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ABSTRACT
The Victims’ Voices:
A Routine Activity Approach to Jail and Prison Victimization
by
Victor J. St. John

Advisor: Dr. Gohar Petrossian

The study explores the occurrence of victimization while incarcerated in American jails
and prisons. Consistent with the Routine Activity Approach — which explains that victimization
occurs due to the convergence of a suitable target and a motivated offender in time and space,
and the absence of a capable guardian, handler, and place manager —, this study investigates the
applicability of the approach within the correctional setting, namely the influence of place
management, access to informal guardians, and the victims’ perception of correctional officers’
capability on preventing victimization (the formal guardian). A mixed methods design was
employed, analyzing 87 semi-structured interviews with formerly incarcerated persons regarding
their experiences of confinement. Findings yield that: (1) within the correctional setting, actors in
the crime event can shift roles (e.g., go from guardian to offender) depending on the relationships
that exist among incarcerated persons and correctional officers; and (2) place management is not
associated with victimization but influences the underlying relationships among incarcerated
persons and correctional officers. The influence of, and association between additional concepts

from the Routine Activity Approach and victimization are explored as well.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

The original foci in the field of criminology and criminal justice were to understand why
persons commit crime, under what conditions crime occurs, and how society should ameliorate
these issues. In many instances, nationwide decreases in crime over time are accredited to
changes in the criminal justice system and changes in social norms, further perpetuating the need
for researchers and policy makers to continue investigating the ever-changing social processes
that contribute to crime and the criminal justice responses that elicit the most effective and
ethical reductions in crime. This research aims to contribute to that general discussion through
studying the incarcerated individuals’ perception of guardianship, access to guardians, and the
role of place management on victimization.

Prisons and jails are a place where individuals are confined together in close quarters
(Finney et al., 2013), a place where the likelihood of being victimized is high (Hogan et al.,
2017), and an environment where crime control is a necessity for the wellbeing of all occupants
(Castle & Martin, 2006). In the United States, people are incarcerated awaiting adjudication or
due to being convicted of a crime. On the global level, imprisonment is the most common form
of punishment, and the United States holds the highest incarceration rate (Felson, 2010). For
instance, the incarceration rate in the United States is 738 per 100,000 persons-four times greater
than the world’s average of 166 (Hartney, 2006).

Incarcerated individuals (Mansoor et al., 2015; Ross & Richards, 2003; Rotter et al.,
2005), correctional staff (Griffin et al., 2010; Venters, 2019), and researchers provide
descriptions of conditions inside prisons and jails. These narratives describe such conditions as
strict regimentation (Craig, 2004; Osgood et al., 1985; Wright et al., 1997), inmate-on-inmate

violence (Lahm, 2008; Lahm, 2017; Steiner, 2009), inmate-and-officer violence (Kauffman,



1986; Konda et al., 2013), inmate abuse (Arnold, Liebling, & Tait, 2007), dehumanization
(McCorkle et al., 1995; Sykes, 1958; Vick & McRay, 2018) overcrowding (Bartos & Kubrin,
2018; van Ginneken et al., 2017), uncleanliness or poor environmental upkeep (Sloan, 2012; St.
John et al., 2019), lack of social support while imprisoned (Arriola et al., 2015; Goffman, 1961;
Jiang & Winfree Jr.,2006; Yang & Perkins, 2018), and employee stress (Byrd et al., 2000; Cullen
et al., 1985; Lambert & Hogan, 2018). Due to these prevailing conditions, jails and prisons have
preventative policies in place to mitigate attributes of the carceral environment, including the
Prison Rape Elimination Act, which mandated access to mental health and medical services,
visitation rights, restrictive housing regulations, and other minimum standard provisions (Deitch
2012; Jacobson, 2017). However, even with regulatory policies in place, victimization and safety
remain an issue for both staff and inmates (Blitz et al., 2008; Kubiak et al., 2018).

For instance, the United States Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) provides insight into the
prevalence of sexual victimization within jails and prisons nation-wide. BJS highlights that
across prisons, jails, and other adult correctional facilities, an estimated 24,661 allegations of
sexual victimization were filed in 2015. Of these allegations, investigations concluded that 6%
were substantiated—-854 instances were perpetrated by incarcerated people, and 619 instances
perpetrated by staff members (Rantala, 2018). More broadly, BJS reports 67,168 allegations of
sexual victimization between the years 2012 and 2015, with 61,316 fully investigated and 8%
(5,187) substantiated (Rantala,2018). Although national aggregate statistics on general violence
across U.S. jails and prisons are sparse, some descriptions are available. The United States
Federal Bureau of Prisons (BOP) reports that in the first calendar quarter of 2019, a rate of 13
serious assaults and 273 less serious assaults on an inmate occurred for every 5,000 inmates in a

federal facility (BOP, 2019). Furthermore, a 2006 BJS survey highlights that 83,000 persons held



in local jails across the United States report being injured after admission into a given jail, and
7% (5,810) confide that it was due to a physical fight (Maruschak, 2006). Ultimately, the
victimization of people held in jail and prison is a phenomenon that many incarcerated people
experience or witness when one considers that: (a) tens-of-thousands of sexual assault allegations
are made and thousands of sexual assault allegations are substantiated in jails, prisons, and adult
correctional facilities nation-wide; (b) there is a prevalence of thousands of documented assaults
in federal prisons across the U.S.; and (c) there are thousands of reported injuries that occur due
to physical fights in local jails.

The occurrence of victimization during incarceration has an impact on an individual that
continues post-release. For example, the direct experience of violent victimization while
incarcerated increases the likelihood that a victim will engage in violent criminal behavior and
substance use post-release (Zweig et al., 2015); increases the difficulty for a person to reenter
society (Listwan, Hanley, & Colvin. 2012); and increases aggression, emotional distress and
antisocial behavior post-release (Boxer, Middlemass, & Delorenzo, 2009). In fact, simply
witnessing the victimization of another person while incarcerated increases the witnesses’ odds
of being arrested post-release or violating the conditions of parole (Daquin, Daigle, & Listwan,
2016) and being both a witness and victim of violence while incarcerated are associated with the
highest odds of committing violence in the community post-release (Zweig et al., 2015). When
coupled with additional barriers to reentry (e.g., housing, employment, education, social support
and health care), the formerly incarcerated person who was victimized or witnessed victimization
faces additional hurdles to reentry that may compromise the safety of others in the community

(Boxer, Middlemass, & Delorenzo, 2009; Daquin, Daigle, & Listwan, 2016) and the released



person themselves (Engstrom, Wimberly, & Franke, 2017; Listwan, Hanley, & Colvin. 2012;

Zweig et al., 2015).

Problem Statement

Victimization and safety remain an issue for both correctional staff and incarcerated
persons. All active prisons or jails in the United States emphasize the importance of achieving
and maintaining facility safety as per legislation that promulgates this responsibility (American
Bar Association, 2017; Mellow & Greifinger, 2007; Peirce, 2018). Generally, victimization in
jails and prisons arises because of inmate, officer, or administrative actions, or lack thereof
(Huebner. 2003). To facilitate safety, these institutions often implement core components of the
Routine Activity Approach, such as assigning correctional officers to supervise and prevent the
victimization of victims and targets, or by altering the routines of persons under correctional
control in order to reduce the likelihood that motivated offenders and suitable targets cross paths.
Moreover, the management of time and space through the housing placement and moving of
inmates, reduces the convergence of inmates that are at risk of victimization. An example of this
is the use of protective custody units where vulnerable targets of institutional victimization are
placed to reside (Alarid, 2000; Labrecque, 2018). In another instance, the classification of
persons who are mentally ill, disabled, geriatric, violent, non-violent, newly admitted,
transgender or have a gang affiliation, are additional factors considered in housing placements in
order to limit exposure to victimization (Mays, Winfree Jr., & Winfree, 2004). More extreme
measures to limit the convergence of potential offenders and targets in time and space are the
uses of restrictive housing, such as solitary confinement (Cochran et al., 2018; Haney, 2018).

The occurrence of victimization in correctional facilities contribute to an inmate’s fear

while incarcerated (Lane et al., 2018), while violence escalates the frequency of correctional



officer use of force to stop the crime event (Martin, 2018; Martin, 2018b). This brings forth the
question: how does one mediate victimization within prisons and jails. This study posits that an
examination of the social context that allows these events to happen in the first place and the
circumstances that mitigate victimization in the facilities are likely to answer that question.
Additionally, the study explores this through the lens of the Routine Activity Approach and
argues that the management of convergence in time and space is but one part of the reduction in
correctional victimization. Additional elements of the Routine Activity Approach are explored in
the explanation and reduction of victimization. Specifically, this research aims to answer the
following questions: (1) How does place management influence the likelihood of victimization
of inmates in jails and prisons?; (2) How does access to informal guardianship influence the
likelihood of victimization in jails and prisons?; and (3) How do the perceptions about the
capability of formal guardians influence the likelihood of victimization in jails and prisons?
This paper is outlined as follows: Section | provides an overview of the literature that
examines the factors associated with violent victimization in institutional corrections. Section 11
surveys the theoretical background of the Routine Activity Approach. Section 1l outlines the
empirical literature that used the Routine Activity Approach in the context of institutional
victimization and identifies gaps in the literature that this study aims to fill. Section IV
introduces the research design and methodology. Lastly, section V details the expected results,

implications for theory, and policy recommendations that would derive from these findings.



CHAPTER 2: VICTIMIZATION IN CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

The U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics (2019) defines a victim as the recipient of a criminal
act. The Bureau of Justice Statistics further outlines all forms of assault (e.g., sexual assault or
simple assault) as violent victimization (Oudekerk & Truman, 2017), like measures used in
recent victimization research (Ellison, 2017). In this paper, victimization is measured broadly by
the prevalence of four criminal acts reported by sample respondents, including physical assault
(L.e., physically hit), sexual assault (l.e., unwanted sexual contact), harassment (l.e., aggressive
press or intimidation), verbal assault (l.e., threat of physical harm), and poly-victimization (l,e.,
the experience of multiple forms of victimization). Section IV provides a detailed breakdown of
the measures outlined here.

The occurrence of victimization within correctional facilities is more often a byproduct of
individual- and facility-level factors and does not occur by random chance (National Institute of
Justice, 2016). Therefore, the use of evidence-based practices in the identification and prevention
of violence and victimization is of salience to correctional reform in the United States
(Hutchinson, Keller & Reid, 2009). However, research on victimization in institutional
corrections is few and far between. While the research on victimization in jails and prisons is

scant, the former has received the short end of the empirical investigations (Ellison, 2017).

Jail and Prison

The limited research within jail compared to prison becomes a point of discussion when
one considers the distinct nature of both penal institutions. Generally, jails house individuals
awaiting a court’s decision or persons who have received a sentence under a year, whereas
prisons house individuals convicted of a crime who are sentenced for over a year (Harlow,

1998). Regarding population size, estimates of the U.S. show up to 9 million unique persons



housed within a jail on an annual basis (Sawyer & Wagner, 2019), a 504% increase compared to
annual U.S. prison estimates of 1,489,363 (Bronson & Carson, 2017). Moreover, because prisons
are built for longer term stays compared to jail, the resources prisons are equipped with for
managing the prison population are typically better than jail, including resources for vocational,
educational, mental health, health, legal, and recreation services. Aside from being environs
under researched for victimization, jails are more populated, contain both sentenced and
unsentenced persons, and have less resources when compared to prisons. In examining
correctional facilities, this study will utilize data from both types of settings to explore

victimization within institutional corrections, capturing representation from both jail and prison.
Risk Factors

Research on the crime event within correctional facilities often ranges from the analysis
of official data on correctional agencies (Beck, Berzofsky, & Caspar, 2013; Beck et al., 2014;
Sung, 2010), to self-reported surveys of incarcerated persons (O'Donnell & Edgar; Ricciardelli &
Sit, 2016) regarding collective violence, such as riots, and individual violence, such as inmate-
on-inmate violence (Lee, 2016). Literature outlines various predictors of victimization in jail and
prison. Some individual-level risk factors include: an individual’s education; history of previous
incarceration; the current offense the person is charged with; the individual’s age, race, and
family ties; length of stay; previous victimization while incarcerated; history of violently
victimizing others while incarcerated; mental health status; income; and physical weight.
Facility-level factors associated with violence include such factors as the facility population size;

placement within solitary confinement; and facility staffing.

Individual-level Risk Factors



Age. Criminological and neurological science research suggests that there are
developmental differences among persons under the age of 25 (Moffitt, 2017; Scott & Steinberg,
2008). Increases in an individual’s age are also associated with decreases in violence among
incarcerated persons (Worrall & Morris, 2012). In the correctional setting, persons of younger
age are disproportionately victimized (Cooley, 1993; Listen et al., 2014; O’Donnell & Edgar,
1998; Toman, 2017b; Wolff et al., 2009; Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013) and more likely to
victimize others (Kerbs, 2007; Lahm, 2009). Neurological development and psychosocial
maturity among youth and adults differ (Arredondo, 2003; Fareri et al., 2008; Tottenham &
Galvan, 2016)-lending a hand in the explanation of age as a predictor of victimization. These
differences create a significant chasm in the cognitive ability and emotional regulation between
the two groups. At the age of 25, most human beings will acquire full maturation of their
prefrontal cortex—the anatomical source of the neurological and psychosocial distinctions
(Cauffman et al., 2018). Persons who have experienced or are experiencing trauma can have a
delay in this development, exceeding the age of 25 for brain development. Associated outcomes
with these developmental differences include poor reasoning skills, instant gratification,
impulsiveness (Steinberg, 2007; Steinberg et al., 2008), sensation seeking behavior (Steinberg et
al., 2008), disregard for long-term consequences (Steinberg et al., 2009), and risk-taking
propensities (Albert et al., 2013; Fareri 2008; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Steinberg, 2008).

Sex. Men have higher odds than women of being physically assaulted while incarcerated
(Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013). However, compared to men, women have significantly greater
odds of being sexually victimized while incarcerated—odds that are four times greater than that of
men (Wolff, Blitz, Shi, Bachman, & Siegel, 2006). To intensify the concern, female offenders

already report experiencing physical or sexual abuse pre-incarceration (Gilmore, Walsh, Badour,



Ruggiero, Kilpatrick, & Resnick, 2018). Furthermore, while incarcerated, women report higher
rates of sexual victimization compared to men. In their study, for example, Beck, Berzofsky,
Caspar, & Kerbs (2013) found that women with serious psychological distress and non-
heterosexual orientations are among the highest sub-groups who report sexual victimization
behind bars-an overlap of sex, sexuality, and mental health concerns. Additionally, White
women and women with two or more races report higher rates of sexual victimization than Black
women, and college-educated women report higher rates of sexual victimization than those who
have less than a High School degree-highlighting the salience of race and education in sexual
victimization. Central to the victimization variations between incarcerated men and women are
mental health issues (Swavala, Riley, & Subramanian, 2016). Incarcerated women have
disproportionately more severe mental health histories than men (Bronson, Zimmer, &
Berzofsky, 2017), a finding that is also impacted by the inclination of incarcerated women to
speak about their mental health issues compared to incarcerated men (James & Glaze, 2006).
Race. Race plays a vital role in the likelihood of a person entering jail or prison, with
persons often detained because of the disproportionate minority contact with the police
(Blumstein, 1993). Additionally, African Americans are five times more likely to be incarcerated
compared to their White counterparts (Hetey & Eberhardt, 2018). Variations in race are also
consistently associated with victimization and violence while incarcerated (Worrall & Morris,
2012). Black individuals are less likely to be intentionally injured compared to White individuals
while incarcerated (Toman, 2017b) or report that they were injured during a violent interaction
that ended in injury (Worrall & Morris, 2012). Mumola’s (2005) study of a representative sample

of persons incarcerated in the United States show that White individuals have higher averages of



death by homicide than African Americans in prison, and an equal rate of death by homicide in
jail when compared to African Americans.

Education. Research shows that incarcerated persons with higher education levels have
lower odds of participating in institutional violence (Worrall & Morris, 2012), but the more
education a person has prior to imprisonment the higher the odds are that they will experience
violence, property, sexual, and verbal victimization (Lahm, 2015). Beck, Berzofsky, Caspar, &
Krebs (2013) found that incarcerated men and women who had college degree were at higher
odds of sexual victimization compared to persons who did not complete high school.
Wooldredge & Seiner (2013) also found that the incidence of assaults on incarcerated individuals
was highest for persons with high school degrees or more in comparison with individuals who
did not have education at a high school level or higher.

Gang Membership. Gang affiliation plays a vital role in the likelihood of victimization
behind bars and is often perceived as a means of protection from violence (Reid & Listwan,
2018). Studies show that while gang membership increases the odds of violent encounters
(Lindegaard & Gear, 2014; Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013; Worrall & Morris, 2012), gang
members also become victims themselves at higher rates than non-gang members (Fox, Lane, &
Akers, 2013; Fox, Rufino, & Kercher, 2012). A key component of gang membership is that
persons are exposed to delinquent peers, which, in turn, is a significant predictor of a person
becoming victimized (Schreck & Fisher, 2004; Turanovic, 2019). Gang affiliation and the odds
of being victimized may be further nuanced when overlapped with other individual-level factors.
For instance, Worrall & Morris (2012) find that among gang members, their age, prior

incarceration, and sentence lengths moderate the odds of engaging in inmate-on-inmate violence

10



that ends in injury. Therefore, a combination of predictors of being a victim and gang affiliation
may also increase the odds of becoming a victim—a point that will be tested later in the study.

Perceptions. Listwan et al., (2014) demonstrates the salience of an incarcerated person’s
perception of their carceral experience and the poly victimization that a person experiences while
incarcerated. The researchers found that an incarcerated persons’ perception of a prison
environment and of how correctional officers treat them were significant predictors that the
incarcerated person experienced multiple forms of victimization. Specifically, perceptions that a
prison environment was hostile, and that correctional officers mistreat incarcerated persons were
associated with the increased odds that an individual reported experiencing multiple forms of
victimization (i.e., theft, fighting, verbal harassment, and sexual assault) during their
imprisonment. Contradictory to this result, Ellison (2017) found that positive perceptions of
correctional officers were significant predictors that an individual was victimized (threatened or
physically hit) in jail by another inmate. Given the scarce research on the relationship between
the perceptions of correctional officers and the prevalence of victimization, this is a primary gap
in the literature that this study will address.

Criminal History and Length of Incarceration. First, previous incarcerations can
predict the likelihood of future inmate-on-inmate assaults and inmate-on-staff assaults
(Caravaca-Sanchez, 2018), and infractions for sexual violence (Hilinski-Rosick, 2018).
Furthermore, previous incarcerations also increase the likelihood that someone will become a
victim behind bars (Steiner et al., 2017; Teasdale et al., 2016). Secondly, the time an individual
spends within a correctional setting is positively associated with the odds of the person’s
involvement in violence while incarcerated (Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013; Worrall & Morris,

2012) and persons incarcerated for longer periods of time are more likely they are to become

11



victims as well (Steiner et al., 2017; Toman, 2017b). Lastly, the type of crime am individual is
charged for influences victimization outcomes. For example, persons incarcerated on a violent
charge or conviction have higher odds of engaging in violence while in a correctional facility
(Caravaca-Sanchez, 2018; Hilinski-Rosick, 2018; Lahm, 2016; Worrall & Morris, 2012), as well
as increased odds of becoming victims while incarcerated compared to persons with a non-
violent charge (Toman, 2017b).

Social Capital. Incarcerated persons who have fewer visits are at higher risks to use
violence to prevent their own victimization-a maladaptive coping strategy (Reid & Listwan,
2018). This may be due to the need of social support during traumatic experiences, such as
incarceration. Lack of social support is a further contributor, with studies yielding that
incarcerated persons who are unmarried have higher odds of receiving an infraction for sexual
violence while incarcerated compared to a person who is single (Hilinski-Rosick, 2018);
unmarried persons are more likely to display violent behavior while incarcerated; while
individuals with children are less likely to display violent behavior (Toman 2017b). Inversely,
individuals without children are more likely to become victims (Toman, 2017b).

Other Individual-level Risk Factors. Traumatic childhood experiences, income, mental
health status and body weight have also been found to be risk factors for violent victimization.
For instance, Walsh et al. (2012) found that childhood sexual abuse, emotional abuse, and
physical neglect are associated with an individual becoming a victim of forceful and coercive
sexual contact in prison. Furthermore, while socioeconomic status influences the chances of
confinement in jail and prison (Pettit & Western, 2004), income also plays a role in institutional
violence. Persons who reported higher levels of income prior to incarceration are at higher odds

to display violent behavior (l.e., assaults, weapons, or attempted escapes) while incarcerated
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(Toman, 2017b; Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013), and increased the odds of becoming victimized
(Toman, 2017b). This is similar to the finding that persons formerly employed also have higher
odds of becoming victimized while incarcerated (Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013). Additionally,
while few studies show that incarcerated women with a mental health issue have been found to
be perpetrators as opposed to victims (Lahm, 2016), other studies have found that both men and
women with mental health issues are more likely to be physically victimized (Blitz, Wolf, & Shi,
2008; Toman, 2017b) and experience multiple types of victimizations (Listwan et al., 2014).
Research also suggests that persons who are victimized are more likely to physically weigh
fewer pounds than the inmate that assaulted them-a 10lb average in weight difference (Lahm,
2016).
Facility-level Risk Factors

Physical Setting. Historically, larger facilities are found to experience higher rates of
inmate-on-inmate assaults, inmate-on-staff assaults, and riots (McCorkle, 1947). Current
research confirms these historical trends, showing higher inmate-on-inmate, inmate-on-staff
assaults in larger facilities (Caravaca-Sanchez, 2018; McCorkle et al., 1995). Studies also show
that the size of the correctional edifices is predictive of inmate behaviors (Scott et al., 2018).
Glazener & Nakamura (2018) add additional insight to the understanding of facility size and the
likelihood of inmate victimization, finding that the number of persons incarcerated is a
marginally significant predictor of violent misconduct (e.g., instances of fights or assaults)
within prison. While correctional facilities represent the apex of state control and deprivation of
freedom (St. John & Blount-Hill, 2018), the use of further physically restrictive settings within a
facility also influences victimization. For instance, persons who spend twenty-three hours in a

cell are more likely to become victims while incarcerated (Toman, 2017b). Specifically,
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Toman’s (2017b) analysis of a nationally representative sample of 13,981 state prisoners in the
U.S. found that spending 23 hours inside a cell significantly predicted the likelihood of
victimization (l.e., being intentionally injured while in prison). Additionally, the security level of
a facility (Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009), the sex, race, and the offense charge (violent or
nonviolent) composition influence the odds of victimization within a correctional facility
(Teasdale et al., 2016).

As policy makers continue to investigate ways to curb the victimization of persons within
the correctional setting, it is important for researchers to continue to verify the individual and
facility level predictors associated with victimization that have been found in other research
studies, as well as explore understudied and emerging factors that may be of salience. Lastly, it is
not only the identification of risk factors that are necessary to combat victimization, but the
nesting of research and findings into a theoretical framework that in turn allows for a final
discussion on a theory of change. This study begins to explore the predictors of victimization
using a theoretical framework and concludes with a discussion on theoretical and policy

implications.
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Proximate Literature: Central Tenets of The Routine Activity Approach
“Rather than emphasizing the characteristics of offenders, with this approach we
concentrate upon the circumstances in which they carry out predatory criminal act. Most

criminal acts require convergence in space and time of likely offenders, suitable target,
and the absence of capable guardians against crime.” (Cohen and Felson, 1979, p.1)

In 1979, Lawrence Cohen and Marcus Felson published their Routine Activity Approach
in the American Sociological Review, explaining the U.S. crime rates of 1947-1974 through their
framework. In it, they posited that a likely offender, suitable target, and capable guardian are
three components necessary for the crime event. Moreover, they repeatedly reinforced the
position that temporal organization as outlined in Hawley (1950) and space; the actual place
where persons overlap, are the ecological components to direct contact predatory crime.
Moreover, changes in a person’s routine activities within and outside of the household contribute
to the likelihood of the convergence between the motivated offender and suitable target. Felson
later explains that the latter includes both a convergence in physical space and cyberspace
(Felson, 2010).

The first element of the crime event defined by Cohen and Felson is the likely offender,
or the person with the criminal inclination and the means to carry out such inclination. The
offender is understood as an ever-present actor or a constant across all crime events. While there
is no explicit statement of a rational thinking offender, further understanding of all three
elements of the crime event provides support for the presence of the classical school
epistemology. In the correctional setting, an example of the likely offender would be an
incarcerated person or correctional staff member.

The second element for the crime event is the suitable target, which is described as an

object or person that the offender perceives as suitable. Suitability is outlined by Cohen and
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Felson (1979) in the terms of value, visibility, accessibility and inertia. These sub concepts are
further operationalized through the perspective of the motivated offender, with value being the
symbolic or material desirability of an object or person; visibility being the physical presence of
an object or person; accessibility being used in the original text to describe the ability of an
offender to enter the place or location of the target; and inertia referring to the “inertia of a target
against illegal treatment by offenders”. The latter is inclusive of an object or person’s weight,
size, ability to resist attack. In the correctional setting, an example of the suitable target could be
an incarcerated person, correctional staff members, or property belonging to someone else.

The final element of the crime event is the capable guardian, or the protective agents
against criminality. Cohen and Felson (1979) acknowledge that their definition of guardianship
is vague:

“The analytical distinction between target and guardian is not important in those cases

where a personal target engages in self-protection from direct-contact predatory

violations. We leave open for the present the question of whether a guardian is effective

or ineffective in all situations. We also allow that various guardians may primarily
supervise offenders, targets or both. These are questions for future examination.” (p. 4)

While their original explanation of a guardian is vague, they acknowledge that a guardian and
target may be interchangeable. This leads to the logical inference that guardians can be both
objects and persons who stop crime from occurring. In the correctional setting, the guardian may
be an incarcerated person, correctional staff member, or safety nets of support or persons that are
external to the institution.

Cohen and Felson (1979) further support the approach through a macro level examination
of national crime trends, finding that activities near the home and with relatives yield lower rates
of victimization due to the concentration of guardians. Furthermore, a person is more likely to be
victimized when alone compared to when in a group with others. Similarly, motor vehicle thefts

were related to whether a vehicle was located close or far from one’s place of residence. In
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addition, motor vehicle theft and the stealing of electronic appliances resulted in the highest rate
of illegal removals versus theft of furniture or non-electronic household items due to the value
and inertia of the property. The authors further highlighted that crime rates were correlated with
the increase in activities outside of the household-such as the number of women in the labor

force, or the number of persons enrolled in higher education.

Proximate Literature: A Second Tier of Actors

The Routine Activity Approach expanded overtime, explaining that there are additional
actors that influence the crime event. The original approach was synthesized with Hirschi’s
Social Control Theory, redefining the role of the likely offender. In it, the characteristics of the
likely offender now matter. Felson (1986) argues that the attachment a likely offender has toward
someone can reduce the chances of them engaging in criminal activity. Specifically, a “handler”
or person who intimately knows the offender-the person being handled- can reduce the chances
of the crime event occurring. Furthermore, organizing the community in a way where everyone
is familiar with the people who live there, including the likely offender, also increases the chance
of someone “handling” or informally preventing said person from criminal activity (Felson,
1995). Additional studies also find that more youth who socialize without the presence of an
authority figure engage in delinquency (Osgood & Anderson, 2004) and substance use (Osgood
et al., 1988). Thus, the understanding of the crime event expands to encompass both a formal
presence who protects the suitable target-the capable guardian- and an informal presence who
controls the offender-the handler. Inside a correctional facility, the handler may be another
incarcerated person, a correctional staff member, or a person external to the facility who has

developed a level of attachment with the motivated offender.
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Remaining undisputed is the argument that convergence of space and time is a necessary
condition for social interaction between people to take place (Felson, 1981). Felson goes on to
argue that urbanization and globalization facilitate changes in social interactions, such as the
presence of restaurants, apartments, malls, or the placement of streets. Often such places displace
the order of routines within a given area, causing an increase in the convergence of likely
offenders and targets. It becomes problematic when the owners of a specific place and property
cannot guarantee safety over the areas outside of their businesses where a significant amount of
people crossing paths occur (Felson, 1987). Eck (1994) later expands the understanding of
ownership by arguing that there is another piece to the crime triangle-the place manager. The
place manager surveils the place at which persons converge. It is at this place that the owner or
owner’s representative ensure a smooth operation of the place, a tenet that promotes the logic
that a well surveilled place should have less occurrences of crime compared to places without
surveillance. In the correctional setting, examples of a place manger could be correctional
maintenance contractors, incarcerated persons, or other correctional staff members.

Subsidiary Literature: Additional Aspects of the Routine Activity Approach
Rationality Revisited

Returning to the earlier position of offender rationality, the underlying classical
criminology framework of the time can be observed in Cohen and Felson’s original approach.
For instance, there is an acceptance of the rational thinking offender in the theorists” argument
that a suitable target is one that is visible, accessible, of value, and has inertia. If man were not a
calculating actor in the crime event, then a target’s value and inertia would not matter in the
crime event. That is, the crime event would be attempted upon convergence of offender and

victim, regardless of the symbolic value, monetary value, weight or size of a target. Here, Cohen
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and Felson implicitly speak to the rational dimension of the motivated offender. The motivated
offender is one who decides who or what to target based on what the offender perceives to be
suitable. Thus, the house burglar faced with the opportunity to burglarize several homes in a
neighborhood, will target the homes based on their perceptions of risk and reward-suitability.

In subsequent studies, Felson (1987), further discussed the thought process of the likely
offender. Specifically, he explained that offenders commit crimes based on the principles of
Least Effort and Most Obvious. The former relates to criminals naturally exerting the least
amount of effort to accomplish a task, usually breaking the law near places they frequent. The
latter explains that criminals target objects that are overtly worth money, or people who they
perceive to be targets of value. Individual characteristics and actions of victims further explain
their victimization. For instance, Fisher, Daigle, and Cullen (2009) find that the lifestyles of
sexually victimized women are predictors of their initial and recurrent victimization, but more
predictive of recurrent victimization is whether they took self-protective actions during the first
encounter. Individual victim characteristics also matter. TenEyck & Barnes (2018) complement
the research on the individuality of the victim, showing that persons with higher risk factors
(e.g., delinquent peers), and less protective factors (e.g., attachment with mother), are more
likely to go from being a victim to offender, and the same relationship exists inversely.

As for the presence of a capable guardian, the presumption of offender rationality is not
quite clear due to the burden of interference belonging to the guardian. That is, a guardian can
intervene to stop a criminal event regardless if an offender is presumed thinking rationally or not.
There is no support in the original framework to show that the presence of a guardian affects an
offender’s rationality, contrary to the presence of a suitable target. What can be argued from

Cohen and Felson’s (1979) guardian is that both the guardian and the victim are mere actors
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within a rationally developed approach of understanding the crime event. Specifically, given that
(a) the guardian or crime control agent is portrayed as an object or person that supervises either
the victim or the target, and (b) the roles of guardian and target are interchangeable, and (c) a
change in the routines of the target or the guardian dictates the fluctuations of crime, the
approach supports that crime can be controlled through a logical manipulation of the spaces that
guardians and targets frequent.

The Individual and the Social. Individuality of the offender has since evolved into
understanding the individual-social relationship on crime propensity. This interaction is best
conceptualized under Wortley’s (1998, 2001, or 2008) Situational Precipitators, and Cornish and
Clarke’s (2003) response.

“Situations can present cues that prompt an individual to perform criminal behavior;

they can exert social pressure on an individual to offend; they can weaken moral

prohibitions and so permit potential offenders to commit illegal acts; and they can
produce emotional arousal that provokes a criminal response.” (Wortley, 2001, p.65)

Wortley (2001) argues that without certain antecedents, the likely offender would be at lower
odds to enter the decision-making process behind committing a crime. Essentially, the criminal
event is two-folded, where the opportunity to commit a crime follows the situational
precipitation of crime. Wortley (2001) outlines several types of precipitators that precede crime
and provides strategies to reduce them: prompts, pressures, permissions, and provocations.
Jacobs & Wright (1999) also address the individual-social dynamic of motivated offenders.
Through their interviews of 86 active robbers, the researchers found that risk factors associated
with criminal propensity were mediated by the conduct norms of street culture. Influential to the
understanding of the Routine Activity Approach is the relationship found between social context
and the decision-making process of the offender. Utilizing an ethnographic approach, Jacobs et

al. (2003) conducted a study of carjackers, finding variations in their decision to engage in crime,
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which depended on not only the opportunity, but also the needs and wants, as well as it being
normalized within the community. In the correctional setting, situational precipitators that may
increase the chance of engaging in crime for an incarcerated person could be them learning that
their request to visit a sick family member was denied, the property in their cell has been stolen,
their visitations for the week canceled, and that their commissary account is under extortion.
Cornish and Clarke (2003) take it further and argue for the inclusion of situational factors
in the decision-making process to offend. Both scholars argue that the decision-making research
in the social sciences, economics, and various fields, should be brought together to inform
criminal justice policy and research, on offender decision making models. Essentially, they argue
that within the context of the crime event, researchers must specifically target crimes through
specific models, and not through broad theoretical strokes. Additionally, they propose that the
motivated offender is understood at four distinct stages: the crime onset, the criminal event, the

continuance of criminal behavior, and the desistance from crime.
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Super Controllers. Germane to the expansion of the Routine Activity Approach is
Sampson et al.’s (2010) concept of super controllers, better defined as social elements that
provide incentives for controllers-handlers, managers, and guardians- to perform their respective
duties. The underlying logic of the super controller develops the Routine Activity Approach into
a three-tiered system, where the first tier consists of the offender and victim; the second tier
consists of the guardian, handler, and place manager; and the third consists of the social elements
or super controllers. In the correctional setting, a super controller may be the chief commissioner
of the department of correction, or bodies of government that control the salaries of correctional
staff.

Originally, the Routine Activity Approach was a framework that initially explained
predatory criminal behavior as a result of persons physically crossing paths at the same time and
at the same location (i.e., space). Cohan and Felson (1979) emphasized that the convergence of a
likely offender-whose individual characteristics did not matter-, and a suitable target, as well as
the absence of a capable guardian to be the fundamental explanation for crime. Several iterations
later, the approach has further expanded to include:

(1) a breakdown of how non-predatory crimes can be approached through this framework;
(2) characteristics of the likely offender, the presence of and attachment to a handler;

(3) the individual characteristics of the suitable target and the presence of a capable guardian;
(4) the place of convergence and the manager of said place;

(5) the situational prompts, pressures, permissions, and provocations of the criminal event

Figure | provides a basic conceptual illustration of the crime event.
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Target / Victim -

8 Offender

Figure I: The crime event explained by the Routine Activity Approach
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CHAPTER 4: THE APPLICATION OF THE ROUTINE ACTIVITY APPROACH TO
INSTITUTIONAL VICTIMIZATION

Research on victimization within institutional corrections has primary relied on the
deprivation and importation theoretical models (Lahm, 2016; Listwan, Daigle, Hartman, &
Guastaferro, 2014; McKendy & Ricciardelli, 2019; Toman, 2017). Supporters of the former
argue that victimization occurs as a result of incarcerated persons having restrictions placed on
their freedoms—deprivation, and proponents of the latter endorse the argument that incarcerated
persons bring in characteristics that contribute to the culture of victimization—importation
(Hochstetler & DeLisi, 2005; Lahm, 2016; Toman, 2017). The theoretical applications used to
explain carceral victimization also vary and include the use of Control Theory (Kerley et al.,
2009; Steiner & Wooldredge, 2009), Grounded Theory and Administrative Control Theory
(Ricciardelli, 2016), Social Disorganization Theory (Fox et al., 2012), to Conflict Theory
(Worrall & Morris, 2012).

The Routine Activity Approach has been rarely tested to explain carceral victimization,
although researchers continue to urge for further applications of the framework (Ellison, 2017;
Listwan et al., 2014; O'Donnell & Edgar; Steiner, Ellison, Butler, & Cain, 2017; Teasdale, 2016;
Wooldredge & Steiner, 2013; Wooldredge, 1994). Teasdale et al. (2016) used a representative
sample of 17,640 inmates incarcerated in 326 state and federal prisons. The survey data used in
Teasdale’s study was originally collected by the U.S. Department of Justice in 2004. The
researchers sought to understand whether individual risk factors for victimization vary by
gender, and whether contextual variables predict victimization when holding individual risk
factors constant. The findings from their study outlined what characteristics made a person a
suitable target in prison. First, the researchers found that, contextual variables mattered: the sex

of a facility’s occupants; multiracial proportions; proportion of offenders with a violent criminal

24



conviction; and major infractions predicted victimization occurrences within a facility.
Furthermore, individual-level risk factors that predicted victimization included a person’s body
mass index, race, marital status, offense type, alcohol and drug use, having a work assignment
while incarcerated, incarceration history, program participation, and mental health disorders.
Teasdale and colleagues further examined the individual-level risk factors for gendered
differences and showed that drug use, prior military experience infraction history, and having a
personality disorder varied in significance and magnitude for predicting victimization among
males and females.

In Teasdale et al. (2016), the Routine Activity Approach is referenced in the review of
literature and conclusions by the scholars. The authors cited the Routine Activity Approach as a
theoretical justification for the associated outcomes, with their policy implications being to
identify suitable targets and the reduction of interactions between suitable targets with other
groups. However, the Routine Activity Approach’s concepts are absent in their analytical
models—constructed as a volley of predictors that are more clearly explained as routine activities
elements post-hoc analysis, and the researchers do not examine any additional actors in the crime
event (e.g., capable guardians, handlers, or motivated offenders). This study will use the Routine
Activity Approach as its theoretical framework and as its foundation in the choice of variables to
be used in the models.

Steiner et al., (2017) also examine the routine activities of incarcerated persons in their
systematic review of violent victimization studies between 1980 to 2014. The researchers’
review set an inclusion criterion that captured studies that measured an incarcerated individual’s
routine. The systematic review generated eleven measurements for individual routines that

included: (1) inmate housed in general population, (2) involved in prison work assignments, (3)
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involved in educational or vocational programs, (4) involved in recreation activities, (5) received
visits, (6) history of prison misconduct, (7) perceived safety of prison, (8) favorable attitude
towards staff, (9) perceptions of prison programs, and (10) time served. Their review yielded
positive relationships between all the aforementioned variables and the likelihood of violent
victimization, apart from variables on whether a person is housed in general population, involved
in education or vocational program, and perceived safety of prison.

Listwan et al. (2014) analyze risk of poly-victimization among a sample of 1642 adult
men released from prison in Ohio. The authors regressed the odds of experiencing multiple types
of victimization in prisons against environmental factors, target vulnerability/importation, and
protective/lifestyle factors. Their research yielded evidence showing that individuals who
attended religious services and individuals with negative perception of the prison environment (a
five-item scale on feeling afraid, unsafe, threatened, becoming someone’s property, or beaten up)
had increased odds of poly-victimization. On the other hand, being older in age, White, and
having a perception that correctional officers do not mistreat inmates significantly lowered the
odds of experiencing poly-victimization

Wooldredge & Steiner (2013) randomly sample 5,640 people incarcerated from all state
prisons in Ohio and Kentucky. The primary goal of the researchers was to identify the routine
activities that predicted victimization. Specifically, the researchers created metrics to measure
the concepts of “target vulnerability” and “inmate activities”. Their analysis found a mixed
relationship between an inmate’s activities in prison and prevalence of victimization. The
number of hours an individual spent engaging in recreational activities decreased the prevalence
of victimization, while the number of weekly job hours increased the prevalence of assault.

Target vulnerability factors that were significant predictors of being assaulted included the
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number of months served in the facility, whether a person engaged in theft in the previous 6
months, whether a person engaged in violent misconduct in the last 6 months, their security
level, and whether they were employed at their arrest. Target factors that significantly reduced
the likelihood of being assaulted included the age of the individual, whether they were
incarcerated for a violent crime, whether they were a general population inmate, and whether
they perceived correctional officers as being fair.

The researchers then examined the incidence of assaultive behavior among the same
population. Their analysis yielded results that showed a mixed relationship between an inmate’s
activities and incidence of being victimized. The number of hours an individual spent in
recreational activities decreased their odds of being assaulted, while the number of hours spent
working a job increased the odds of being assaulted. Predictors of the incidence of assault
victimization included being a male, having a high school degree or higher, security level,
engagement in violence in the last 6 months, and engagement in theft in the last 6 months.
Additionally, predictors that lowered the likelihood for incidences of assault victimization were
comprised of age, being incarcerated on a violent charge, and perceiving correctional officers as
fair.

Drawing a sample of 743 incarcerated persons and 205 correctional officers in a large
Midwestern jail, Ellison (2017) found that the number of times a person was threatened and odds
of being assaulted were predicted by a victim’s routine, target suitability, and guardianship. In
summary, vulnerabilities and antagonistic behavior were more predictive of victimization for
incarcerated persons. For correctional officers, their routine (e.g., having a night shift or the
number of inmates talked with per shift) and perceptions of guardianship (e.g. family support)

were predictive of them being victimized. Specific predictors of an inmate being assaulted
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included their number of days served, being victimized prior to incarceration, participation in
violence while incarcerated, and officer legitimacy. Additionally, having a high school diploma
or greater, and a person’s body mass index were predictors that an incarcerated person was less
likely to be assaulted behinds bars. For the correctional officer sample, predictors of being
assaulted included being assigned to a housing unit, assignment to admissions/booking, and
officers who perceived that they had an unreasonable amount of work per shift.

All in all, the suitability of the target, and in some cases the role of guardianship are the
primary Routine Activity elements examined in research related to victimization in correctional
facilities. However, the Routine Activity Approach introduces several other actors that play a
role in the crime event-the handler, the place manager, and the motivated offender. This study
assists in strengthening the growing body of literature on routine activities by studying the role

of the victim, the guardian, and place manager in correctional victimization.

Gaps in the Literature

While past research used the Routine Activity Approach to examine the carceral setting,
certain gaps remain, and the current study aims to fill these gaps. More specifically, this study
adds to the literature by: (a) using both jail and prison samples to explore routine activities and
victimization; (b) juxtaposing the Routine Activity Approach, poly victimization and distinct
victimization types in the jail setting; (c) incorporating qualitative analyses when exploring
routine activities and victimization in jails and prisons; and (d) examining various untested
Routine Activity concepts in jail and prison settings.
Routine Activities, Victimization and Jail Samples

This research will fill the first gap in the literature by testing the Routine Activity

Approach in jail facilities. Except for Ellison (2017), the reviewed research on the Routine
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Activity Approach and correctional victimization utilized samples that are representative of
prisons. This presents a particularly limited understanding of victimization because jails have
higher rates of people admitted, compared to prisons. Although prisons report higher proportions
of victimization for certain forms of victimization—e.g., 4% of state and federal inmates report
sexual victimization within the first 12 months of admission compared to 3.2% of jail inmates
(Beck et al., 2014), jails are particularly crucial to study due to the yearly population turnover of
individuals. More than ten million people are admitted to jails each year, an estimated nine
million of which are individuals jailed for the first time that year (Sawyer & Wagner, 2019). Ten
million also represents nearly 19 times the number of admissions to prisons (Subramanian et al.,
2015). Additionally, jails are comprised of a large proportion of the incarcerated population, with
over 740,000 persons under jail confinement in the U.S. (Kaeble & Cowhig, 2018). This also
represents major growth since the 1980s, when the average daily population of US jails was
approximately 200,000 (Beck, 1991). There is also an increased likelihood of people having
spent time in jail as opposed to prison in the U.S. Thus, while the rates of victimization within
the first 12 months of prison may be higher, the number of unique individuals who are held in
jail yearly exposes more persons to the risk of victimization. Therefore, the empirical
investigation of jail conditions is crucial to the wellbeing of millions of people who cycle in and
out of jail, and this study utilizes a sample representative of jail victimization.
Distinct Forms of Victimization and Poly Victimization

Ellison (2017) measures the concept of victimization as an aggregation of both threats of
assault and actual assaults (i.e., being hit), providing a need for researchers to: (a) strictly
examine instances of assaults without grouping it with threats; and (b) explore the various types

of victimization that occur in jail (e.g., sexual assault or physical assault). As researchers further
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probe into victimization in correctional facilities, an understanding of the distinct forms of
victimization—ungrouped from others—allows for a niched examination and the creation of
tailored approaches to preventative victimization interventions. Furthermore, because of the
researchers’ use of one measurement for victimization, Ellison (2017) did not investigate poly
victimization or being a victim of multiple forms of victimization, as in Listwan et al (2014).
Although understanding risk factors associated with distinct victimization assists with tailored
preventative strategies, persons are often vulnerable to various forms of victimization (Listwan et
al, 2014). This paper highlights the need to remove the aggregation of different victimizations to
create form fitting policies for specific occurrences of victimization. The grouping of various
forms of victimization into one or combining it with threats of victimization clouds the ability to
individually gauge the various victimizations. Therefore, this study examines both the distinct
forms of victimization, as well as the risk factors associated with becoming vulnerable to various
forms of victimization while incarcerated—filling a gap in the routine activities and jail
victimization literature.
Absence of Qualitative Explorations

Thirdly, this research builds upon previous studies by using mixed methods. None of the
past studies on the matter of victimization and the Routine Activity Approach delve into a
qualitative analysis. That is, a qualitative approach will give a more in-depth understanding of
why and how victimization occurs by applying the lens of the Routine Activity Approach. This
study intends to fill that void through an exploratory design taxonomy development model,
where the primary model utilizes qualitative techniques. Section IV outlines the research design

and methods in detail.

30



Untested Concepts

Several concepts of the Routine Activity Approach will be tested, including place
management and guardianship. Past research does not provide information on the empirically
tested relationship between the perceptions of place management and victimization in jails, nor
does it explore access to informal guardianship and victimization in jail. Moreover, Ellison
(2017) presents the only testing of the Routine Activity Approach’ concept of guardianship and
victimization in the jail setting, however Ellison focused on the perceptions about guardianship
as opposed to access to guardianship. The perception measure gauges feelings and attitudes
towards correctional officers in jail, while access to guardianship will be measured through
examining the actual channels of communication available to persons incarcerated—an untested
measurement that provides insight on the ability of a victim to communicate with possible
guardians. Additionally, this study examines both jail and prison settings, and accounts for the
perceptions about guardians—specifically gauging perceptions about the capability of the formal

guardianship.
The Presence of the Routine Activity Approach in Corrections

Guardian

The effective guardian plays an important role in preventing victimization when the
offender and suitable target converge in physical space. However, both the presence of the
guardian and the capability of the guardian are necessary elements. If a guard dog is stationed in
a home but is asleep, unwilling, or, for some reason, incapable of intervening successfully, crime
will still occur despite their presence. In fact, they themselves may also become victims in the
process. Thus, the capability of the guardian is necessary to reduce institutional victimization

behind bars. To some level, the Routine Activity Approach addressed the capability of guardians
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through their super controller (Sampson, Eck, & Dunham, 2010) concept, a component yet to
build an empirical foundation.

The role of the guardian then becomes an important role in the carceral context and in
serving as the protectors of the suitable target are the correctional officers. They are the primary
point of contact with incarcerated persons, and they are responsible for the safety, security,
custody, and care of persons within the institution: arguably and empirically one of the toughest
jobs in terms of physical safety. In addition to the correctional officer serving as a guardian,
family members and social connections from outside of the correctional facility serve as
guardians of vulnerable populations. Open communication with persons from outside of the
carceral setting provides incarcerated persons who have been victimized or may be victimized
with an additional source of protection or person who can intervene. For instance, New York
City provides inmates with free phone calls to report victimization to any outside oversight
agency. Ultimately, the ability to communicate with persons outside of a facility allows for an

additional layer of guardianship.

Place Manager

One cannot speak on institutional violence without taking into account the physical space
in which the act takes place. The salience of place is explicitly mentioned in routine activities
theories as a necessity further to curtail crime. Time and space converge to create the “place” or
the point where the criminal event occurs. Under the Routine Activity Approach, the place is
also crucial to the prevention of the crime event. In jail and prison, these places are the micro-
areas within the correctional facility that lack guardians. One can argue that the correctional
officer also holds the role of the place manager within the correctional facility given that the

officer is a primary point of contact that persons speak with regarding the physical functioning of
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the facility. However, managers also encompass the actual maintenance worker, architect,
correctional administrators-usually with less interaction with the incarcerated population-, and
other personnel who have the power to physically monitor and improve the place. For instance, if
the cameras in a restrictive housing unit go out, the officer may place a ticket or request for
repairs to a maintenance worker. In another example, if the facility requires the installment of
windows, the correctional administration will facilitate this.

The Routine Activity Approach highlights the salience behind the place of convergence.
Particularly, the physical space requires managers or the owners who maintain the smooth
functioning of the place and who surveil the facility (Sampson et al., 2010). While the topic of
crime in terms of place management is historically supported (Newman, 1972), a primary point
agreed upon is that the surveillance and the design of physical place matter in crime prevention.
This is evident in the criminal justice intervention tactic called Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED), where the primary focus is on the built and social environment
for crime reduction (Cozens et al.,2005). Emphasis on the role of the built structure is also found
in literature on the physical design of correctional institutions. For instance, the layout of
Bentham’s (1791) panopticon prison was designed to manipulate the behavior of incarcerated
persons by detecting and deterring rule breaking behavior. At the center of Bentham’s prison was
a guard post that had a view of all inmate cells and constructed in a fashion where inmates
cannot see if someone is at this post. The design’s purpose was to instill fear into an inmate if
getting caught breaking the rules. Essentially, the panoptic design is created on a premise that an
inmate’s behavior could be manipulated and at the very least is dependent on the built structure

(St. John, 2018).
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The association of functioning physical space and human behavior finds further support
in the correctional literature (e.g., Sykes (1958); Houston et al., (1988); Johnston (2000); Lahm
(2008); Hancock & Jewkes (2011); Morris & Worrall (2014); and Scott et al., (2018)), with St.
John et al., (2019) providing a conceptual framework—Space, Layout, & Setting (SLS),
surrounding criminal outcomes at correctional places. In St. John, et al., (2019), the authors
conducted a qualitative analysis of service providers (i.e., correctional officers, professors, and
mental health professionals), demonstrating that the (SLS) of jails and prisons are associated
with the quality of rehabilitative services and safety for incarcerated persons. Specifically, the
spatial capacity, location, blueprint, upkeep, and sensory conditions of a facility are linked to
mental health, medical health, and violence among correctional officers and incarcerated
persons. In part of the present study, perceptions of the physical upkeep of a facility are explored
in the explanation of victimization.

Handlers and Guardians

The condensed confinement of persons alleged or convicted of drug, property, and
violent crimes occurs in prisons and jails. The day-to-day routines within these facilities is
degrading and strictly regimented for the incarcerated persons, with physical isolation from
society being a part of the carceral deprivation. Likely offenders have limited-to-no connection
with the outside world, limiting their ability to interact with potential “handlers”. The motivated
offender’s attachment to positive social support systems deteriorate in confinement, as well as
the likelihood that the motivated offender can communicate with someone who would dissuade
them from the commission of the crime. Moreover, new acquaintances and socialization with
criminal peers take place without handlers-an action known to influence delinquent and criminal

choices.
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Although suitable targets gain correctional officers as guardians, and higher proportion
of correctional officers is associated with safer facilities (Glazener & Nakamura, 2018), suitable
targets also lose access to guardians on the outside. The ability to inform family members or
friends about a potential instance of victimization is dependent on this access.

Offenders in prisons and jails are likely to become victims as well, and this, in turn, speaks to the
interchangeable nature of victim and offender. This is particularly heightened in the context of
jails and prisons, because everyone in correctional custody is either an alleged offender or
convicted offender. Moreover, the labels of handler and guardian are interchangeable as well,
since these labels are dependent on the role of the inmate during a crime event. For example, a
parent may be a handler if their child is a motivated offender in the crime event or a guardian if
the child is the victim in the crime event. Essentially, this creates a context where an individual
can be an offender one week or a victim another week, a fluid role and a role that challenges the
conventional understanding that the actors in the crime event are static in their roles. Therefore
access to communicate with people from the outside is representative of access to both handler
and guardians. Both the motivated offender and suitable target become at risk to enter a crime
event because of this lack of access to family, friends, and other social support systems outside
the facility.

Fluidity in the Correctional Crime Event

The crime event within the correctional setting may vary given the fluidity of roles. The
actor labeled “handler” can prevent the victimization of targets and dissuade likely offenders
from committing crime, and that same actor who was the handler may serve as a guardian,
depending on what role in the crime event an incarcerated person is fulfilling (i.e., victim or

offender). In addition, guardians may have the responsibility of protecting suitable targets, but
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also may serve as a place manager or liaison to place managers in the correctional setting. For
instance, for the facility to be upkept, the correctional officer can input service tickets to the
maintenance team. Moreover, guardians may range from correctional officers in one scenario, to
an incarcerated person, or an outside family member in another. Similarly, suitable targets may
be an incarcerated person in one instance but a correctional officer in another. Figure Il depicts

this fluidity.

Interchaggeable

Offender
Officer or
Inmate

Interchangeable

Figure 1I: The fluidity of the Routine Activity Approach crime event
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Original Study

The New York City Center for Court Innovation (CCI) set out to conduct a cross
sectional survey of persons involved with the criminal justice system in Newark, New Jersey,
and Cleveland, Ohio. Both locations were chosen based on the agency’s access. During 2016,
Newark had a reported population of 281,764 residents, with 48% of people identified as African
American, 11% as White, 36% as Latin, and 5% as Other. The median household income was
$33,025 and 29% of the population lived below the poverty line. Cleveland had a reported
population of 385,809 residents, with 53% identified as African American, 33% as White, 10%
as Latin, and 4% as other (Swaner et al., 2018).

The purpose of the study was to gather perceptions of procedural justice within three
parts of the criminal justice system-the moment of arrest, the court process, and their experience
within correctional facilities. During the months of March 2016 through August 2016, CClI
researchers sought out to sample 400 persons from both Newark and Cleveland; a goal of 800
respondents. They additionally sought out another sample of 200 persons; 100 from Newark and
100 from Cleveland for intensive interviews specific to the procedural justice. From this, a
subsample of participants who were incarcerated provided information on victimization within
jails and prisons.

Sample and Sampling

CCl researchers utilized a mixture of convenience and purposive sampling for the
gathering of survey and interview data. That is, researchers recruited participants based on
accessibility, and approached persons from various racial and age demographics. Researchers

recruited outside of the criminal courts, at youth reentry offices, local churches, and community
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centers. The inclusion criteria for the study were that persons should have had prior criminal
involvement that led to processing within Newark or Cleveland's criminal courts or have been
released from a jail or prison in the past two years. Persons who agreed to take the survey were
provided a $5 Dunkin’ Donuts gift card and persons who participated in the intensive interviews
received $25 in cash. In total, CCI was able to collect a sample of 807 persons for the survey,
and an additional 102 persons for intensive interviews. Appendix A provides the full interview

protocol; specifically questions 44 through 80 captured experiences in jail and prison.

Data Collection

Researchers conducted surveys and intensive interviews at various locations, with most in-depth
interviews being done at local churches one-on-one, and most of the surveys conducted outside
of criminal justice edifices. The surveys were comprised of a semi-structured questionnaire that
captured 109 questions related to demographics, views on police community - relations, views
on neighborhood safety, perceptions on gangs, court experiences, jail experiences, and prison
experiences. The in-depth interviews consisted of 90 questions that delved deeper into the
various topics. Physical copies of the interviews and surveys were stored on encrypted shared
drives at CCl's headquarters in NYC. The interviews were transcribed verbatim by an external

contractor.

Present Research Design

This study uses a mixed method design, the data transformation model, a variant of the
triangulation research design (Cresswell, 2004), to analyze qualitative data for all elements
related to the present study and to identify the important variables that will be used in a
quantitative data analysis. This design allows for a researcher to collect both quantitative and

qualitative data concurrently. Subsequently, information from both types of data can be analyzed
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separately and compared against one another to assess where findings converge, diverge, and
interpret these findings together. A primary component of the design is the transformation of
qualitative data into quantitative data. This study leverages qualitative interviews to produce both
a quantitative dataset and a qualitative dataset. Figure 11l provides a general illustration of the
data transformation model. A preliminary review of the available data for all narratives related to
the Routine Activities Theory and violent victimization was conducted, with several variables
emerging that will influence the variables modeled in the quantitative analysis. The Qualitative

Analysis section that follows reflect the identified variables more in-depth.

Table 4.2 The Major Mixed Methods Design Types
Design Type | Variants Timing Weighting | Mixing Notation
Triangulation | » Convergence | Concurrent: Usually Merge the QUAN +
* Data quantitative | equal data during the | QUAL
transformation | and interpretation
* Validating qualitative at or analysis
quantitative same time
data
* Multilevel
Embedded * Embedded Concurrent or | Unequal Embed one QUANIqual)
experimental | sequential type of data or
* Embedded within a larger | QUAL(quan)
correlational design using
the other type
of data
Explanatory | e Follow-up Sequential: Usually Connect the QUAN = qual
explanations Quantitative quantitative | data between
= Participant followed by the two
selection qualitative phases
Exploratory | e Instrument Sequential: Usually Connect the | QUAL = quan
development | Qualitative qualitative | data between
¢ Taxonomy followed by the two
development | quantitative phases

Figure I11: Cresswell (2004) Mixed Methods Design Types

Research Questions

The 102 respondents who completed the interviews provide in-depth narratives regarding the
victimization experiences of a person while jailed or imprisoned, and the information from the
interviews will help address several inquiries. This study seeks to answer the following

questions: (a) how does place management influence victimization within jails and prisons; (b)
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how does access to informal guardianship influence victimization within jails and prisons; and
(c) how do the perceptions about the capability of formal guardians influence victimization
within jails and prisons?
Qualitative and Quantitative Analyses

Researchers have acknowledged the importance of incorporating multiple analytical
techniques to understand the relationship between variables and the context behind these
relationships. Thus, in this paper, both qualitative and quantitative analyses will be conducted to
examine the research questions at hand. This section will first provide a qualitative analytical
plan and the key variables identified in the preliminary review of the narratives, and then
introduce the guantitative analytical plan that specifies the descriptive and inferential analyses to
be conducted.
Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative analysis begins with a content analysis. A content analyses is a technique
for making inferences by systematically and objectively identifying special characteristics of
messages (Holsti, 1968). This includes a conceptual analysis (one type of a content analyses),
which uses the occurrence of specific terms to examine the presence of a given construct. In line
with plans to transform qualitative data to quantifiable information, a conceptual analysis is
conducted specifically to quantify text (Columbia Public Health, 2021). Before identifying the
occurrence of a term, a preset of constructs of interests were developed from the review of
literature and used to organize the text — this technique is also understood as deductive coding
(Fereday & Muir-Cochrane, 2006). The level of analyses used when coding was at the sentence

level, where the sentences of respondents who discussed the construct of interest (whether
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prompted by the interviewer or not) were manually coded into Micorsoft Excel within the
corresponding category.

In total, transcripts ranging from 17 to 71 pages each across 87 individuals were reviewed
and manually coded, serving as the primary source of data for all analyses. First, the concepts of
interest from the Routine Activity Approach (e.g., Place Management or Guardianship) and
associated constructs (e.g., Access to Healthcare and Perceptions of Physical Space) served as
the bases for categorizing all narratives, allowing for the deductive coding. In turn, this
established how individuals experience jail and prison through the lens of the Routine Activity
Approach. Second, the key outcomes of interest from the victimization literature (e.g.,
witnessing sexual assault or experiencing physical assault) were then coded to reflect the
verbatim descriptions of the crime event or act of victimization, generating descriptions that
varied in length (coding one sentence versus six sentences) based on how well a respondent
recollected the event or was comfortable providing details.

A review of the coded victimization events also helped identify any narratives specific to
the Routine Activity Approach that were present in the description of the crime event (e.g.,
recollections of formal guardians in jail and prison physically assaulting people in custody). The
juxtaposition of the theory-based codes and victimization codes allowed for the addition of new
emergent subthemes identified. Essentially, in the process of coding the narratives, emerging
categories that were not originally thought of also became present so inductive coding (or the
creation of categories that emerge from the text) was also used to improve the organization of the
narratives that emerged during the conceptual analyses.

The content analyses for this study were also inclusive of a relational analysis which is

like a conceptual analysis except it allows researchers to extract meaning from the cooccurrence
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of concepts of interest in each narrative. Specifically, this is understood as a proximity analysis
or an evaluation of the co-occurrence of explicit concepts in the text. In these analyses, a concept
matrix, or a group of interrelated co-occurring concepts help yield an overall meaning from the
narratives (Columbia Public Health, 2021). That is, the narratives related to Routine Activities
Theory (e.g., guardianship) and the study outcome (i.e., victimization) that emerge consistently
throughout the interviews were coded in accordance with the theory and analyzed. Narratives
under the identified categories were collectively analyzed to demonstrate the prevalence of
themes across interviews, the way such experiences aligned with whether an individual was
victimized or witnessed victimization in jail or prison, and how the emerging relationships
aligned or diverged from the current literature.
Quantitative Analysis

The quantitative analyses are comprised of two sections. First, the descriptive analyses
provided an understanding of various sample characteristics. Secondly, the inferential analyses
conducted were dependent on: (1) pre-analytical diagnostics that determined the viability of
inferential statistical analyses; and (2) the consistent emerging themes that arose from the full
qualitative analyses in accordance with the transformation model. To be clear, the quantitative
analyses in this transformation model research design was developed through the coding of the
qualitative data , and inferential statistical analyses served the purpose of providing insight into

the relationship between victimization and the Routine Activity Approach.
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Other Variable of Interest. A review of the literature also helped with the identification
of several factors associated with victimization while incarcerated. These factors included a
respondent’s age, sex, race/ethnicity, most serious criminal charge, education, employment, gang
affiliation, history of mental health and substance misuse. Table I outlines other variables of
interest that are later illustrated in the descriptive findings. Subsequently, due to low numbers of
observations, these variables of interest were not explored beyond through inferential analyses.

Table I: Variables of Interest

Variables Measurement Values/Attributes
Age Respondent’s Age at time of incarceration Counts in intervals
Years
Sex Respondent’s Sex Male / Female
Race/Ethnicity Respondent’s Race/Ethnicity Black / White / Hispanic /
Other
Most Serious Respondent’s most serious charge type  Violent Crime / Non-Violent
Charge Crime
Education Level Respondent’s highest education level Less than HS through
completed Bachelors Degree
Employment Is respondent employed Yes / No
History of Mental Does respondent disclose history of Yes/ No
Health mental health concerns
History of Does respondent disclose history of Yes / No
Substance Misuse substance misuse
Gang Affiliation  Does respondent disclose gang affiliation Yes / No
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Independent and Dependent Variables. Using the Routine Activity Approach, this
study identified several theoretical concepts to be tested in this exploration of victimization
behind bars. The concepts of place management, perception about formal guardians, and access
to informal guardianship were used to develop associated independent variables (IVs) that
include the following proxy measures: (a) perception of physical space management; (b) health
care management; (c) degree of outside communication; (d) time spent in solitary confinement;
(e) source of safety while incarcerated; and (f) whether respondent felt safe incarcerated. The
dependent variables (DVs) for the concept of victimization included witnessing and experiencing
sexual, physical, and verbal victimization, harassment, and poly victimization. Table 11 outlines
the 1V, DV, and their associated measures.

The independent variables that represent each theoretical concept are grounded by prior
research and the theoretical underpinnings of the Routine Activity Approach. First, “Place
Management” refers to the surveillance of the actual space in which persons converge (Eck,
1994; Sampson et al., 2010). Borrowing from the underlying theoretical logic that a surveilled
space is one in which order is upheld (e.g., crime is stopped), a clean facility is representative of
a space that is upkept and under the gaze of a facilities’ management. In this study, the
cleanliness of a facility, as well as health care management will serve as a measure for
perceptions on how well a place is managed-a logic applied in past correctional studies (Sloan,
2012; McDonnell, Brookes, & Lurigio, 2014; St. John et al., 2019).

The second concept “Perception of Formal Guardian” refers to whether the lawful
authority of an institution (e.g., correctional officers) can protect the suitable target (e.g.
incarcerated persons) from being victimized. Following Cohen & Felson’s (1979) theory that the

presence of capable guardians may prevent victimization and facilitates safety, formal

44



guardianship in this study is measured by whether the suitable targets felt safe while incarcerated
or viewed the correction officers as a source of safety— a similar measure used in a prior Routine
Activities study about guardianship (Ellison, 2017).

The final concept of “Access to Informal Guardianship” refers to a suitable target’s
ability to communicate with a guardian who has limited or no lawful authority within an
institution (e.g., a family member or a friend). Again, this assumption follows Cohen & Felson’s
(1979) argument that the presence of a guardian prevents crime. Under this assumption,
incarcerated persons with routines that allow them access to their parents or loved ones should
become victims less often because they can communicate foreseeable acts of victimization via
visits or phone calls. Fostering these interactions are easier for persons who are held in housing
areas that do not restrict an individual’s ability to communicate with others outside of the
facility, such as solitary confinement (see Cochran et al., 2018; Haney, 2018 solitary
confinement restrictions). Therefore, “Access to Informal Guardianship” is measured by the
various modes of communication utilized by an incarcerated person and whether an incarcerated

person was held in solitary confinement.
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Table 11 Concepts, Independent and Dependent Variables, Measurements, and Values

Concept

Place
Management

Access to
Informal
Guardianship

Perception of
the capability
of the formal
Guardian

Concept

Victimization

Independent
Variables

Perception of
Physical Space

Health Services
Management

Time in Solitary
Confinement

Degree of Outside
Communication

Feeling of Safety

Correction Officer
as Source of Safety

Incarcerated Person
as Source of Safety

Self as Source of
Safety

Others as Source of
Safety

Dependent
Variables

Sexually
Victimized

Physically
Victimized

Verbally
Victimized

Harassment

Poly Victimization

Measurement

Did the respondent find the cleanliness of the
physical space satisfactory?

Did the respondent receive health services?

Did the respondent spend time in solitary
confinement while incarcerated?

Did the respondent have outside
communication while incarcerated?

Did the respondent feel safe while
incarcerated?

Did respondent identify Correction Officer as
source of safety?

Did respondent identify incarcerated person as
source of safety?

Did respondent identify themselves as source
of safety?

Did respondent identify other persons as
source of safety?

Measurement

Respondent Witnessed/Experienced Sexual
Victimization

Respondent Witnessed/Experienced Physical
Victimization

Respondent Witnessed/Experienced Verbal
Victimization

Respondent Witnessed/Experienced
Harassment

Respondent Witnessed/Experienced Multiple
Types of Victimization

Values /
Attributes

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Values /

Attributes

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Yes/ No

Ratio
Level
Counts
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Analytical Limitations

Prior to the start of analyses, two potential analytical limitations were identified and
solutions created to address each limitation. First, the combination of using retrospective
interviews and cross-sectional data removes the ability to accurately conclude the temporal order
in the relationship between certain variables. For example, the victimization of a person and a
person’s perception that the facility is well managed may be related, but the order of this
relationship is unclear. At best, this tested relationship will allow for the conclusion that a
relationship simply exists (as “a’ changes “b” changes and as “b” changes “a” changes). This
methodological limitation may exist for potential themes identified given the nature of the study,
and such findings from these relationships will be cautiously interpreted and the researcher will
explicitly provide context of the temporal order limitation.

A second limitation to this study is that the data collected focuses on the experiences of
the victim. Measurements for the motivated offender and handler are currently beyond the scope
of this study because interview respondents provided descriptions of self-reported victimization
less than experiences of them victimizing others. Nonetheless, as a detailed examination of the
narratives collected unfolded, emerging measures that are indicative of the motivated offender

were flagged.
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CHAPTER 6: QUALITATIVE STUDY RESULTS

This study sought to explore three research questions through the lens of the Routine
Activity Approach: (a) how does place management influence victimization within jails and
prisons; (b) how does access to informal guardianship influence victimization within jails and
prisons; and (c) how do the perceptions about the capability of formal guardians influence
victimization within jails and prisons? The results of a content analysis of 87 intensive interviews
held with formerly incarcerated men and women in the city of Newark, New Jersey and
Cleveland, Ohio are delineated through this section. This section begins with a sample
description followed by a contextualization of the narratives within the main tenets of the
Routine Activity Approach and concludes with emerging themes related to the study’s three
broad research questions. Each part is titled with a direct quote from respondents from the study,
and at times, starts with a quote from a current external narrative, couching the voices embedded
in these findings with the present-day experiences in jails and prisons documented more broadly.
All quotes used to support findings rely on naturalism, leaving in grammatical inaccuracies, as

well as capturing pauses, stutters, and interjections (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason, 2005).

Sample Description

A final sample of 87 respondents was used to produce the results for this study, with a
total of 14 cases from the original sample excluded for respondents not having spent time in a
jail or prison setting, respondents cutting the interview short, and a few interviewers not reaching
the corrections section of the protocol in the allotted time for the interviews. Of the sample, 54%
were from Newark and 46% were from Cleveland. A total of 68% of persons interviewed
identified themselves as Black, 11% as White, and 3% two or more races. Additionally, 6%
reported an ethnicity of Hispanic or Latinx. Of this sample, 78% were male and 18% female. A
total of 18% reported an education level of less than high school, 37% reported of having a GED
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or HS Diploma, 18% reported some college, and 7% reported having an associate’s or bachelor's
degree. About 33% of the respondents also stated that they were employed and 50% were
unemployed. Additionally, 15% of individuals were between the ages of 18 and 25, 14%
between 26 and 33, 10% between 34 and 41, 17% between 42 and 49, 18% between 50 and 57,
and 8% between 58 and 65.

Moreover, in their narratives, 20% disclosed a history substance misuse, 28% - a history
of mental health issues, 17% disclosed being gang affiliated, and 47% reported being arrested for
a violent crime. The most serious offenses reported included violent crimes (e.g., aggravated
assault, aggravated robbery, murder, domestic battery, and gun possession) and nonviolent
crimes (e.g., child pornography possession, petty theft, drug possession, burglary, conspiracy,
drug trafficking, public urination, menacing, and trespassing). The average number of times
individuals reported going to a jail was four (4), with a minimum of zero (0) times and maximum
of 52 times. The average number of times an individual reported going to prison was one (1),
with a minimum of zero (0 times and maximum of 10 times. Focusing on the outcome in
question, persons reported witnessing on average at least one type of victimization and
experiencing one type of victimization while incarcerated in jail and prison. Tables I1l, IV, and V
provide a breakdown of the sample statistics, including additional metrics on exposure to
victimization.

Table 111: Sample Description

Percent (%) of

Background Information Frequency Sample
Location

Newark 47 54
Cleveland 40 46
Race

Black 59 68
White 10 12
Two or More 3 3

49



Missing 15 17

Ethnicity

Hispanic or Latinx 5 6
Non-Hispanic or Latinx 70 80
Missing 12 14
Sex

Male 68 78
Female 16 18
Missing 3 4
Age

18- 25 13 15
26 - 33 12 14
34-41 9 10
42 - 49 15 17
50 - 57 16 19
58 - 65 7 8
Missing 15 17
Education Level

Less than HS 16 18
GED 11 13
HS Diploma 21 24
Some College 16 18
Associate Degree 2 2
Bachelors Degree 4 5
Missing 17 20
Employment

Yes 29 33
No 43 50
Missing 15 17
History of Substance Misuse

Yes 17 20
No 70 80
History of Mental Health Issues

Yes 24 28
No 63 72
Gang Affiliated

Yes 15 17
No 72 82
Most Serious Charge

Violent Crime 41 47
Non-Violent Crime 40 46
Missing 6 1>

Note. History of substance misuse, mental health issues, gang affiliation, and most serious charge were not directly
asked by interviewers but revealed at some point throughout the interview. Therefore, the number represented is a
conservative estimate that may be under-representative of these categories.
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Table 1V: Victimization Description

Jail and Prison Experience Average Min Max
Number of Times in Jail 4.32 0 52
Number of Times in Prison 1.29 0 10
Number of Distinct Forms of Victimization in Jail
Witnessed 91 0 4
Experienced .76 0 3
Witnessed and Experienced 1.67 0 7
Number of Distinct Forms of Victimization in Prison
Witnessed .97 0 3
Experienced 71 0 3
Witnessed and Experienced 1.66 0 4

Note. There are four types of victimization that an individual may have witnessed or experienced in jail
and prison, allowing for 16 distinct opportunities of exposure to victimization. For example, witnessing
physical assault in jail and in prison count as two distinct forms of victimization witnessed in jail and
prison. N=87.

Table V: Participants Exposure to Victimization

Type of Victimization Jail Prison Total
Frequency Frequency
Experience Verbal Assault 25 8 33
Experience Physical Assault 19 10 29
Experience Sexual Assault 0 1 1
Experience Harassment 14 4 18
Witness Verbal Assault 23 7 30
Witness Physical Assault 36 20 56
Witness Sexual Assault 5 3 8
Witness Harassment 9 5 14
Total 131 58 189

Part 1. “Here to Do Your Time”: Routine Activities in Jail and Prison

Growing food was the job | put them to work, but I think that any task that | would have given that allowed
[people in custody] to take ownership, responsibility, and pride would have had the same effect. - St. John
et al., 2019.

A core element of the Routine Activity Approach is the argument that daily routines of
individuals suppress or increase the odds of the crime event occurring. Specifically, the
convergence of persons and/or objects in time and space within the correctional setting should
influence the chances of victimization (Cohen & Felson, 1979). In Part 5, respondent narratives

illustrate how routine activities influence victimization within jail and prison. Here, we first
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begin with a description of the main activities that generally occurred for persons once
incarcerated in jail and prison. When respondents were asked to describe their day-to-day routine
activities, people chronicled a variety of structured and unstructured activities. People recounted
days filled with unstructured activities, such as working out or watching television. Others
expressed taking part in a variety of structured activities, like educational classes or parenting

courses. See appendix B.1A for more examples.

1CMW: | would wake up, eat food, go back to sleep. That was like at 7:00. Go back to sleep, wait until
like 9:00, people would knock on our cell door for him, to see if he wanted to wake up and go play
basketball, and either he would leave or | would leave and go play ball for an hour, I think it was. Come
back, depending on how tired | was I'd go back to sleep or stay asleep until lunchtime, like 11:00. Then you
get up and you start your day because you can't sleep forever. Play chess, beatbox, watch some TV, read a
book, I mean it was pretty civil. The women are in one small section. If you came up the stairs and into the
door leading to the women's area to your left you have a windowed-off area. There's four cells that's
isolation, be that medical or disciplinary, that's where you go. They have their own shower, toilet and sink
there. Then you walk through another door and into a large day room where the matron sits and the
workout equipment that never gets used is. When we're over full they will take what we call, "Boats,"”
which are big plastic things that you put on the floor and put a mat in there. The excess girls go there. Then
you have four pods. One to the left and three directly in front of you. Each one holds 12 girls, 12 girls share
one toilet, one shower, one sink. There's a TV in each pod. Three stainless steel tables with three stainless
steel little seats. All my experiences up until this last little bit I did in there, we stayed in that pod all day,
every day. You don't come out of there. You don't come out for rec in the day room, you don't go outside.
You don't go anywhere. You stay in this small space with these 12 people for months on end.

Literature on the activities within the jail and prison settings often describe experiences
that fall on a spectrum of structured and unstructured activity (Osgood et al., 1996:2005;
Stevenssom & Oberwittler, 2010), however, although such experiences are evident in the
responses of respondents from the current study, there exists a group that falls outside of the
traditional spectrum. That is, a set of people described being completely disengaged from all
activities, spending the days sleeping and staying in their assigned cell or dorm. As one person
concluded “There's nothing to fill your day at all.” In some instances, respondents expressed
being forced to stay in their cells because that is how correction administrators managed the

facility.
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Additional complexities were observed in the activities described by respondents. First,
the respondents’ perceptions of the day-to-day activities added nuance to how activities are
categorized. For instance, what researchers may traditionally categorize as a structured activity —
such as being assigned a work detail while incarcerated — is not interpreted as a structured
routine by respondents. This becomes particularly problematic if one were to respond to a need
for structured activities by implementing activities that researchers categorize as structured, but
persons in custody interpret as “nothing”. Secondly, a focus on the mere presence of activities as
seen in quantitative studies, ignore the quality of such activities. Respondents recalled having the
option to engage in activities, but at times would also express discontent with the quality of such
activities. See appendix B.1B for examples.

On the other hand, prison is an experience that is described differently in terms of the
activities that are offered, with descriptions of structured activities being front and center, so
much so that the notion that there is “nothing” to do in jail becomes more vivid when discussing
the activities in jail compared to activities within the confines of prison. Furthermore, despite the
level of engagement in activities or lack thereof people described of the jail experience, the
majority agreed that the prison environment allowed for a substantial amount of activities, and
more freedom to move around the facility with less supervision from custodial staff. Appendix

B.1C provides more examples.

1INM?: The county and prison is different, because the county you're going to be in your room all day.
You ain't going to be ever to learn nothing. You can't take no classes, nothing. You probably come out of
your room for an hour or two, and you're right back in that room. If you go to prison, you can take classes,
college classes. You could take up trades, you could do all types of stuff. I've seen people get degrees in
prison.

Respondents also weighed in on their being a need for more activities within the jail
setting, and specifically requested activities that would facilitate meaningful outcomes in their

lives, further amplifying the narrative that persons in custody greatly take into account the
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quality of the services that are being offered to them, and that the abundance or absence of
activities offered within the correctional setting do not get at one of the most salient aspects of
activities — activities that are meaningful and relevant to the lives of persons in custody. A
similar understanding is found in the reentry research that shows mere employment doesn’t
better the lives of persons who were formerly incarcerated, but that the quality of employment
will (Uggen,1999).

INM?: Have more things for people to do in jail, to better their lives. Have more classes, not just in
prisons, have more classes for people to learn. If I'm in here for a gun charge, have me in here doing
something positive. Have me helping people, you feel me, instead of just having me in the cell all day. If
you have a person in a cell, they go crazy.

Ultimately, this section sought out to provide a description of the day to day to activities
that individuals incarcerated in jail and prisons experience. Generally, it appears individuals
partially self-select into the activities within jail or prison. The chosen activities are dependent on
what activities are allowed within the institutional setting, as well as to what extent these
programs are perceived as quality to people. When compared to jail, prison appeared to be the
institutional environment better equipped with options for persons to form their own daily
routine, including unstructured activities and structured activities of quality.

Part 2. “Sleeping on The Floor”: Place Management in Jail and Prison

Jail staffers ignored obvious signs of Barlow Austin’s worsening health, left her in a dirty cell littered with
trash and denied her pleas for water during her final hours in detention. When Barlow Austin was finally
taken to the emergency room on the night of June 10, 2019, she was immediately given an IV and a feeding
tube...She was beyond saving by the time they took her to the hospital - Bellware, K., 2020.

A well-managed place (or the presence of a Place Manager) is another element of the
Routine Activity Approach that is expected to influence the occurrence of victimization, with the
underlying logic being that crime will occur less in well managed places. The extent to which
jails and prison victimization are linked to the surveillance of the place and responsiveness of

what occurs at a place will be explored in Part 5. Here, respondents narrated how well jails and
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prisons are managed, primarily focusing on their access to health services and the sensory

conditions of the facilities.

2A. “Worst Place to Get Sick”: Healthcare in Jail and Prison

When asked to describe the health services in jail, respondents often said that they did
receive services while incarcerated albeit a few who said “no”. In instances where respondents
detailed the service provision received, individuals had a mixture of experiences, with access to
healthcare services being partially dependent on an individual’s financial stability or ability to
pay for services. Notably, some individuals stated that the responsiveness by healthcare
providers was also influenced by the severity of their ailments. However, respondents also
outlined moments where severe ailments were overlooked by staff, or staff being unequipped to
respond to their needs, particularly with the correctional officer who would serve as a liaison
between healthcare staff and incarcerated persons in some instances.

One respondent in particular gives a detailed account of neglect during her cancer
recovery while incarcerated in jail, echoing sentiments of neglect and lackadaisical responses to
healthcare needs at the hands of health care providers, but also correctional officers not bringing

people in custody to healthcare staff in a timely fashion when needed.

1CFW: They're [correctional officers] a little crooked themselves. They do illegal, you could say drugs. If
I went under cover | could definitely bust them for sure. They don't do their jobs to where if they're
supposed to be doing their rounds every so often, they don't do them. They don't attend to maybe because
you're prisoners [respondent uses term “prisoners” while recalling jail] so they look at you in a certain way
or don't feel you need to respect or respond right away so if they're supposed to get something for an inmate
or do something for an inmate, they take their time, they wait, they don't do it when they're supposed to.
Say if you need assistance with anything or to go see the doctor or anything else, you don't go down right
away. Your needs, your medical needs and everything are not attended to like it should be. If you feel sick
or there's something and you're in pain and there's something hurting you, sometimes you're waiting two,
three days to go down and see the nurse which I'm sorry something could happen by that time. There has
been people that died in there because of something not attended to right away.

Interviewer: Did you personally experience that in jail?

1CFW: | had breast cancer. | had breast cancer, I'm a breast cancer survivor.

Interviewer: While you were in jail?

1CFW: No but I'm a breast cancer survivor and everything and | had an appointment go to see the doctor
right before | went in because | have a very high chance of my cancer coming back because | was in the
third stage when | was fighting it. It went through my lymph nodes, | was bald for almost two years, | had
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seven surgeries in 12 months. | have a very high chance of my cancer coming back. When | was in there, |
did not receive my cancer medicine because I had to take Tamoxifen every day for ten years but it's an
expensive medication. | did not receive it in there [jail]. I was supposed to take it every day for ten years
without a break and of course | had a big break being in there. They did not give me my Tamoxifen. It's
expensive. It's a form of chemo pill. Of course it's going to be expensive. Anything like that and expensive,
they're not going to give to you because the county has to pay for it. Yeah, | did not receive my medications
I needed to in there. My medical things were not, and also right before | went in there, | had an
appointment because | had spots on my liver to get them biopsied because it could be a chance of them
coming back. The thing is, | had to go see the doctor and for them to biopsy them, if the spots were the
same size or bigger, they had to biopsy them because it could be a growth. They wanted me to wait two
months to get them biopsied because they wanted to see how they grew. If they got smaller, then it's not
cancerous. | don't know. They said it's something else. Two months before that, the reason | went into the
doctor because they don't still know why it happened but my organs start to shut down so it could be a huge
medical problem. I told them this and they were aware of this right when | first went in there and | was
asking to please see a doctor, please | need to go get that tested or something. I did not get it tested the
whole time | was in there. Mentioned it every day because | went down, the first three to four weeks,
actually four weeks that | was in that place, | went down to medical every morning to change the bandage
because | had an abscess.

She continued, explaining how poor health care services within the context of correctional
officers as liaison are one of the main barriers, comparing her experience accessing health care to

other forms of dehumanization by the actions or inactions of correctional officers.

1CFW: | had to go get a bandage changed so every day that | was down in that medical, | told them every
single day, "Look, I need to see a doctor. | need to see a doctor. | need to see it.” You have it scheduled. We
can't tell you when but it's scheduled. Never seen the doctor. Ever. It's like they tell you one thing and
they're supposed to do something. They don't do it. Where's your proof? It doesn't matter. It's like you have
no voice in there. You're an inmate. You have of course no control but even certain things like your
medical and certain things like that. Even if you do what they say they could still send you to the hole just
because how they feel. You were disrespecting. You go to the hole. You're in punishment, you're locked up
the rest of the day because you gave me attitude and you could give no attitude. Just the CO just doesn't
like you. They treat you below being a human period.

The complexities and variation of perspectives on the provision of health care services
within jail also vary by the type of health attention a person requires. Aligned with narratives that
argue healthcare providers are responsive depending on the health issues, it appeared that
pregnancy also fell into the category of serious health concerns that receive responsive treatment.
Although narratives around health care services in prison were also mixed, they were much more
vivid than the descriptions of jail. Described experiences were rarely neutral, or a simple “yes”
and “no” responses but associated with more detailed experiences around contentment with the

health services or extreme discontent. Relative to jail, prison services were also lauded as better
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because there were better staffing ratios, and responsiveness to health concerns. Appendix B.2A
provide examples. In conjunction with there being more vivid experiences recalled with prison
health services, there were also narratives that painted a picture of what may go wrong when
medication is not distributed. Individuals outlined the psychological screening as a simple
process of being directly asked whether a person was going to hurt themselves or not. One

individual recalled a suicide related event.

Interviewer: Okay so now you did mention that woman hung herself ...

INFB: The thing, but they [correctional officers] wouldn't let us out. They kept us locked down. | don't
know who she was, but hung herself because of something that she ... Somebody took something from her,
but she was a little off anyway. They didn't give her her medicine, you know how some people that go
crazy, when they supposed to have they medicine.

Interviewer: Yes.

INFB: To calm them down, they wouldn't give it to her. The next day ...

Interviewer: Did you see it? Did you like ...

INFB: No, they ... Well, the people was telling us how she had a noose and she hung herself with it.
Interviewer: Did she actually, did she die?

INFB: Yeah, she did.

Interviewer: Oh wow.

INFB: She hung herself, she was hanging. Yeah.

Interviewer: Wow, I'm sorry. I'm so sorry you had to be around that.

INFB: Yeah, she was hanging, she was swinging. Yeah, | couldn't believe it, but ...
Lastly, one of the challenges associated with the provision of medication within prison seemed to
be drug misuse. While important and responsive to the needs of persons with medical or mental

health concerns, access to medication could also be abused.

INMB: Yeah, a few people trying to take the coward way out and hang themselves or cut their wrists
because they can't, they not man enough to do the time, so they take the coward way out trying to kill
themselves.

Interviewer: Did you see them get any medical attention then?

INMB: Absolutely.

Interviewer: Cool.

INMB: Psych ward.

Interviewer: Did you ever have to go see medical nurses or doctors?

INMB: Yeah, they try to, they try to give me psych meds.

Interviewer: Oh really.

INMB: You should try psych meds, and I told them | was good. | don't need it. They started laughing.
Interviewer: Do you know why? Who laughed at you?

INMB: Because you know a lot of people, excuse me, a lot of people take psych meds to escape reality
and get high.
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Overall, respondents report receiving healthcare services while in jail, yet have mixed
feelings on the quality of services. Many respondents point out that: (a) having money; (b)
officer communication with healthcare staff on behalf of a sick person; and (c) the perceptions
about a person in custody’s ailments will influence responsiveness from healthcare staff. At the
same time, there were respondents who did not agree with the majority perspective that
healthcare services are offered, with one respondent outlining how she was denied medication
for her breast cancer recovery and another woman stating that healthcare providers were
attentive to her health needs while incarcerated in jail. Moreover, prison experiences also
contrast in opinions of quality, but elicited more rich descriptions to support the polarizing
experiences. This includes experiences of individuals waiting years to receive CAT scans and
attention to their bullet wound ailments, individuals getting their teeth replaced, and an
individual being denied medication and committing suicide. Furthermore, respondents also shed
light on the lack of quality in the mental health service screenings, summing up the process as
being simply asked “you going to hurt yourself”. Arguably, the simplicity of the screening
process also creates potential for drug misuse — a risk factor of victimization especially when
paired with mental health issues (Sells et al., 2003; Vaughn et al., 2010) — to permeate the prison
setting. As one respondent explained, the drugs are used by some persons to “escape reality”.
2B. “Oh, Man, It Smell Awful”: Sensory Conditions in Jail

Building on the understanding that the correctional environment can be interpreted and
understood through the sensory descriptions of occupants. Here, the narratives provided by
respondents on how they perceived the jail and prison setting were also examined through their
sensory systems. It is also documented that the setting of jails and prisons are experienced

through the five senses and may influence the perceptions of the occupants (Brisman, 2008; St.
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5NMB: | don't know but you can't complain.

Interviewer: You can't complain. Okay.

5NMB: If you complain then you're outcast. If you complain about the cops, they going to beat you worse and
then they're going to put you in a helicopter to the medical center.

Interviewer: If they ...

5NMB: They decide, oh we got helicopters coming in for guys going to medical after the police jump them.
Interviewer: Okay.

5NMB: They got to take them to emergency.

Interviewer: The guys taken to the emergency room.

5NMB: Yeah.

Interviewer: It's that bad?

5NMB: It's that bad. A couple of them died already. They doing an investigation and they killed like three or four
guys over there.

Interviewer: How did they present that?

5NMB: 1A, undercover IA is walking around trying to catch them. They done killed, like since I've been there,
three or four guys.

Interviewer: Three or four people. Wow. There's no way to uncover any ...?

5NMB: One guy got found in the maintenance room. | mean the electronic room, how he got there. They tried to
say another inmate, but we all know it was the cops.

Interviewer: You know it was the CO's, yeah.

5NMB: We don't got a key to take you in there.

Interviewer: Why do you think people aren't hearing about it because people aren't reporting?

7NMB: Jail system keep that quiet, rapes, all types of stuff man, that I've seen and heard, all sorts of times,
especially in Trenton. Trenton is worse than Rahway. Trenton is for lifers and like | said, once again, more than
half them guys that were in there, | knew them from the projects. It was just like being on the street. It was home.
Only thing kept me alive in there was my religion.

Interviewer: Okay.

Interviewer: Okay. What were your overall interactions like? Can you pull anything out as necessarily positive or
negative?

12NMB: With staff, positive, but with guards, depend on what prison you in. Bayside, the guards, my interaction
with them was terrible.

Interviewer: Right, just disrespect, violent?

12NMB: Yeah, disrespect. | got assaulted by a guard because | had a word processor, because | write books.
Broke my word processor for no reason, just broke my word processor. | used the grievance system, | wrote him
up. They don't play that down there. You don't write no officer up down there. They tried to jump me.
Interviewer: The guards did?

12NMB: Yeah. The guard, he grabbed me, threw [inaudible] my word processor on the table, and threatened to
punch me in my face if | didn't sign the confiscation notice. That's how I got out of there, because then | made it
through the morning, went to the law library, got some numbers, came back to the tier, called my mother, and told
her to call Trenton Department of Corrections, gave her the IA division and this, that, this division, and tell them
your son been assaulted down at Bayside by Officer Such-and-such, and he fear for his life. They shipped me out
of there. | escaped without a helicopter ride and getting teeth knocked all in.

Interviewer: Right, wow. That's crazy. Thank you for sharing that. That's important. You were able to figure out
a little bit of the grievance process but by going to the library, for the most part?

12NMB: Mm-hmm (affirmative).

Interviewer: I'm just curious, was anyone telling people of what the grievance process is and how you do it?
12NMB: [inaudible]. Down there, we tell you what it is, we tell you don't do it.

Interviewer: | know. This is not a question about being crazy, but, yes, | understand. No, to that answer. Okay,
sounds good. Regarding those verbal and physical fights, then, it was guards and inmates involved. Did you tell
anyone? Was there grievance processes for those?

12NMB: No, because there are some guards that they will take they shirt and badge off, and they will square up
with you like men, and it's over. You don't tell, they don't tell.

Interviewer: How are you supposed to pick out who does that or not? It's just from experience?

12NMB: Yeah.

Motivated
Offender

Interviewer: Also, did you experience any of what | talked like the pressure, like the
verbal fights? You've experienced that?

2NM?: | have verbal disagreements before and I've had fights before.

Interviewer: You've had fights?

2NM?: It was never been because of my starting of my initiation. I don't just carry myself
like that. It was because somebody may have a personal problem with me.

Interviewer: Let's say somebody have a personal problem with you, have you ever
escalated? You said it escalated into physical fight?

2NM?: Yeah, because he might want to now try to take, let's say, my canteen, and I'm not
going to let that happen. The end result might be us fighting and being through I'm not a
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Blood and they're Bloods, then let's say | might getting jumped, so they have to take me out
of there, and put me, let's say, involuntarily, against my will, in PC.

Interviewer: That's the consequence of it. Like you'll just get put in PC?

2NM?: Maybe, because you have a lot of guy that they get pressure put on them at times,
and they have to be in PC because they get a lot of canteens, and something the Bloods
won't be having it. [inaudible] got canteen and he's still at his room when he go to rec. Now
he come back and he [inaudible] and problems starts.

Interviewer: Thinking about the last time you were in jail, you said you saw fights. Can
you tell me what fights are typically about? Why they're started? Why they happen?
8CMB: Stealing commissary.

Interviewer: Stealing commissary? Is it fights between inmates?

8CMB: Uh-huh. Inmates.

TNMB: Yes, jail is totally different from prison.

Interviewer: Okay.

7NMB: Jail, you going to make bail and you going to go home. The most they can keep
you is a hundred and eighty days. That's just like six months, mostly.

Interviewer: Okay, so it was mostly like physical fights in jail here and there.

7NMB: Yeah, they might rob you for your sneakers. For instance, if | was going down for
five years and | have a beat up pair of sneakers on and you only there for two days and you
going to make bail and go home, I'm going to take what you have because | know I'm
going down. You get you a new pair of sneakers. Those sneakers you got on, | need to have
those to take with me, because I'm going down for a long time.

Interviewer: Okay, so this is like if you will, lower level stuff | guess in jail going on?
7NMB: Yeah, you making bail. Ain't no need for you to have what you have. | need to get
that

Interviewer: Was there anything from your experience that was helpful to you?
20NMB: When someone gave me a knife.

Interviewer: That was helpful because it made you feel more safe?

20NMB: Yes.

Interviewer: One they had made?

20NMB: Yes.

Interviewer: Did anyone end up finding it?

20NMB: No.

Interviewer: Did you ever have to use it?

20NMB: No. | almost did one time.

Interviewer: 'm glad you didn't.

20NMB: Wouldn't be talking to you know.

Interviewer: Yeah, right. What made you stop using it? It just didn't get there?

20NMB: Yeah, it didn't get there. It was two people. That's the only reason why | was
going to use it. They were both talking about jumping me. | was laughing at them. They
was getting mad at that. In jail, when someone laugh at you, it's like a foolish mistake. It's
basically like saying SOB with a gang. That's they favorite term in jail. They tell you that.
If you laugh at them they get mad. It's like oh, they're not respected. There's a whole bunch
of insecure people in there.

Interviewer: It escalates.

20NMB: Yes.

Interviewer: What happened? Did they end up jumping you then?

20NMB: No. They tried to. | pull my knife out. They back up. It was just over with.
Interviewer: The COs didn't see it or anything?

20NMB: No.

Interviewer: What does it mean to be treated with respect by jail staff in your opinion?
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Table IX: Solitary Confinement and Witnessing Sexual Assault

_ _ Witnessed Sexual Assault Total
Solitary Confinement
No Yes
No 53 8 61
Yes 2 3 5
Total 55 11 66

Note. Fisher’s exact = 4.32. Pr. =.029. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson x2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Solitary Confinement and Witnessing Harassment. Table X illustrates that 11 respondents
reported that they witnessed harassment while in jail. Of the persons who reported that they
witnessed harassment, three (3) respondents also reported receiving solitary confinement and
eight (8_ respondents reported that they did not receive solitary confinement. Of the persons who
did not report that they witnessed harassment (n=55), three (3) respondents reported receiving
solitary confinement and 52 respondents reported that they did not receive solitary confinement.
Overall, based on the Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a meaningfully significant difference in the
odds of reported harassment witnessed (p = 0.053) between persons who report that they
received solitary confinement and persons who did not. The group of people who report that they
received solitary confinement were 6.7 times more likely to report that they witnessed
harassment compared to the group of people who reported that they did not receive solitary

confinement.

Table X: Solitary Confinement and Witnessing Harassment

) ) ) Total
Solitary Confinement Witnessed Harassment
No Yes
No 52 8 60
Yes 3 3 6
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Total 55 11 66

Note. Fisher’s exact = 2.97. Pr. =.053. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson 2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Outside Communication and Being Physically Assaulted. Table Xl illustrates that 42
respondents reported that they were physically assaulted while in jail. Of the persons who
experienced physical assault, 12 respondents reported having outside communication and 30
respondents reported that they did not have outside communication. Of the persons who reported
that they were not physically assaulted (n=17), one (1) respondent reported having outside
communication and 16 respondents reported that they did not have outside communication.
Overall, based on the Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a meaningfully significant difference in the
odds of reported experiences of physical assault (p = 0.083) between persons who report that
they had outside communication and persons who did not. The group of people who report that
they had outside communication were 6.4 times more likely to report that they were physically
assaulted compared to the group of people who did not report that they had outside
communication.

Table XI: Outside Communication and Becoming a Victim of Physical Assault

) o ) Total
Outside Communication Physically Assaulted
No Yes
No 16 30 46
Yes 1 12 13
Total 17 42 59

Note. Fisher’s exact = 2.42. Pr. =.083. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson x2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Outside Communication and Being Verbally Assaulted. Table XIlI illustrates that 42

respondents reported that they were verbally assaulted while in jail. Of the persons who reported
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that they experienced verbal assault, 18 respondents reported having outside communication and
24 respondents reported that they did not have outside communication. Of the persons who
reported they were not verbally assaulted (n=17), 1 respondent reported having outside
communication and 16 respondents reported that they did not have outside communication.
Overall, based on the Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of
reporting that they were verbally assaulted (p = 0.006) between persons who report that they had
outside communication and persons who did not. The group of people who reported that they had
outside communication were 12 times more likely to report that they were verbally assaulted

compared to the group of people who reported they did not have outside communication.

Table XII: Outside Communication and Becoming a Victim of Verbal Assault

. o Total
Outside Communication Verbally Assaulted
No Yes
No 16 24 40
Yes 1 18 19
Total 17 42 59

Note. Fisher’s exact = 5.97. Pr. = 0.006. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson y?. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Outside Communication and Poly Victimization. Table XIII illustrates that on average, people
who reported that they had outside communication reported having experienced significantly
more poly victimization while incarcerated (M=.88, SE=.16) than those who reported they did
not have outside communication (M=.29, SE=.14). This difference was significant t(52)=-2.68,
p<.01, and it represented a medium-sized effect, r=0.35.

Table XIII: Independent T-test of Outside Communication and Experiencing Poly Victimization
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Outside Obs. M S.E. S.D. 95% C.I.
Communication

No 17 294 142 587 -.008 - 596
Yes 43 883 167 1.095 546 —1.220
Combined 60 716 130 1009 455-.977
diff -589 219 -1.030 - -

148

t =-2.684. Pr. = .009**. Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 52,

Note. Obs. = Observations. M. = Mean. S.E. = Standard Error. S.D. = Standard Deviation.
C.l1. = Confidence Interval. MS < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.

Solitary Confinement and Poly Victimization. Table XIV illustrates that on average, people who
reported that they spent time in solitary confinement while incarcerated reported that they
experienced meaningfully significant more poly victimization while incarcerated (M=2.36,
SE=.60) than those who did not (M=1.44, SE=.17). This difference was meaningfully significant

t(65)=-1.96, p<.05, and it represented a small-sized effect, r=0.22.

Table X1V: Independent Samples T-test of Solitary and both Witnessing and Experiencing Poly
Victimization

Solitary Obs. M S.E. S.D. 95% C.1.

No 56 1.446 170 1.278 1.104-1.788
Yes 11 2.363 .607 2.013 1.010-3.716
Combined 67 1.597 176 1.446 1.244-1.949
diff -.917 467 -1.850 - .015

t=-1.963. Pr. = .053*. degrees of freedom = 65.
Note. Obs. = Observations. M. = Mean. S.E. = Standard Error. S.D. = Standard Deviation.
C.I. = Confidence Interval. MS < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.

Perceptions of Guardianship
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Feeling Safe and Victimization. Table XV illustrates that 21 respondents reported that they were
victimized while in jail. Of the persons who reported that they experienced victimization, three
(3) respondents reported feeling safe in jail and 18 respondents reported that they did not. Of the
persons who reported that they were not victimized (n=13), a total of 10 respondents reported
feeling safe in jail and three (3) respondents reported that they did not. Overall, based on the
Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of reported victimized (p =
0.001) between persons who reported they felt safe in jail and persons who did not. The group of
people who reported that they felt safe in jail were .05 times less likely (or 95% less likely) to
report being victimized in jail compared to the group of people who reported they did not feel
safe.

Table XV: Felt Safe and Becoming a Victim

o Total
Felt Safe Victimized
No Yes
No 3 18 21
Yes 10 3 13
Total 13 21 34

Note. Fisher’s exact = 10.81. Pr. = 0.001. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson 2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Feeling Safe and Being Physically Assaulted. Table XV1 illustrates that 21 respondents
reported that they were physically assaulted while in jail. Of the persons who reported that they
experienced physical assault, 2 respondents reported feeling safe in jail and 19 respondents
reported that they did not. Of the persons who were not physically assaulted (n=13), a total of 6
respondents reported feeling safe in jail and 7 respondents reported that they did not. Overall,
based on the Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of reporting that

they were physically assaulted (p = 0.033) between persons who reported that they felt safe in
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jail and persons who did not. The group of people who reported that they felt safe in jail were .12
times less likely (or 88% less likely) to report that they were physically assaulted in jail

compared to the group of people who reported that they did not feel safe.

Table XVI: Felt Safe and Becoming a Victim of Physical Assault

) Total
Felt Safe Physically Assaulted
No Yes
No 7 19 26
Yes 6 2 8
Total 13 21 34

Note. Fisher’s exact = 4.12. Pr. = 0.033. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson 2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Feeling Safe and Being Verbally Assaulted. Table XVII illustrates that 21 respondents reported
that they were verbally assaulted while in jail. Of the persons who reported that they experienced
verbal assault, two (2) respondents also reported feeling safe in jail and 19 respondents reported
that they did not. Of the persons who were not verbally assaulted (n=13), a total of seven (7)
respondents also reported feeling safe in jail and six (6) respondents reported that they did not.
Overall, based on the Fisher’s Exact Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of
reporting being a victim of verbal assault (p = 0.013) between persons who reported they felt
safe in jail and persons who did not. The group of people who reported they felt safe in jail were
.08 times less likely (or 92% less likely) to report that they were verbally assaulted in jail

compared to the group of people who did not report they felt safe.

Table XVII: Felt Safe and Becoming a Victim of Verbal Assault
Felt Safe Verbally Assaulted Total

No Yes
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No 6 19 25

Yes 7 2 9

Total 13 21 34

Note. Fisher’s exact = 5.98. Pr. =.013. Group counts below 5 violate the assumption for a
Pearson x2. In turn, Fisher’s Exact Test was conducted.

Incarcerated Persons as Source of Safety and Being Physically Assaulted. Table XVIlI
illustrates that 10 respondents reported that they were physically assaulted while in jail. Of the
persons who reported the experience of physical assault, 5 respondents reported that they viewed
other incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail and the remaining 5 respondents did not.
Of the persons who reported that they were not physically assaulted (n=31), 5 respondents
reported viewing other incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail and 26 respondents did
not. Overall, based on the Pearson’s y? Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of
reported physical assaults (p = 0.030) between persons who report that they viewed other
incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail and persons who did not. The group of people
who reported that they viewed incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail were 5.3 times
more likely to be physically assaulted in jail compared to the group of people who did not.

Table XVIII: Incarcerated Person as Source of Safety and Becoming a Victim of Physical
Assault

Incarcerated Person as Source of Safety Physically Assaulted Total

No Yes
No 26 5 31
Yes 5 5 10
Total 31 10 41

Note. Pearson’s y? = 4.70. Pr. = 0.030.
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Incarcerated Persons as Source of Safety and Being Verbally Assaulted. Table XIX illustrates
that 10 respondents reported that they were verbally assaulted while in jail. Of the persons who
reported that they experienced verbal assault, five (5) respondents reported that they viewed
other incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail and five (5) respondents did not. Of the
persons who were not verbally assaulted (n=31), six (6) respondents reported viewing other
incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail and 25 respondents did not. Overall, based on
the Pearson’s y? Test, there was a significant difference in the odds of reporting verbal assault (p
= 0.057) between persons who report that they viewed other incarcerated persons as a source of
safety in jail and persons who did not. The group of people who reported that they viewed
incarcerated persons as a source of safety in jail were 4.2 times more likely to report being
verbally assaulted in jail compared to the group of people who did not report that they viewed

incarcerated persons as a source of safety.

Table X1X: Incarcerated Person as Source of Safety and Becoming a Victim of Verbal Assault

Incarcerated Person as Source of Safety Verbally Assaulted Total

No Yes
No 25 5 30
Yes 6 5 11
Total 31 10 41

Note. Pearson’s y?> = 3.61. Pr. = 0.057.

Feeling Safe and Experiencing Poly Victimization. Table XX illustrates that on average, people
who reported that they felt safe while incarcerated experienced significantly less reported poly
victimization while incarcerated (M=.28, SE=.14) than those who reported they did not feel safe
(M=1.46, SE=.29). This difference was significant t(17)=3.63, p<.001, and it represented a large-

sized effect, r=0.66.
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Table XX: Independent T-test of Felt Safe and Experiencing Poly Victimization

Felt Safe Obs. M S.E. S.D. 95% C.I.

No 13 1.461 291 1.050 .827-2.096
Yes 21 .285 140 .643  -.007-.578
Combined 34 735 170 994 388 -1.082
diff 1.175 323 495 — 1.856

t = 3.636. Pr. =.001***, Satterthwaite’s degrees of freedom = 17.

Note. Obs. = Observations. M. = Mean. S.E. = Standard Error. S.D. = Standard Deviation.

C.1. = Confidence Interval. MS < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.

Feeling Safe and Witnessing/Experiencing Poly Victimization. Table XXI illustrates that on

average, people who reported that they felt safe while incarcerated report experiencing

significantly less poly victimization while incarcerated (M=1, SE=.26) than those who did not

report that they felt safe (M=2.30, SE=.28). This difference was significant t(32)=3.20, p<.01,

and it represented a medium-sized effect, r=0.49.

Table XXI: Independent T-test of Felt Safe and both Witnessing and Experiencing Poly

Victimization
Felt Safe Obs. M S.E. S.D. 95% C.1.
No 13 2.307 .286 1.031 1.684 —2.931
Yes 21 1 267 1.224 442 — 1.557
Combined 34 1.5 224 1.308 1.043 -1.956
diff 1.307 407 476 —2.138

t = 3.205. Pr. =.003**, degrees of freedom = 32.

Note. Obs. = Observations. M. = Mean. S.E. = Standard Error. S.D. = Standard Deviation.

C.1. = Confidence Interval. MS < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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Incarcerated Persons as Source of Safety and Witnessing/Experiencing Poly Victimization.

Table XXII illustrates that on average, people who reported that they viewed incarcerated

persons as a source of safety while incarcerated also significantly reported more experiences of

poly victimization while incarcerated (M=2.7, SE=.44) than those who did not (M=1.41,

SE=.20). This difference was significant t(39)=-2.89, p<.01, and it represented a medium-sized

effect, r=0.42.

Table XXII: Independent T-test of Incarcerated Person as Source of Safety and both Witnessing

and Experiencing Poly Victimization

Source of Safety: Obs. M S.E. S.D. 95% C.1.

Incarcerated Person

No 31 1.419 .206 1.148 .998 —1.840

Yes 10 2.7 448 1.418 1.685-3.714

Combined 41 1.731 .206 1.323 1.314-2.149

diff -1.280 442 -2.174 — -
.386

t =-2.896. Pr. = .006**. degrees of freedom = 39.

Note. Obs. = Observations. M. = Mean. S.E. = Standard Error. S.D. = Standard Deviation.

C.l1. = Confidence Interval. MS < .10 *p < .05 **p < .01 ***p < .001.
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