-targets because a large number of targets', 

violent infractions are fights precipitated by sexual approaches 
(1980: 35) • 
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3. Times and Places Incidents Are Most Likely to Occur 

LockwoOd examines the stage in the incarceration process 

when incidents Occur and finds that 13% of incidents occur in 

jail, 24% at the reception center, 51% at the first prison 

after reception, 3% at subsequent prisons and 9% in temporary 

placements in correctional mental health facilities (1977: 

Table 4.28). He also presents data Showing that 77% of all 

incidents Occur within the first 16 weeks after entering prison 

(Table 4.29). His data show that newness to a facility is an 

important variable. During these early weeks, men are tested 

to see if they are susceptible to sex pressure and whether they 

have the resources to cope with approaches from other inmates. 

........ _-.. - -.. 

4. Group Ties 

Inmates who for one reason or another remain isolates (e.g. 
do not make friends or find jobs in protective settings) have 
an increased likelihood of victimization. 

In addition to the correlates enumerated above, LockwoOd 

provides other information related to the likelihood of being 

victimized. Aggressors tend to choose as victims inmates who 

are seen as weak and as attractive. There are several different 

properties that contribute to weakness in the prison setting. 

Examination of these factors sheds some light on the greater 
susceptibility of whites to victimization. 

Lockwood's research shows that many of the characteristics 

associated with victimization are related to one underlying 

characteristic_group ties. Lockwood observes that membership 

in a group "can cancel out the liability of small size" (1980:32). 
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He notes that "those blacks who never become targests tend to 

explain their invul~erability by reference to group ties. The 

same men class others as weak when they do not have a group 

behind them" (1980:29). The inmates in his sample tell us: 

I don't have all that hassle like all the rest of the new 
group that come in. You see, I have got a whole lot of 
homies and the new ones come in, they don't know nobody. 
That is why they have to go through all that hassle, the 
dudes talking about ripping them off and all that stur.f, 
you s~e! after you know somebody then you don't have to 
worry about it •••• (1980:29). 

Most of the people that they do it to is people that don't 
have no friends and they can't .right. They just don't 
hang around a lot of people (Lockwood 1980: 30). 

Black and Hispanic inmates coming to prison are more likely 

to meet friends (boys from their home town or neighborhood) 

or relatives in the prison. They are more likely to have been 

members of peer groups in the urban areas of their residence and 

to join or form such groupings when incarcerated. Lockwood 

suggests several factors which reduce the likelihood that whites 

will form groups that are cohesive and effective in preventing 

victimization: (1) targets more often come from rural or small 

town areas and thereby stand less of a chance of meeting other 

prisoners from their home neighborhood, (2) white inmates are 

likely to lack both a gang tradition and a violent tradition, 

(3) white inmates are more likely for a variety of reasons to 

reject other white inmates or to "look on fellow prisoners as 

"unsavory, immoral individuals" (Lockwood 1980:30-31). Even 

where they do form, white groups in prison differ from black 

groups: 

in that they are less powerful, less cohesive, and have 
less potential for Violence. White groups are less likely 
to retaliate for a slight to one of their members. White 
groups also inspire less fear in exploiters (Lockwood 
1980:30). 
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Aggressors see strength in group membership and see isola­

tion as weakness. Lockwood suggests that some inmates may be 

victimized because they have failed to join groups or fail 

to get themselves installed in jobs or cell blocks offering 

protection l,1980:26). In addition to fighting, inmates suggest 

that for those who risk victimization the best thing to do is 

to hang out "and try and get to know people" (1980:52). "Unless 

a man meets a group from his home neighborhood or prisoners 

known from serving a previous sentence, he must mingle in prison 

if he hopes to be part of a clique that will offer him physical 

security and psychic support" (Lockwood 1980:77). In the prison 

setting, a man's social capability or ability to become a group 

member is very important. Those who are young or unsophisticated, 

who act "odd", have effeminate mannerisms, or who have handicaps 

of one type or another may have less success in forming protective 

ties to other inmates. Furthermore, as Lockwood states "the 

odd-acting man, especially if he is young and from an u~sophisti­

cated backgrOUnd, may be seen more easily as something less than 

a man. Exploiting him sexually may also be easier because the 

probability of empathy is reduced" (1980:36). 

5. Experience With Violence 

Fighting back seems to be the most commonly offered solution 

to aggression. "Those who lack the ability to muster a reaction 

of power or those who lack a reputation of being capable of 

violence are apt to be victimized" (Lockwood 1980:33). Those 

who are young, inexperienced, from rural backgrounds or who have 

had mental health problems are likely to have had less experience 

in dealing with violence. Victims tend to have exhibited less 

physical violence in the crime for which they were committed, 

during prior crimes, and during their stay in the facility. 

Inmates who appear to have had less experience in dealing with 

threats or physical force (who can't or won't fight) are more likely 

to be victimized. 

L-____________________________ ~ ________________________ ~ ____ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~ ____ ~~ __ ~~~ _____ ~~~----~ 
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6. Newness 

Newness to the particular facility is also an attribute 

of weakness. Lockwood shows that a majority of victimizations 

occur within the first 16 weeks of incarceration. "Newness in 

the social setting marks one for testing •••• Because he has 

yet to define his identity to others and. bacause his lack of 

peer support mark him as weak, the new priSoner is in a high­

risk group for sexual Victimization" (1980: 26). 

It should be pointed out that when we look at reasons for 

aggressive behavior other than sexual aggression (e.g. disputes 

arising over gambling, drugs. property, etc.) the distinctions 

between victims and assailants become less sharp. This is 

true in part because many assaultive incidents have their origin 

in the particular situation at hand (e.g. reaction to verbal 

insults or incidents arising at times when alcohol or drugs are 

being used) and the assailant or aggressor in the situation 

may end up as the victim. Fuller and Orsagh find for instance 

that the factor most predictive of being the victim of an 

assault "is the fact the victim was himself, an assailant" 
(1973:45,46) • 

F. SUMMARY 

1. Victims of prison sexual aggression and victimsof other 
types of assaultive behavior tend to be in thair late 
teens or early 20's. Victims of sexual aggression tend 
to be about tne same age (or just slightly younger) as 
aggressors but both targets and aggressors tend to be 
younger than the average age of prisoners in the system. 

2. Victims of sexual aggression tend to be white. For both 
white and black targets of sexual aggression, aggressors 
tend to be black. 

3. Targets of sexual aggression tend to ~e residents of less 
populous areas than do nontargets or aggressors . 

..... ~.~-,.----------
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4. Victims of sexual aggression tend to be slightly shorter 
than aggressors and they tend to weigh un the average 
15-20 lbs._ less than both aggressors and inmates who 
are not Victims of sexual aggression. Targets tend to 
appear "younger" and more slightly built than other inmates. 

5. Victims of sexual aggression are less likely than either 
non-targets or aggressors to have used or threatened 
violence in the crime for which they were committed or 
in past offenses they have committed. 

6. Victims of sexual aggression tend to be serving somewhat 
shorter terms than non-victims. Maximum sentence length 
is a poor predictor of target status. 

-----_ .. 

7. Targets of sexual aggression are no more likely than 
non-targets to have juvenile conVictions or incarcerations. 

8. Targets of sexual aggression tend not to differ from non 
targets in number of prior adult conVictions or incarcer­
ations. A majority of targets have prior incarcerations. 

9. Targets of sexual aggression are somewhat less likely than 
non-targets (probably due to their younger age) to have 
completed high school or to have held a skilled or semi­skilled job. 

10. Targets of sexual aggression are (1) more likely than non­
targets to have resided in a mental health facility at 
some time prior to the present commitment, (2) are more 
likely than non targets to have been in a special class 
for the retarded or emotionally disturbed in high school, 
(3) are considerably more likely than non-victims to have 
attempted suicide. 

11. Targets of sexual aggression are no more likely than non­
Victims to be written up for general rule Violations. 
However, targets of sexual aggression are written up more 
frequently than non-victims for violent disciplinary in­fractions. 

12. A majority cf inCidents of sexual aggression Occur within 
the first 16 weeks after entering prison. A majority of 
inCidents occur at the reception center(24%) or the'first pris­
on to which an inmate ls transferred after the reception center, (51%). 

13. Inmates who for one reason or another remain isolates (e.g. 
do not make friends or find jobs in protective settings) 
have an increased likelihood of victimization. 
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IV 

C H A R ACT E R I S TIC S o FIN MAT E S ASS 0-

CIATED WIT H S ELF - I N J U R Y 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Definitional Issues and Comparability of Studies 

In the following section we examine characteristics of 

inmates who have injured themselves during confinement. In our 

discussion self-injury or self-mutilation' refers to cutting 

an arm with a sharp instrument, attempting to hang oneself, or 

other behavior that involves inflicting injury on the self or 

which is designed to cause one's own death. Self-injury in 

prison is in part due to stresses found in the prison environ­

ment and partly to predispositions or stresses that inmates 

bring with them to prison. Self-injury is a resort for inmates 

who do not possess the skills or are unable to mobilize the 

resources that could enable them to handle stressfull situations 

in prison. Toch suggests that "self injuries are characteris­

tic reactions in detention settings because they provide and 

index of personal difficulties which are uniquely prevalent 

in jails and prisons" (1975:127). 

Our information about self-injury in the prison comes from 

investigations in New York State (Toch 1975, Johnson 1976), 

North Carolina (Johnson and Britt 1969) and Texas (Beto an 

Claghorn 1968, see Table VIII). Toch and his associates inter­

viewed inmates incarcerated between Januay 1971 and August 1973 

in the major facilities of the New York State Department of 

Corrections and the New York City Department of CorrectiOns. 

They interviewed 357 males who had committed acts of self-injury 

or had attempted suicide, as well as a randomly selected group 
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of inmates from these prisons who had not injured themselves. JOhnson 

and Britt (1969) conducted an extensive analysis of self-injury in 

prison, part of which involved comparing backround data on 293 inmates 

who had injured themselves with data on over 5,000 felon~ confined in 

North Carolina Correctional ~acilities. In Texas, Beto and Claghorn 

examined 50 inmates who had injured themselves in Texas penal insti­

tutions and who were subsequently referred to a special unit for the 

care and treatment of mentally ill inmates. These inmates were 

compared with 50 other inmates housed in this special unit who had 
not injured themselves. 

2. Rates 

Toch and his associates surveyed a New York Institution for 

youthful offenders (age range 16-21) in 1972 and found 57 officially 

recorded cases of self-injury, which produces a rate of 7.7% for 

officially recorded incidents; that is, an inmate housed in this 

facility has about a 7.7% Chance of self-injury during the period of 

his confinement. At Attica Correctional Facility they find a rate of 

officially recorded incidents of 2.2% and at the Clinton Correctional 

Facility 3.76% (1975:128). Toch estimates that 3.2% of the prison 

population have unrecorded self-destructive experience in prison and 

that 6.5% of the inmate popUlation have an unrecorded incident of self­

injury that occurred at some point during confinement (i.e. includes 

detention and jail as well as prison) (1975:129). Toch also reports 

that among those inmates transferred from other prisonsto a mental 

Hospital in a psychiatrically orientooprison 31.7% have injured them­

selves in prison. Statistics maintained by NYDOCS on Unusual Inci­

dents in the institution Show that during the period September 1979-

August 1980 there were 184 incidents where an inmate purposely injured 

himself (61), attempted suicide (120), or committed suicide (3).Using 

these figures found in Unusual Incident Reports the rate for inmatese1f 

injury or attempted suicide for the total New York State under cus­

tody population would be approximately .9%A (Unusual Incidents, NYDOCS, 
1980). 

In the next few pages we briefly review the findings reported in 

studies of inmate self-injury. Table IX summarizes these findings. 

A Our denominator here is the 20,895 inmates under custody in 
New York Prisons on December 31, 1979. 

,. 
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Toch 
(1975) 

ri9¥gynson 

E.K. Johnson 
Britt 
(1969) 

... , 
Beto and 
Claghorn 
1960 

.. 

and 
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Table VIII. Characteristics 0:': Studies Reviewed, Inmate Self-Injury 

Region Time Facilities Security Sample Behllvior studied Measurement of 
Level size Dependent Variable 

New York p-an.1971 All major New York max, 381 Self inJury ~r officially recorded self-
State Pril!lon Aug.1973 State prisons, New medium Self attempted au cide in injury or attempted suicide, 
System York City Correc- injury prison self reports of injury, and 

tional instituions - - - - information on self injury 
175 compl - inmates from other inmates. 

rison grot p 

(Same as 
above) 

North 1950- All North Maximum 293 Self injury or officially recorded self-
Carolina 1966 Carolina State to Self in- attempted suicide injury or attempted I 

Prisons minimum jY!:Jl ____ in prison. suicide f-I 
, 5,333 f-I 

compari- 0 
I son 

Texas Not 1 State prison not 50 Self Self injury 
given Psychiatric eva- given injury officially recorded se1f-

1uation and treat- - - - - injury 
ment center. 50 non-1 ljurers 
Population 381 housed iT special unit 

I for mentE ?-ly ill inmates 

(1 
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Toch (197::; \ 
Johnson (1976)1 +2 ~ -I + 0 + 0 0 0 + 0 

and Britt Johnson 
(1969) + + + 0 0 .. + + North Carolina I 

Beto and Claghorn 
+3 (1968 o· + + 0 + 0 Texas 

IThe findings in Tooh (1975) and Johnson (1976) are based on the same sample ot New York State inmates. 

2A 'plus (+) i8 reoorded where a oharaoter1stic is Positively related to self injury, a negative sign.(-) where 
a characteristic is negatively related to self injury, a zero (0) 1s recorded where a characteristio Nas 
considered by a researcher but no statistically signif1cant relat10n was found. 

3·Beto 'and Claghorn f1nd d1fferences only among ~ 1nmates, a h1gher proportion ot selt injurers had used . narcotics, 
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B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Age 

Two of the studies of inmate self-injury show that younger 

inmates are significantly more likely to injure themselves than 

are older inmates. 'I'och and his associates report that at the 

time of their study inmates under 21 made up 22% of the prison 

population, but they find that 39% of the self-injury inmate 

group is under age 21 (Toch 1975:129). In their study of self­

mutilations in North Carolina prisons Johnson and Britt report 

that 29% of the felon inmates in the state prison system are 

age 20 or younger. They find that 51% of the self-mutilators 

are age 20 or younger at admission (1969: 111-115). In Texas 

Beto and Claghorn find no age diff'erences (1968: 25) • 

2. Ethnicit.l 

Black inmates are less likely than other inmates to injure 
themselves in state prison. 

Latin inmates are more likely than is their representation 
in the population to injure themselves. 

White inmates are found by some studies to injure themselves 
at a rate equal to their representation in the population and 
are found in other studies to be more likely to injure themselves 
than other inmates. 

There are strong differences in rates of self-injury by 

ethnic status. Blacks are underrepresented among prison self­

injurers, white and Latin inmates are overrepresented among 

self-injurers. Toch (1975:129) reports the following statistically 

significant differences in rates of self-inj.ury by ethnic status 

in New York State Prisons: 

Ethnicity Self-Injury Group Prison Population 

Black 24% 58% 

White 53% 28% 

Latin 22% 13% 
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Beto and Claghorn (1968:26) also report statistically significant 

ethnic differences among Texas inmates. Like Toch,they found 

that blacks were underrepresented and Latins overrepresented 

among prison self-injurers. Figures from their report are: 

Ethnicity Self-Injury Group Total Prison Population 

Blacks 6% 36% 

Whites 58% 46% 

Latin 36% 18% 

N = 50 N = 12,547 

Among 291 males prisoners housed in a North Carolina prison 

who inflicted injuries upon themselves at least Once during the 

period 1958 through May 1966 Johnson and Britt find differences 

in rates of self-injury by ethnic status. Again, blacks are 

considerably less likely than whi tes'to injure themselves (1973: 252-

253). Other research supports the differences in rates of self­

injury reported by Toch (1975) and by Johnson and Britt (1969). 

Johnson (1976) reviews a large number of studies of prison self­

injury and suicide. Overall, these studies show that (1) re­

latively few blacks injure or attempt to kill themselves in 

confinement, (2) that Latins are more likely than is their re­

presentation in prison population to injure themselves, and (3) 

that whites are found by some studies to be overrepresented 

among self-injurers and are found in other studies to show rates 

of self-injury proportionate to their representation in the 

population (1976:8-9). 

3. Urbanici ty 

Johnson find.s that the population size of the inmatets 

residence is not related to self-injury in the prison (1976, 

155) . Inmates from large cities are equally as likely as 

inmates from smaller cities or rural areas to injure themselves 
in state prisons. 

J 
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C. SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Marital status 

Inmates who have never been married are more likely to 
injure themselves In state prison than are inmates who are 
currently married or who have at sone time in the past been 
married. 

We observed earlier that inmateR who have never been 

married are more likely to violate institutional rules. Inmates 

who have never been married are also more likely to resort to 

self-injury in the prison. Toch's data show that while 55% of 

the inmates in his comparison sample have never been married, 

73% of the inmates in the self-injury group have never been 

married. Johnson and Britt (1969 111-125) show that at the 

time of their study 51% of the felons in North Carolina prisons 

had never been married compared to 65% of self_mutilators who 

had never been married. Beto and Claghorn tell us that marital 

status was unrelated to self-injury in their data, but they do 

not show rates of self-injury for different marital status 

categories, so it is possible that if inmates were grouped into 

"ever married" or "never married" the differences observed in 

other studies would emerge. Some portion of the association 

between self-injury and marital status is probably 'due to the 

younger age of inmates found in the self-injury group. 

2. Education and Occupation 

Johnson was a participant in the collection and analysis 

of New York State data examined by Toch (1975). Johnson esti­

mates that 25% of the New York State prison population had an 

educational achievement level of grammar school or less. Among 

inmates who injured themselves 51% had an educational achievement 

level of grammar school or less (1976: Table 4.3). The data 
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in the North Carolina Study by Johnson and Britt show only 

slight differences in educational level between self-injurers 

and the general population (1969: 111-122). 

Beto and Claghorn find that inmates who injured themselves 

were considerably more likely to have a history of poor adjust­

ment to work situations (l968:26). Johnson and Johnson & Britt 

find no relation between employment stability and self-injury. 

3. Drug or Alcohol Use 

Toch finds that among New York State inmates those who 

have a history of drug involvement are less likely to injure 

themselves while in confinement. Only 24% of the self-injury 

group have drug histories compared to 49% of the general prison 

population (1975:128). Among blacks and whites in Texas prisons 

there is no significant relation between drug use and self-mu­

tilation (Beto and Claghorn 1968:26). Among Latin inmates, 

however, Beto and Claghorn report that 61% of the self-injury 

group had used narcotics compared to 22% of the comparison 

group. 

In New York State Johnson finds that inmates who have a 

history of addiction-related crime are less likely than other 

inmates to injure themselves. At the time of his New York 

State study he estimated that 45% of the inmate population had 

had a history of drug addiction-related crime compared to only 

19% of the self-injury group. 

For whatever reason then those :inmates who have had a 

history of drug use or drug addiction related crime are less 

likely to injure themselves while in confinement. 

Johnson found no relation between alcohol dependence and 

self-injury. 

.. 
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D. CRIMINAL JUSTICE HISTORY CHARACTERISTICS 

1. Offense Type 

New York State inmates with a history of personal violence 

are slightly more likely to fall into the self-injury group. 

Thirty-five percent of the self-injury group has a history of 

personal violence, only 28% of the general prison population 

did so at the time of the study (Toch 1975: 129). In North 

Carolina~Johnson and Britt find that self-mutilators are less 

likely to have been involved in crimes against the person tha~ 
are other inmates (1969: 111-118). Beto a~d Claghorn find no 

differences by crime type between multilators and non-mutilators. 

2. Prior Prison Experience 

Johnson reports that for New York State inmates self­

mutilators are less likely to have served a prior prison term. 

Only 33% of the self-injury group has had prior prison ex­

perience compared to 46% of the population (Johnson 1976: 

Table 4.5). In North Carolina self-mutilators were slightly 

more likely to have served a prior prison term (Johnson and Britt 
1969: 111-109). 

E. OTHER CHARACTERISTICS 

l. Prison Rule Violations 

Johnson and Britt show that self-injurers are significant­

ly more likely than other inmates to have violated prison rules. 

They show that 40% of the felon population in North Carolina 

prisons have one or more rule violationscompared to 86% of the 

mutilator group. More dramatically, 3.6% of the faon population 

have 7 or more rule violations compared to 32% of the self-muti­
lation group (1969: 111-100). 
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F. REASONS FOR SELF-INJURY 

As mentioned earlier, Toch and his associates interviewed 

inmates at length. They analyzed these interviews to identify 

the dominant feelings and concerns of self-injury inmates and 

to obtain an accurate description of the difficulties enCOun­

tered by each inmate. The inmates in their study describe 

crisis situations for which the best or only solution appears 

to be self-injury. Researchemwho have studied self-injury in 

the prison setting tell us that crisis situations that result 

in self-injury are a " ••• transactional product of environmental 

stresses and personal susceptibilities" (Johnson 1976:35). 

That is, there are many sources of stress in prison, some fall 

more heavily on certain types of inmates and some inmates are 

more poorly equiped to deal with prison stress. Johnson, for 
instance, tells us that: 

Vulnerable groups may be differentially exposed to prison 
pressure: or may variously lack the resources to combat 
normal prison stress. The adolescent, naive or traumat­
ized prisoners may be more likely to become victims of 
substantial peer abuse than their adult or urban counter­
parts. They may be unable to respond to routine prison 
threats (1976:8) 

Because there are different sources of stress in the prison 

environment and different types of inmates (e.g. young-old, 

urban-rural) crisis situations have different shapes. In his 

study Toch was able to identify and define 16 different basic 

shapes or themes of crisis. It is important to pOint out that 

the types of stress that are reported by inmates who injure 

themselves are not confined to this group; they occur frequent­

ly in the general population as well. In fact, Toch remarks 

that "if a single fact emerges from our control interViews, 

it is the observation that almost no inmate's institutional 
... 
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career had been free of serious (and potentially disabling) 

stress" (1975:284) 35. 

Based On the type of difficulty facing the inmate Toch 

and his associates were able to group the sixteen self-injury 

crisis themes into three general categories 36. The three 

categories that emerged are coping, self-perception, and im­

pulse management (Tach 1975:23). coping difficulties refer to 

stress produced by concrete or situational problems experienced 

in prison. The second general category contains types of stress 

that stem from difficulties the inmate has--or has had--in 

relating to other persons, difficulties which produce a nega-

tive self-image. The inmate's assessment of his own worth as a 

person is an important factor that runs through the distress 

themes in the self-perception category. The third general cate­

gory of stress types is labelled "impulse management". It 

refers to stress produced by the inmate's struggle with his own 

feelings or impulses (Toch 1975:23, 93). More so than the other 

general categories, the stress themes in the impulse management 

group seem to reflect internal turmoil or difficulties with the 

management of impulses that arise within the inmate's own 

psyche. 

35 In Appendix A we have included the percentage of in­
mates in the control group who experience each of the 
types of stress in Toch's typology. In addition we have 
included the percentage of inmates in the self-injury 
group who experience (as the primary source of concern) 
each of the types of stress in the typology. (These 
figures are taken from Toch 1975:5.15, p. 142). 

36 The crisis themes identified by Toch and a brief 
definition of each is included In Appendix A ~t 
will be helpful to refer to this Appendix du~ing the 
following discussion. 
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In addition to grouping the types of distress experienced 

by self-injury inmates~ Toch argues that there are three types 

of response or three types of unhappy feelings that occur 

among inmates who are experiencing stress. These three psycho­

logical dimensions that affect the type of crisis that evolves 

he labels as impotence, fear, and need for support(Toch 1975: 

Table 1.1 and Johnson 1976:34-36). Some inmates resort to 

self-injury due to strong feelings of helplessness 

to alter the actions of others, or to cope with thought processes 

occurring in their own minds. Involved here are feelings of 

ineffectiveness, sel~-doubt, self-hate, etc. A second type 

of response to stress is fear. For those who fear sexual 

assault, death, injury at the hands of unknown enemies, 

continued solitary confinement, or uncontrolable urges, self 

injury may be a solution. A third type of reaction to stress 

is demands for support from correctional officers, mental health 

or other staff personnel or from significant others outside the 

prison. Here, self-injury conveys the inmate's urgent need for 

relief from arbitrary treatment, ignored requests, abandonment 

by others outside the prison, or his needs for the attention of 

a psychiatrist, etc. The various types of crisis situation, 

then, can be distinguished from one another according to the 

type ~)of stress that the inmate is experiencing (e.g. coping, 

self-perception or impulse management) and the type of reaction 

this stress produces in the inmate (e.g. feelings of impotence, 

fear, or need for support). 

Below we review examplesof the types of stress that reflect 

the crisis themes in each of the three general categories. 

Included is the type of reaction by the inmate that characteriz~s 

each crisis theme. Examples of crisis themes in the "coping" 

category are: 

1) an inmate is no longer able to bear confinement in 
an isolated or segregated setting and uses self_injury 
to communicate this to staff. His reaction is one of 
extreme anxiety, panic or fear (Isolation Panic, see 
Appendix for more detailed definitions). 
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2) an inmate has a physical problem that he feels requires 
staff services. If these demands are ignored or other­
wise unmet he may injure himself to get the support and 
attention he needs (Aid Seeking). 

3) an inmate may injure himself in order to communicate 
to staff the importance he places in staying in a parti­
cular setting (e.g. On a particular tier, among inmates 
of the same ethnicity) or, conversely, of his need to be 
moved to another setting. Staff support in terms of 
respect for his need to stay in a particular setting is 
the central issue (Self-Classification). 

4) an inmate may see himself as the victim of "continued 
arbitrariness, inequity and abuse by the criminal jUstice. 
system and its personnel" (Toch 1975:32). He sees himself 
as continually wronged and can no longer endure it. His 
reaction is one of helplessness and resentment. (Self­
Victimization) • 

5) an inmate may injure himself to relieve anxiety or 
stress about a problem (e.g. news from home) for which 
he can find no solution. The individual feels powerless 
to effect any kind of solution to a difficult problem 
(Sanctuary Search). 

Next are examples of stress found in the self-perception 

category. These are difficulties that grow out of relations 

with other persons and which affect the inmatets own image of 

himself. This negative self-assessment category contains the two 

stress themes that occur mOst frequently among inmates who 

injure themselves: Self-Linking (26% of self-injuries} and Fate 

Avoidance (25% of self-injurers, Toch 1975:Table 5.4). 

1) Fate avoidance is a crlS1S in which the inmate is 
unable to handle "a current or impending soc1.al situation 
which he fears because he sees himself as weak, ineffec­
tive or unable to appropriately respond" (Toch 1975:51). 
It indicates "a feeling of powerlessness to avoid or 
protect onself from harm. A person with such a problem 
makes a suicidal attempt because he wishes to avoid being 
harmed as an unavoidable fate ll (Lockwood 1980:68). Two 
inmates who are fearful of sexual assault explain these 
feelings in this way: 

I was just SO confused and everything. Because of that, 
.I.just didn't care anymore and I felt to myself if they 
are gOing to rip me off for my ass, I am going to cut up 
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and go over to the hospital and they can't get me over there. 
I just didn't care. (Lockwood 1980:68). 

• •• I figured that I was going to be a goner, and they would 
take my manhood or something. So I just cut up and then I 
chickened out. I wanted to kill myself or some stupid shit 
like this ••• (Lockwood 1980:69). 

2) A second frequently occurring difficulty is labelled 
Self-Linking. An inmate may injure himself "as a protest 
against intolerable separation from s~gnificant others, 
against perceived abandonment by them, or against his in­
ability to fUnction as a constructive member of a group 
(Toch 1975:51). Feelings of abandonment or betrayal by 
significant others (e.g. wives, lovers, parents) may 
cause some men to feel cut loose or adrift and may make it 
more difficult for them to survive in the prison. Toch 
suggests that the self~pity and anger which accompany feelings 
of rejection or betrayal may cause problems in interpersonal 
relationships and difficulties in adjusting to the institu­
tional setting. Difficulties attributable to Self-Linking 
crises occur significantly more often among Latin inmates. 
(Self-Linking). 

3) An inmate may injure himself to communicate to a wife 
or common law wife his inability to survive a relation­
ship that is brealdng up. Like self-linking this is a 
crisis situation where support from others outside the 
priSOn is lacking but needed. (Self-Certification) 

4) Following a review of his past behavior and future 
prospects an inmate concludes that he is nothing but a 
liability to his friends and family, that this will COn­
tinue to be so in the future and that everyone would be 
better off without him. There are strong feelings here 
of worthlessness and failure; impotence is the relevant 
psychological dimension (Self~Sentencing). 

5) Following his own recounting of past life events an 
inmate may injure himself in order to puniSh himself for 
past mistakes and ineffectiveness. Toch states that in 
this crisis theme the "dominant tone is not despair and 
remorse but bitterness and self-contempt" C.Sel,f..,..~etC\.l:r.a.tionl 

6) Seeing his past life as a failure and any future life 
he might have as also a failure an inmate may become 
apathetic and discourag~and see no reasOn to go on living. 
The relevant psychological dimension is impotence: "The 
man sees himself as no longer active and influenCing, as 
having no way of affecting hi.S own life for the better~(Se~f~ 
De:a.ct~8.tionl (Toch 1915..,..541, 

__ ~ ______ J 
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The crisis themes that Toch places in the third general 

category, impulse management, come closest to what are thought 

of as psychotic illnesses. Types of stress in this category 

reflect difficulties in managing unwanted impulses or urges. 

1) An inmate is convinced that he is in serious danger of 
being killed or seriously injured by powerful enemies 
either known (e. g. staff) or unknown to him (e.g. other 
inmates). He injures himself in order to aV0id Ilimminent 
destruction by others" (Toch 1975:94). His reaction is 
one of fear (Self_preservation, see APpendix). 

2) An inmate may believe that he is loosing his sanity. 
He experiences strong impulses that direct him to destroy 
himself. Injury results from his effort to escape the 
fear that is felt from imagined threats or from his own 
destructive potential. (Self-Escape). 

3) An inmate experiences an angry, uncontrolled state of 
rage. Injury results from an attempt to discharge these 
aggressive feelings and to escape the tension and distress 
that accompany these feelings. This angry uncontrolled 
state of mind may follow from an accumulation of guilt, 
resentment, bitterness or other painful memories and 
experiences that the inmate feels powerless to do any­
thing about (Self-Release). 

4) An inmate may experience mental disturbance that can 
be described as living in two worlds. In one world the 
inmate is in control of his own thoughts and actions. 
His other worl'd is one of "turmoil and conflict" a world 
where "needs and impulses have a life of their own" and 
where "a man is impelled rather than in control". Doubts 
about what is real and what is not real are experienced. 
The inmate may injure himself as a result of commands 
that originate outside himself, commands that he feels 
powerless to resist. The relevant psychological dimmen­
sion is one of impotence. (Self-Alienation). 

5) An inmate believes that professional help is required 
to help him understand and control destructive impulses 
that he is experiencing. As was true of physical ailments, 
if requests for counseling by professionals are ignored 
or denied self-injury may be resorted to in order to 
dramatize

1
his need. The relevant psychological dimension 

is one of searching for support from others. (Self­
Intervention) • 
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Following the development of a system of classifying per­

sonal difficulties that lead to self-injury in prison, Toch and 

his associates sought to determine whether some inmates (e.g. 

younger-older, violent-nonviolent) experience some types of 

distress more frequently than other types. They find that 

characteristics of inmates are related to the likelihood of 

experiencing certain types of prison stress. Below we present 

relevant information on age, ethnicity, and history of personal 

violence as they relate to types of distress experienced while 
in confinement. 

1. Age 

Younger inmates are more likely than older inmates to injure 
themselves in three types of crisis situations: (1) an in­
ability to withstand continued isolated confinement (Isolation 
Panic) (2) due to aggression or pressuring from other inmates 
(Fate Avoidance) (3) or to dramatize the intenSity of their 
feelings about a relationship with a loved one that is now 
falling apart. Older inmates are significantly more likely 
to injure themselves due to fear of death or injury ~rom un­
known enemies in the prison (Self-Preservation) 

Toch divided his sample of self-injury inmates into two 

groups: those who were 21 or yOunger and those who were over 

21. He examined how frequently members of each group ex­

perienced each of the 16 crisis themes that form his typology. 

Three of the crisis themes occurred significantly more often 

among younger inmates, one stress theme occurred more often 

among older inmates, and on the remaining twelve crisis themes 

there were no significant age differences (See Toch 1975: 
Table 5.7). 

Younger inmates are more likely to experience two of the 

crisis themes in which fear is an important component of the 

inmate's distress: One, Isolation Panic, is panic that results 

when an inmate is unable to cope with continued confinement 

in an isolated setting (e.g. special housing); younger inmates 
.-
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are more likely to experience stress that results from diffi­

culties in coping with confinement in isolated settings 

(e.g. special housing). Johnson argues that some younger in­

mates rely heavily on activity as means of adjusting to prison 

stresses (1976:466). Solitary confinement disrupts this impor­

tant coping strategy. He writes that "Persons with strong 

needs for social contact and support may find involuntary 

periods of segregation an alien and disheartening experience" 

(1976: b:465). In addition to removing a tool for adjusting 

to prison, an inmate "may find an empty segregation cell a 

context for unwanted reflection. Not uncommonly, the person 

dwells on the various benefits of life in the free world 

now denied him and experiences intense feelings of loneliness 

and deprivation" (Johnson 1976: 467). 

Inmates 21 or younger are also significantly more likely 

to injure themselves as a result of aggression or pressuring 

by other inmates (Fate Avoidance, see Appendix A, Toch 1975: 

135, Johnson 1976b). That younger inmates are overrepresented 

on the Fate Avoigance (fear of other inmates) theme agrees 

with Lockwood's data on sexual aggression, which shows younger 

inmates are more likely to be the victims of aggression by 

others. Some younger inmates may invite peer pressure or 

sexual pressuring because they "appear comparatively naive 

and effeminate". (Johnson 1976 B:475). Some youthful in­

mates may simply lack the "street sophistication or potse 

required to avoid or rebuff peer confrontations" (Johnson). 

Again, those most likely to experience this stress have the 

fewest resources to cope with it. Self-injury may be resorted 

to in order to acquire support from staff or from fear and 

despair over what seems an inevitable fate. 

Younger inmates are also more likely to injure themselves 

in order to dramatize the intensity of their feelings about 

a relationship with loved one(s) (e.g. family members, girl 

friend) that is falling apart (Self-Certification). Some 
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younger inmates require more support from other per.sons outside 

the prison in order to cope with the pressure of prison con­

finement. Johnson argues that for some inmates if this need 

for support is not forthcoming after routine requests, %elf­

mutilation is a back-up mears of securing assistance" (1976 

b:471). The stress produced by disrupted family ties falls 

more heavily on younger inmates. 

Lastly, older inmates (over age 21) are more likely to 

injure themselves out of a belief that they have unknown 

enemies in the prison who seek to destroy them (Self-Preserva­

tion: Toch 1975: Table 5.7). 

~History of Personal Violence 

Looking only at the group of inmates who had injured 

themselves, Toch compared the prevalence of crisis themes 

among inmates with a past record of personal violence (e.g. 

a conviction for assault, homicide, etc.) to those having 

no record of personal violence. On two of the sixteen crisis 

themes significant differences are found according to past 

violent history. Inmates with no record of personal violence 

are more likely to experience fear of other inmates (Fate 

Avoidance). Inmates with a record of personal violence are 

significantly more likely to injure themselves in order to 

discharge frustration and aggressive feelings (Self-Release; 

Toch 1975:Table 5.8). 

3. Ethnicity 

The variable that has been examined most extensively 

with respect to self-injury in prison is ethnicity. Using 

the same New York State data presented by Toch, Johnson (1976) 

conducted a detailed analysis of ethnicity and self-injury. 

We recall that both white and Latin inmates are overrepre­

sented among inmates who injure themselves and that blacks 

-~~ ---~----. - - - ~--- -----

l 
1 



\ 
\ 
r 

1 , 

-125-

are considerably underrepresented among inmates who injure 

themselves. Additionally, Latin inmates are more likely than 

white or blacks to have multiple incidents of self-injury 

(Johnson 1976). 

Johnson (1976) argues that ethnic differences bear an 

important relationship to self-injury in prison. He suggests 

that differences in cultural background and socialization 

experiences that are associated with ethnic status have an 

impact on how well an inmate can deal with stressful situations 

in the prison. Johnson presents evidence Which supports 

his belief in the primacy of ethnicity as a correlate of prison 

self-injury. In his text he points out that several background 

Characteristics associated with self-injury operate in a 

different manner depending on whether one looks at jail in­

mates or prison inmates. For instance, young, unmarried and 

non-addicted inmates are more likely to injure themselves in 

prison settings, While in jail settings older, married and 

addicted inmates are more likely to break down (Johnson 1976: 

43-47). Importantly, he finds consistent differences in rates 

of self-injury according to ethnic status in both jail and 

prison settings. The proportion of inmates in each ethnic 

group who injure themselves in prison is very similar to the 

proportion of inmates in each ethnic group WhO injure them­

selves in jail settings. Johnson reports that, like ethnicity, 

educational achievement and offense type were related in the 

same manner in both prison and jail settings. However, when 

he looks at the interaction between educational achievement 

and ethnicity he finds that ethniC differences in rates of 

self-injuFy are unchanged, that is, Whites show the highest 

rate followed by Latin inmates and then blacks. There is 

then, evidence which shoWS that the association between 

ethnicity and self-injury is strong, that it is consistent 

across confinement settings (where other characteristics are 

not) and that it is unaffected by other background variables. 

We turn now to a more detailed examination of self-injury 

within each ethnic group. 
) 
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a. Latin Inmates 

Latin inmates are significantly more likely to injure 
themselves as a result of stress produced by separation from' 
family members and other loved ones. 

The mOst frequently occurring reason for self-injury among 

Latin inmates is stress produced by separation from family 

members and other loved ones. This was a concern expressed 

by 41% of the Latin self-injury inmates (Toch 1975:134). 

This source of stress is labeled Self-Linking in Toch's typo­

logy; and self-injury among inmates in this group~is viewed as 

"a protest against intolerable separation from significant 

others, against perceived abandonment by them, as against 

(the inmate's) inability to function as a constructive 

member of a group" (1975:51). "The person here feels that his 

well being is tied to his relationship (usually with his family) 

and he sees no satisfactory existance without such contact 

or link" (Johnson 1976:54). Latin inmates are significantly 

more likely than either black or white inmates to injure 

themselves as a result of anxiety produced by separation from 

others. Moreover the family dependence crisis theme is the 

only one of Toch's 16 themes that is associated at statisti­

cally reliable levels with a Latin background, and this asso­

ciation survives "when controls are introduced for a host 

of demographic and criminal history variables, as well as for 

frequency of self-mutilation and for the penal setting in which 

the events took place" (Johnson 1976:55). 

Johnson contends that "Latin inmates live in warm, 

supportive, family centered worlds". He writes that "the 

centrality of the family in the lives of most lower class 

Latin men is a theme that permeates virtually every scholarly 

work on the personal impact of Latin cultural~periences". 

(1976:14). The loss of contact and close ties with family 

members is particularly troub.lesome for Latin inmates. Drawing 

on data produced by interviews of several hundred New York 

state inmates who had injured themselves, Johnson reports 
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that: "in explaining suicide attempts Latin men often tell 

us that they have found their family lifelines too suddenly 

and arbitrarily cut off after they have been incarcerated" 

(1975: 171). Furthermore, incarceration in the prison may 

serve to rekindle or reemphasize dependency ties to the 

family, and this is particularly troubling for some Latin men: 

"continued family support and concern after incarceration, 

particularly from mothers, make some Latin men feel impotent; 

so much has been and is being done for them while they have 

brought only shame upon their benefactors" (Johnson 1975: 

172). Lastly, Johnson reports that a recurrent concern 

among some Latin inmates "is an intense irritation with the day to 

day abrasions of prison life: slow and censored mail, bad 

food, arbitrary decisions by staff, lack of interpersonal 

warmth between inmates and staff" (1975:174). Due to the 

impersonality and unresponsiveness of the prison environ-

ment, especially when compared to prior family socializa-

tion experiences, some Latin inmates may resort to self-

injury in order to acquire staff services (Aid Seeking) or 

to dramatize other needs (e.g. Self-Classification, see Appendix). 

The concerns of Latin inmates who injure themselves do 

not differ from concerns expressed by the Latin inmates in 

the comparison group. Disrupted family ties are the most 

difficult problem for LaQn inmates in the comparison group 

as well (Johnson 1976: 71, 75). 

The close bonds that characterize the family experience 

of Latin men may also have important positive effects during 

the incarceration period of these men. Toch observes that 

Latin inmates are significantly less likely than either 

black or white inmates to experience stress produced by 

pressuring or aggression from other inmates (1975: Table 5,6). 

We mentioned earlier Lockwood's assertion that "Latins in 

prison form close bonds just as they do in their communities. 

Newly arriving Latin inmates quickly join existing Latin 
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groups" (1980:31). That Latin inmates are able to form close 

ties with other inmates particularly in the early stages of 

their sentence is an important deterrent to aggression by 
others (Lockwood 1980: 30-31). 

b. Black Inmates 

Blacks are significantly more likely than either white 
or Latin inmates to injure themselves as a result of stress 
associated with isolated confinement. Blacks are signifi­
cantly more likely to experience two of the stress themes in the 
impulse management category. These are themes Character-
ized by strong tension provoking self-destructive impulses 
(Self-Escape) or by fear of destruction by powerful, unknown 
enemies (Self-Preservation). 

What stands out most about black inmates is that they 

are considerably less likely than either Latin or white in­

mates to reSort to self-injury. At the time of his study 

JOhnson sho~ that blacks make up 58% of the prison population 

but they make up only 24% of the self-injury group (Johnson 
1976: Table 4-1). 

As is true of other inmates, some of the frequently 

occurring concerns of.black inmates Who injure themselVes 

include: fear of aggression by other inmates (Fate Avoidance), 

feelings of abandonment by family members or loved ones 

(Self-Linking), and f'eelings that one is continually a victim 

of arbitrariness or abuse by the criminal justice system 

(Self-Victimization) (see Toch 1975: Table 5-6). There are, 

however, two areas where black self'-injury inmates differ 

from either white or Latin inmates who break down in prison. 

Blacks are significantly more likely than either white or 

Latin inmates to injure themselves as a result of' stress 

associated with isolated confinement. Toch suggests that 

for some of' the men who experience stress in segregated 

settings~men whose tolerance for isolated confinement is 

low-self-injury may be seen "as a demand for the inmate's 

release from isolated confinement which he finds fear 

.----~--------------~--~~~ 
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inspiring, intolerable and obsessive" (Toch 1975:32). One 

of the self-injury inmates interviewed in the large New York 

State study conducted by Toch, Johnson and others made these 

remarks: 

"I had gotten the feeling that the walls was closing 
in you know: ••• I had started walking around the 
cell, you know? And then I started going wall to 
wall banging myself, you know, my body into the 
walls. And like then all of a sudden I started 
crying and shit, you know? An then I started jumping 
up and down and you know, I gues I just got - I don't 
know why, I was mad you know. But I wanted out, you 
know?" (Johnson 1976:105). 

Johnson observes that among black inmates who injured 

themselves in prison Isolation Panic is particularly likely 

to be a source of stress for younger black inmates. He 

writes that the Isolation Panic theme "characterizes the 

crises of close to half of the black adolescents in the 

interview sample. By contrast, only one out of ten black 

adult interviewees succumb to such pressures" (1976:57). 

Black self-injury inmates are also more likely than 

either white or Latin inmates to fall into the Se1fAEscape 

and Self-Preservation Crisis theme grouping. (See Appendix 

for descriptions). These are crisis themes where stress is 

associated with very paranoid and fearful states of mind. 

Johnson tells us that "Self-Escape and Self-Preservation 

are psychotic crisis motives that comprise a theme cluster 

related to "projected or subjective danger". These crises 

themes reflect efforts to escape "destructive impulses which 

are strong and unpleasantly tension provoking" and "cumu­

lating harm where the person builds up the conviction that 

he is in substantial physical danger from pervasive and a11-

p0\1erfu1 enemies" (1976:54). 

. Ano~he-r "component Of .J-ohnson' s examination of self­

mutilation among prison inmates involved interviewing a 

randomly selected group of men who had not injured themselves 

I 
i 

or otherwise made attempts on their own lives. He was interested 

in comparing the relative prevalence of concerns that produced 

stress among non-injury inmates. He sought to determine 

whether the concerns that produce stress among inmates who 

injured themselves were the same as or different from sources 

of stress experienced by inmates who had not injured themselves. 

He notes, for instance, that among Latin non-injury inmates a 

large majority (71%) claim that family problems are their main 

source of discomfort in the prison (1976:71, 75). We recall 

that separation anxiety and other family related problems are 

frequently expressed by Latin inmates who injured themselves. 

Howeve~ among blacks, the predominant sources of stress among 

inmates who injure themselves are different from those expres­

sed by inmates in the comparison group. Members of the compa­

rison group of black inmates were significantly less likely 

than inmates in the self-injury group to experience fear as 

reaction to stress experienced in prison. Comparison group 

black inmates were less likely to experience fear connected 

with confinement in isolated settings, fear associated with 

beliefs that one is in danger of injury or destruction from 

enemies in the prison, 

(Johnson 1976:74-77). 

were more likely than 

or fear produced by destructive impulses 

The comparison group of black inmates 

self-injury black inmates to experience 

stress resulting from feelings of resentment and from inability 

to affect ones own fate (e.g. Impotence Dilemmas). Black 

comparison group inmates are significantly more likely than 

black self-injury inmates to see themselves as "victims of 

arbitrary abuse by the criminal justice system or its agents 

(Self-Victimization)" and to experience "difficulties in 

managing feelings of anger and resentment (Self-Release)" . 

(Johnson 1976:76). Black inmates who do injure themselves in 

prison are more likely than the average black inmate to 

experience stress associated with fearful, self-destructive 

impulses. 
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Looking at the wide differences in rates of self-injury 

in confinement among Latin and black inmates, Johnson suggests 

that there may be something about the free world experiences 

of black and Latin inmates that affect their susceptibility 
to self-injury in the prison (1976:163). 

Black inmates from urban, lower income communities may 

more fre(]uently experience types of stress that .are prevalent 

in prison. Having dealt with some of these types of stress in 

one's free world experience may give an inmate "a coping edge 

in confinenment" (Johnson 1976:164). Several investigators 

have observed that many urban lower class neighborhoods are 

characterized by danger, unpredictability and uncertainty of 

the motives of others (See Johnson 1976:179, note 5). Johnson 

argues that growing up in unpredictable and uncertain settings 

" require(s) a continuous posture of self-defense". It is 

more likely that a person will acquire "the ability to avoid or 

escape unnecessary and unmanageable situations" as well as' 

the "readiness to deal with such situations when they arise" 

(1976:164). Some inmates may be better able to deal with 

certain types of prison stress (e.g. pressuring from other 

inmates) because they have more often had to face and cope 

w~h these types of stress on the outside. 

c. White Inmates 

* Whites are significantly more likely than black or 
Latin inmates to fall into only one of the sixteen crisis 
themes. They are more likely than black or Latin inmates 
to injure themselves as a means of Self-Puni~hment ~ue ~o 
feelings of having failed to meet job or faml1y obllgatl0ns. 

When they compare the occurrence of stress themes among 

black, Latin and White inmates Toch (1975:134) and Johnson 

(1976:60) find that only one of the sixteen stress themes 

occurs significantly more often among whites than among 

Latins and blacks. Whites are more likely to injure them-

:: 
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selves as a result of stress produced by feelings of personal 

failure, of having failed to meet family and job obligations. 

This stress theme is labeled Self-Retaliation, and Johnson 

states that it involves "Self-Punishment, where the person 

feels he is placed in an intolerable position as a result of 

his own past acts, and feels angry and resentful at himself" 
(1976:54). 

Johnson (1976:68) notes that among white inmates who 

injure themselves three out of four do so for reasons that 

fall into the Self-Assessment category of crisis themes (see 

pages 101-102). \'Ie recall that these are types of stress 

stemming from difficulties in relations with other persons 

both inside and outside the prison. These are stress themes 

characterized by a negative self-image or by feelings of 

worthlessness in the eyes of others. The Self-Retaliation 

crisis theme mentioned above (i.e. injury is seen to result 

from an attempt at self-PUnishment for past personal failures) 

is one of the stress themes in the Self-Assessment category. 

Another source of stress that occurs frequently among white 

inmates is fear resulting from pressuring by other inmates. 

JOhnson (1976:127) writes that "A prevalent reaction to 

prison pressure among white inmates, and particularly among 

younger, less experienced men, involves panic (Fate Avoidance, 

see Appendix B p.119). Younger white inmates-especially those 

who appear naive or effeminate - are particularly likely 

to experience pressure for sex (See Lockwood 1980). Because 

many young white men are unable "to play the roles required 

to obtain immunity from prison pressure" (Johnson 197F:129), 

they may resort to self-injury as a means of gaining safety 
from predatory inmates'. 

A third crisis theme that falls into the negative Self­

Assessment category and which occurs frequently among white 

inmates is labeled Self-Certification. Here self-Injury 

is related to bids for support from per~ons outside the prison. 
JOhnson tells us that: 
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Many white adolescents find incarceration to be an 
extremely stressful experience. They feel they 
need support from significant others to cope with 
the alien preSsures of confinement. There is a 
difficulty, however, in that family ties may be 
weak or non-exsistent. Many have survived in the 
outside wo~ld without family Support and have 
allowed family ties to decay. When support (pre­
dictably) fails to materializae in prison, these 
men feel helpless. Self-mutilation may represent 
a dramatic bid to gain an unearned response from 
significant others. (1976:123). 

I·· 
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CON C L U S ION 

In this paper we review the findings of studies that have 

examined characteristics of inmates as they relate to three 

areas of behavior: prison disCiplinary adjustment, victimiza­

tion by other inmates. and self-injury. Somewhat surprisingly, 

quite a bit of research examining characteristics of inmates 

as they relate to institutional misconduct ha~ been done. 

Only a few studies have examined characteristics of inmates 

associated with sexually assaultive victimization in prison or 

characteristics of inmates associated with self-injury in 

prison. We have drawn some general conclusions from this 

research. The wide differences in the studies reviewed with 

respect to geographical location, time period, type of facility) 

methodological rigor etc. require that these cOnclusions be 

taken with some caution. On the other hand the fact that some 

variables are related to institutional misconduct at statistic­

ally significant levels across studies conducted at di.fferent 

times and locations means that we can place added cOnrldence 

in the observpd relationships. Since we are most interested 

in the behavior of inmates in New York facilities we have 

placed added weight on research that has recently been conducted 
in the New York system. 

How frequent are the types of behavior studied in this 

paper? The answerc depend on how the behaviors are defined and 
whether we use official or unofficial reports. 

In genera~ we find that most inmates young or old, black 

or white, etc. make a successful adjustment to prison. Most 

inmates do acquire disciplinary infractions during th€i
r 

confine­

ment. However, only about 10% of the inmate population can be 

characterized as frequent rule violators. Estimates of the 

incidence of assault range i'rom 2% to Over 25% (the latter figure 

representing self reports'of assault). Estimates of sexual 

it I, , 
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victimization range from less than l% completed sexual 

assault to 30% for sexual pressuring of varying degrees 

of seriousness. Estimates of the incidence of self-injury 
range from 1% to 7%~ 

Looking across all three areas some general observations 

~ possible. Firs~younger inmates (e.g. 22 or younger) seem 

to have more difficulty adjusting to prison than do older in­

mates. They are more likely to violate institutional rules, 

they are more likely to be involved in aggressive transactions, 

they more frequently fall victim to sexual aggression and they 

are more likely than older inmates to resort to self-injury. 

For some types of prison conduct ethnicity is an important 

variables, for other types it is not. Based on the research 

evidence currently available and looking specifically at the 

New York state system we do not find meaningful differences in 

the frequency of disciplinary infractions (as recorded on inmate 

record ca~ds) according to ethnic status. Based on data from 

the "Unusual Incidents" records maintained by NYDOCS we find that 

Hisp~nic inmates. are more likely to have assaulted other 

inmates and black inmates are somewhat more likely than other 

inmates to have assaulted a staff member. Studies of inmate 

victimization show that whites are disproportionately targets of 
sexual aggression. 

tend to be black. 
Aggressors in incidents of sexual aggression 

With respect to self-injury in state institu-

tions, ethnic status is a very important variable. Blacks are 

considerably underrepresented among self-lnjury lnma es. . . t Whl' te and 

Hispanic inmates are overrepresented. Moreover, there are 

significant differences according to ethnic status in the types 

of distress experienced by inmates who resort to self-injury. 

Inmates who reside in more populous, urban areas are some­

What more likely to violate prison rules. Inmates who live in 

less populous cities or in small to~ar rural areas are more 

likely to be targets of sexual aggression. The population size 

Of an inmate's residence is not related to inmate self-injury. 
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Several pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates that we 

grouped together as "social characteristics" do show statistic­

ally significant relationships with prison conduct. Looked at 

overall it seems to US that inmates who have a somewhat more 

stable life on the outside tend to adjust to prison with 

fewer difficulties. The studies reviewed show that inmates who 

have been married at some time in the past have fewer recorded 

disciplinary infractions than inmates who have never been married 

and they are significantly less likely than inmates who have 

never been married to resort to self-injury. Inmates with 

greater job stability are less likely to violate institutional 

rules and inmates who have held a skilled or semi-skilled job 

are less likely to be targets of prison aggressors. Employment 

status is,howeve~not related to self-injury. Although school 

grade level achieved is consistently found to bear no association 

with disciplinary infractions, we find that inmates who have 

completed more school grades are less likely to be found among 

self-injury inmates. Some research studies have found that 

Characteristics of the home are related to institutional miscon­

duct, other research finds that these variables are not related 

to misconduct. It is clear that inmates who have had mental 

health problems (as indicated by residence in a mental health 

facility or attempted suicides etc.) before coming to state 

correctional institutions have more difficulty in adjusting to 

prison. These inmates are more likely to fall victim to 

sexual pressuring and are more likely to attempt suicide or 

purposely injure themselves. In New York State facilities 
inmates with a history of drug use are more likely to acquire 
disciplinary infractions while inmates with a history of drug 

use are less likely to be found among self-injury inmates. 

Among younger inmates those with alcohol problems violate insti­

tutional rules more frequently, older inmates with alcohol 

problems are less likely to violate institutional rules. Alcohol 

dependence is not related to self-injury. 



___ • ___ ~ .·.c·= 

-137-

Some aspects of an inmate's criminal justice system history 

are related to one or more types of prison conduct. Though 

studies do not all agree, there is a tendency for those inmates who 

have had pOlice/court contact at an earlier age, who have commit­

ted violent offenses as a juvenile and who have been committed to 
) 

an institution as a juvenile, to have higher rates of misconduct 

in state prisons. Juvenile convictions or commitments are not 

related to vulnerability to sexual pressuring. Looking at 

commitment offense type the findings are mixed. It was noted 

that about half of the studies reviewed found no association 

between commitment crime and misconduct. In those studies where 

differences are found there is some evidence that inmates who are 

convicted of assaultive or violent offenses except homicide are 

more likely to violate rules or to assault others. Targets of 

prison aggressors are less likely than other inmates to have 

used force in either the commitment offense or in prior incar­

ceration. 

Research studies show that t.ime served and sentence length 

are related to institutional misconduct. At least in New York 

State Prisons, inmates who actually serve longev th~n five ~~~S 

show rates of disciplinary infractions that are about one-half 

that of inmates who serve five years or less in prison. 

Interestingly, these long term inmates violate rules at lower 

rates from the very beginning of their sentence. Inmates who 

have long court mandated maximum sentences are similarly found 

to be less likely to violate institutional rules. Among New 

York State inmates who serve short term sentences (e.g. flve 

years or less)an inverted U-shaped pattern of disciplinary 

infractions is observed (Flanagan 1979). The highest rates of 

misconduct occur during the middle stages of the sentence. 

The fourth period of the sentence-when inmates approach a 

parole board date or a release date-is characterized by a 

sharp decline in disciplinary infractions. In generalJboth 

age and sentence length work together to reduce 
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disciplinary infractions. Inmates who are older (and as they 

grow older in the facility) and inmates with longer sentences 

violate institutional rules at lower rates. With respect to 

inmate victimization, sentence length is not related to the 

likelihood of sexual pressuring. On the time served dimen­

sion we know that most incidents of sexual aggression occur 

during the victim's first 16 weeks in prison (Lockwood 1977). 

The number of prior convictions does not appear to be 

related to rates of institutional misconduct or to the like­

lihood of being victimized. Having served a prior prison term 

is related to misconduct, but the direction of the relation 

is inconsistent. Some research finds that those inmates with 

a prior term are more poorly conducted, others find that in­

mates serving their first term are more poorly conducted. 

In a few studies statistical procedures that allow the 

researcher to assess the predictive power o~ a set of pre-in­

carceration characteristics have been employed. These efforts 

have been somewhat more successful in California (e.g. Jaman 

1972) than in other states. Efforts to predict institutional 

misconduct in a large sample of New York State inmates show 

that only about 17% of the variation in institutional miscon­

duct can be accounted for by pre-incarceration characteristics 

(Flanagan 1979). This figure would undoubtedly decline if 

the prediction equation developed from this first sample of 

inmates was applied to a second validation sample. 

The research in this New York State ~:tudy cautions against 

using pre-incarceration characteristics of tnmates alone as 

a basis for predicting the later disciplinary adjustment of 

inmates. Our survey of research reveals that there is no 

single pre-incarceration characteristic or combination of 

characteristics that will predict whether an inmate is likely 

to be a security risk by virtue of his record of insti­

tutional misconduct. (There have been no predictive studies 

relating pre-incarceration characteristics to victimization 

or self-injury). Too much depends on the inter-

... 1 
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action between the characteristics a man brings to prison and 

the circumstances he meets there. However, our survey of 

research has identified pre-incarceration characteristics that 

are clues to possible security risks. Staff can know that 

inmates who possess certain characteristics identified in this 

paper need to be assessed with special care to prev.ent security 
problems. 

It seems clear that a more complete understanding of 

institutional adjustment would have to include other factors. 

that affect inmates during their confinement. Some of these 

factors would be characteristics of the physical institution, 

characteristics of staff and the jobs they perform, adminis­

trative policies, inmate involvement in treatment, education 

or prison jobs, and situational variables. For example, one 

large-scale study finds that involvement in jobs or treatment 

programs is related to disciplinary adjustment. Learning in 

what ways pre-incarceration characteristics of inmates inter­

act with the programs and environment of particular institu­

tions may add to our ability to predict who will do best 
where. 

.. 
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APPENDIX A 

This typology of prison Self injury crisis themes was 
developed by TOCh (1975). Definitions are extracted :from his text. 

~-------------Percent of Inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category. 

Percent of inmates in self injury group that fall 

f into each crisis theme category (figures taken from 
Toch (1975:142). 

I Themes Related to Coping with the Prison Environment 

8% 
4% 1. Sanctuary Search Here breakdown or self-mutila_ 

1% 

tion resul ts :from an effort by the inmate to escape 
from the anXiety or stress produced by problems for 
WhiCh he can find no solution. These are often 
problems that result. from events occurring in the 
outside world (e.g. news from home) that the inmate 
dwells on or becomes obsessed with. The inmate may 
injure himself in order to terminate or dispel the 
stress he feels (Toch 1975:32, 33). 

19% 2. Self-Victimization Here a breakdown is seen as 
"a statement by the inmate of his inability to endure 
the self-defined status of victim of continued 
arbitrariness, inequity or abuse by the criminal 
justice system or its personnel" (PP.32). Diffi­
culties stem from questions about the equity of 
treatment. Many inmates may "react out of a pre­
existing tendency to see themselves as perennial 
victim". These inmates are seen as those who hold 
inflexible or uncompromising expectations about 

9% 

the way they Should be treated (p.37). 

3. Isolation Panic Self.:.injury is seen as "a demand 
for the inmate's release from isolated confinement 
which he finds fear-inspiring, intolerable, and 
obsessive. The prisoner dwells on the duration and/ 
or circumstances of his situation, on his discomfort, 
and on his inability to engage in prison activities 
and social life" (p.32). These are inmates whose 
tolerance for isolation is low, they may have feelings 
of being caged, abandoned and, ultimately of panic. 

1 Asterisk identifies those categories where the dif­
ference between the two groups is statistically 
Significant. 
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r---__________ Percent of inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category 

3%* 

3% 

10% 

r----Percent of inmates in self 
, each crisis theme category injury group that fall into 

(figures taken from Toch ~ 1975:142). 

9% 

5% 

18% 

4. ~elf-Classification Self-injury reflects "an in­
mate s ef~ort to communicate to staff the serious­
nes~ of hl~ nee~ for a specific milieu among those 
avallable ln prlson" (Toch 1975:32). The inmate 
atte~pts to ma~e clear to staff the importance 
to.hlm of staYlng, for instance, in a particular 
prlson, on ~ particular tier, in a living situation 
made up of lnmates of a particular ethnic status or 
around.a group of supportive associates. This act 
~nderllne~ the seriousness he attaches to staying 
ln a settlng, or, of being moved to a new setting. 

5 •. Aid-Seekix:g "An inmate's demand for staff services 
WhlCh as "the lnmate sees it, cannot be ignored by 
staff. Such a demand occurs when a physical problem 
becomes the focus of the inmates discontent and he 
become~ obsessed with the need for attentio~ to his 
c~mplalnt and upset about staff failure to comply 
':11th or respond to direct requests tl (1975:32). "The 
:nmate may feel.an acute need for support, understand­
lng, or help WhlCh peers and custodial personnel 
cannot satisfy because he doesn't trust them vQews 
them as unsympathetic to his r·equests for aid or 
sees them as incapable of assisting him" (47): 

II Themes Related to Negative Self-Assessment 
(Problems Based on the Relationship between Self 
and Others. 

6. Self-Deactivation Vulnerable inmates Who fall 
into this category are characterized by a lack of 
~ntere~t in day to day life. This lack of interest 
lS derlved from or is a continuation of past failures. 
TOc~ suggests th~t this state usually follows a 
-:evlew ~f past Ilfe events "which makes the person 
lncreaslngly apathetic and discouraged he sees no 
future for himself and losses interest'and drive" 
Inmate~ in. this categ~ry felt that "given their p~sts, 
no satlsfYlng future 18 possible for them that the 
future ':Ii~l inexorably replicate a past that was not 
worth Ilvlng. They see themselves as inescapably 
relegated to the junk heap" (1975: 52) • 
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r-------------_ Percent of inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category 

18% 15% 

8% 7% 

26% 25% 

50%* 26% 

Percent of inmates in self-injury group that fall into 
each crisis theme category (figures taken from Toch 
1975:142). 

7. self-sentencing This stage follows an inventory 
of past and current conduct vis-a-vis friends and 
relatives which sparks shame, guilt, self-condemna­
tion, and a dismal prognosis for the future. The 
person adjudges himself a complete liability to him­
self and others and sees no prospects for improve­
ment"(51). The inmate becomes convinced that friends 
and strangers alike would benefit from (his) demise­
that given a future in which one functions as either 
a burden or a source of misery, as a person unaccepted 
and unacceptable, the world would be a better place if 
one could remove onself from it"(59). 

8. Self-Retaliation This stage follows a recounting 
by the inmate of past life events which produces feelings 
o'f bitterness, self-contempt and self-hate. "A person 
experiences self-hate or engages in self-punishment 

because he attributes his intolerable position to his 
own past acts, and feels justifiably angry and resent­
ful at'himself"(51). Hore than just escape, an inmate 
in this category injures himself in order to punish 
himself for past mistakes and ineffectiveness (60). 

9. Fate Avoidance "A stance stemming from a person's 
inability to survive current or impending social situations 
whiCh he fears because he sees himself as weak)ineffect­
ive, or unable to appropriately respond" (51). A 
good example of this problem is sexual pressure in the 
institution. An inmate may face a situation that causes 
him great fear and anxiety which may force him to alter 
his daily life style drastically, and for which he sees 
few optiomor resources that can help to ameliorate or 
solve his problem. Young inexperienced inmates when 
they first arrive at a facility may for instru1ce face 
stress in maintaining both their own self-image and 
the integrity of their personhood. 

10. self-linldng A person's protest against intolerable 
separation from significant others, against perceived 
abandonment by them, or against his inability to func­
tion as a constI"uctive member of a group (51). The 
person rejects the possibility of an independent life, 
feels that his well-being is inconceivable without 
continuation of certain vital relationships and that 
no satisfactory existence is possible without them 
(p.5l). The concern here is with perceived abandonment, 

.. 
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Percent of inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category 

Percent of inmates in self-injury group that fall into 
each crisis theme category (figures taken from Toch 
1975:142) 

the difficulties in eoming to terms with a loss of 
social support, and the possibility that feelings 
of betrayal or abandonment may prompt the review of 
past unpleasant life experience~feelings of despair 
and worthlessness and which may lead in some cases 

'to self-injury. 

18*% 11. Self-Certi~ication Self injury is seen as an 
"effort to conv:'.nce the other party (family, wife, 
lover) in a degenerating or terminating relationship 
of his seriousness about the relationship and his 
inability to survive its dissolution. The effort 
takes the form of a dramatic demonstration of resent­
ment, self pity or personal sincerity" (52). Self­
injury marks a breakdown in relationship which the 
offending party sees no other way to mend (79). 

l%i 9% 

. ' 

26%* 13% 
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Percent of inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category 

Percent of inmates in self injury group that fail into 
each crisis theme category (figures taken from Toch 
1975:142) 

III Themes Related to Impulse Management 

12. Self-Alienation Toch suggests that men in this 
category experience "a reluctant or passive compliance 
with alien impulses and commands that direct the person 
to destroy himself" (93). Self injurers in this cate­
gory are seen as living in two worlds: In one world 
the inmate is in charge of himself and his actions, 
"the other "alien" world is one in which needs and 
impulses have a life of their own, in which a man is 
impelled rather than in control. He Toay respond as 
a helpless pawn to commands he feel~ originate outside 
himself; he may see himself as a passive recipient of 
sights and sounds imposed on him in improbable ways" 
(94). Toch also points out that the crowding and, 
stimulus deprivation of the prison setting put added 
stress on inmates with other disturbances. 

13. S~lf-Releasel A catharsis or strategic loss of 
control designed to disCharge aggressive feelings 
and to end tension and discomfort related to Such 
feelings. This occurs as a temporary loss of contact 
with reality after accumulation of resentment, tension 
and anger, and is followed by emotional drain and 
experienced relief (93-94). 

1 Inmates in the comparison group who experience 
criSis that fall into the Self-Release category 
are not strictly comparable to the self-injury in­
mates who are classified in this theme group. There 
is not the same sense of a continual struggle with 
feelings nor the same degree of helplessness or loss 
of contact with reality among inmates in the compar­
ison group. Comparison group inmates are having 
difficulty managing feelings, but they generally 
have the resources to deal with these problems. 
An angry reaction may be one of several optio~s. 
among the comparison inmates. Among the self- 1 nJur y 
inmates the reaction to stress is more akin to an 
explosion which involves a loss of contact with 
reali ty and possible self-injurious behavio~ .. For 
inmates in the self-injury group resort to lnJury 
reflects a more serious long term struggle than is 
true of inmates in the comparison group. 
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Percent of inmates in systematic random control group 
that fall into each crisis theme category 

Percent of inmates in self_injury group that fall into 
each crisis theme category (figures taken from Toch 
19'15:142) 

14. Self-Escape The crises described by rrtm in this 
category consist of "generalized painful states of 
f'ear". Many men may experience I?anic •. fr~m fr:e- . 
floating anxiety. Injury among lnmates 1~ thls grouplng 
may be seen as "an effort to preserve sanlty -or 
escape- that is made when ~he ~erson experiences strong, 
tension provoking destructlve lmpulses. Th: pers~n 
may feel disturbed by imagined threats comblned wlth 
experiences of his own destructive potential" (94). 

15. Self-Preservation "An attempt to escape.cu~ulating 
harm made when the person builds up the convlctlon 
that'he is in substantial physical danger from per­
vesive, all powerful enemies. The person ma~ destroy 
himself because he fears "imminent destructl0n by 
others" (1975: 94) • 

16. Self-Intervention A demand for pr~fessio~al help 
in the understanding and co~trol of one sown lmpulses 
and moods. The person makes a last ditch effort to 
secure such help through action because .verbal re­
quests fo~ help are seen as non product1 v e • 
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APPENDIX B 

Multiple Regression 

In general terms the multiple regression procedure is used to 
"explain" or "account for" the variation in a particular de­
pendent or criterion variable, such as, institutional miscon­
duct. The method provides the researcher with an assessment 
of how well a set of independent or predictor variables can, 
taken together, account for the variation in the dependent 
variable. Regression analYSis also permits us to measure the 
separate contribution towards explained variation made by 
each of several independent variables when it is considered 
in combination with other variables in the equation. In What 
is termed the forward solution (Kerlinger and Pedhazer 1577:285) 
the multiple regression procedure begins by selecting from among 
all the variables ~hat variable which is most highly correlated 
with the dependent variable. This variable constitutes the 
first item in a regression solution because it does the most 
"work" (Le. it has the highest correlation with the dependent 
variable) in explaining the dependent variable (in this case, 
institutional misconduct). In the next.~ep the regression 
procedure selects as a second item in the regression solution 
that variable which does the most work in explaining the 
variation in the dependent variable that remains after the 
first variable has done all the work that it can. In a Similar 
manner the third item in the regression solution is selected 
on the basis of its ability to explain the variation in the 
dependent variable that remains after variable one and two have 
done all the work that they can. In general the regression 
procedure ceases when it cannot find a variable that makes a 
statistically significant contribution in explaining the 
variation in the dependent variable over and above those variables 
that have already been selected. Or, the researcher may elect 
to stop selecting variables at a point where he believes that 
the addition of anyone or more variables to the equation would 
have no meaningful impact. 

Regression analYSis out-put provides us with an index (R~ 
or the coefficient of determination) of the predictive effi­
ciency of the regression solution. This statistic is an index 
of how well our set of predictors explain the variation in 
institutional misconduct. The importance of any given predictor 
variable as a factor that influences the dependent variable 
can be assessed by observing the contribution that it makes 
towards explaining variation in t~e dependent variable. This 
is done by noting the change in R (our measure of the extent 
to Which variation in the dependent variable is explained by 
the predict()r variables) that is prOduced When a variable is 
considered for inclusion in our regression solution. Hegressi()n 

.... 
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analysis output also provides us with statistics (called Standard­
ized regresion coefficients or beta weights) that indicate ~he 
relative effect on the dependent variable of each independent 
variable when the effects or other variables have been taken 
into account. Knowledge of the relative influence of each 
variable in a regressicn solution is particularly useful when 
our intent is to predict some future condition in a new sample 
of inmates because they indicate how scores on the predictor 
variables should be weighted so as to achieve the greatest 
predictive ability. 

The multiple regression technique is not without its weaknesses. 
There is a tendency for regression coefficients to change with 
different samples and to change when different numbemof inde­
pendent variables are used. The multiple regression technique, 
as does other statistical techniques, runs the risk of capital­
ization on chance variation. Due simply to chance variation 
some of the correlations between independent variables and 
between the dependent variable and the independent variables 
will be inflated in the sample population (that is, they are 
higher than their true values in the population). Since the 
regression procedure selects at each step those variables that 
are most highly correlated with the dependent variable it capital­
izes on the ervor variance that inflates some of the correlation 
coefficients in the sample. Consequently, the total variation 
explained by the predictor variables is also inflated or 
biased upward. If we were to apply the regression solution 
derived in one sample of inmates to a second sample of inmates 
(that is, we adjust the scores on the independent variable of 
the inmates in the second sample according to the weights 
derived for these predictor variables in the first sample) 
we will almost always find that when we compare the outcomes 
predicted by the regression equation that was derived from the 
first sample with the actual outcomes observed in the second 
sample we would see that our regression solution has done a 
poorer job of predicting outcomes in the second sample than it 
did in the first. This phenomenon is referred to as shrinkage. 
The differences between the total amount of variance accounted 
for in the first sample (often called the construction sample) 
and the total amount of variance accounted for in the second 
sample (often referred to as the validation sample) is an indi­
cator of the amount of bias or error due to chance effects that 
were present in the first sample. Simon provides US with a 
clear statement on the problem of shrinkage and the need for 
validation studies. 

Ie strong predictive relationships exist in the population 
they should be present in both samples (if these have 
been properly chosen) and the multiple regression will 
take them into account; but the validation will show 
up the bias resulting from the incorporation of chance 
effects present in the first sample. The predictive 
power of the regression equation, artificially high for 

.. 
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the first sample, will shrink to an unbiased estimate 
of its true level. Validation is thus an essential 
step in the making of a predictor, (1971:6). 

Unfortunately, in only a few cases have validation studies 
been conducted in researc~ efforts attempting to predict 
institutional misconduct. 

A 
For detailed analysis of the issues raised in this 

brief appendix see Gottfredson (1967), Francis (1971), 
and Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973). 
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