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Bullying in prisons can have severe consequences, both for those directly involved and for the prison regime as a whole, yet the subject has been curiously neglected in literature. In 1993 the Prison Service introduced their first anti-bullying strategy and since then there has been a great deal of research on the subject. Bullying Among Prisoners summarises this research and seeks to answer some important questions.

Bullying Among Prisoners identifies problems in defining and measuring bullying, and proposes guidelines on how research in this field should be conducted. The book covers

• what bullying is

• how and why it occurs

• the effects of bullying

• practical strategies for preventing bullying.

By outlining a series of interventions that can be employed to address bullying, this book will be an invaluable resource for all those working directly with the perpetrators and victims of bullying, not only in prisons but also in secure hospitals.

Jane L. Ireland is a chartered forensic psychologist and a member of the International Society for Research into Aggression. She has published many journal articles in the area of bullying among prisoners.
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The aim of the Criminal Justice System is to protect the public by preventing crime. The Statement of Purpose of the Prison Service reads that prisoners are to be kept secure throughout the time that they have been committed by the courts, to be treated with humanity and helped to lead useful and law-abiding lives in prison and on release. In essence this means that everything possible must be done to prevent prisoners re-offending on release.

Nothing undermines the smooth running of a custodial establishment, and so its ability to satisfy the Statement of Purpose and achieve the Aim, more than a climate of fear – fear amongst staff about their treatment by management and other staff members, or fear that they may be assaulted by prisoners; fear amongst prisoners that they may be assaulted by staff, or not be protected from being assaulted by other prisoners; fear amongst those who work at or visit an establishment about how they will be treated. These may sound like extremes that could never happen in the United Kingdom in 2001.

But, only very recently, a further three Prison Service senior officers and officers were sentenced to long terms of imprisonment for ill-treating prisoners in Wormwood Scrubs. Furthermore, the officers had compounded their offence by alleging that they themselves had been assaulted by the prisoner, to which assault they had merely responded. They were clearly acting on the unspoken assumption that stories told by staff would be believed because they were staff, and that stories told by prisoners would not be believed because they were prisoners. Fear among the prisoners that their allegations are unlikely to be believed is itself a form of bullying because of the mental pressure that it exerts on prisoners. The fact that the courts believed the prisoner and not the staff is of great significance, not just because we are now in what has been described as the Human Rights era, but because it sent an important signal to those who might be tempted to act in the same way. That sentences for abusing prisoners in this way have now been passed makes the publication of Dr Jane Ireland's important book particularly timely, because not only does she catalogue ways in which bullying may manifest itself, but also how it can – and must – be identified and eliminated.

As part of a thematic review of suicide and its prevention in prisons, Suicide is Everyone's Concern (HM Inspectorate 1999), I introduced what I called the ‘healthy prison concept’ as a way of describing what I should like to find in terms of the treatment of prisoners and the conditions in which they are held in custody. There are four aspects to this

1 everyone should feel and be safe – staff, prisoners, those who work in prisons and those who visit them

2 everyone should be treated with respect as a fellow human being

3 prisoners should be enabled to improve themselves through access to purposeful activity

4 prisoners should be enabled to maintain contact with their families and prepare for release.

Of these conditions safety is paramount. Unless staff feel safe when delivering treatment, and prisoners feel safe in prison – in their cells, while moving around and when attending activities – nothing can happen. The importance of everyone feeling themselves to be safe cannot be overestimated, something that is, unfortunately, overlooked by too many middle and senior managers. There can be no worse example of poor management than turning a blind eye to bullying, as happened for far too long at Wormwood Scrubs.

As Dr Ireland says, bullying is a specific form of aggression that is difficult to define, and it takes many forms. It can be both direct and indirect and is by no means confined to physical abuse. Verbal bullying is often focused on some form of difference between the abuser and the abused, such as cultural diversity, mental disorder or disability. Cultural diversity is not just between black and white but between people from different towns and cities or different parts of towns or cities. It can take the form of inexorable pressure based on debt, often related to drugs, which can be meted out not only on an individual but also on his or her family. It can take the form of staff denying access to activities, or making subjective reports that result in unnecessary moves between institutions or delayed release on parole or tariff. Its manifestations are endless, but they all point to one overriding implication – that is, if a custodial institution is to run smoothly and deliver the outcomes expected of it, immediate intervention by management is absolutely essential to eliminate bullying.

This is where Dr Ireland's book is so particularly useful. Rightly she devotes much detailed attention to intervention, including the need to take full account of the perception of the victim. I have to admit to a deep hatred for what is called the cult of ‘managerialism’ when applied to dealing with people – the idea that everything can be directed on paper, by means of endless written instructions, targets and performance indicators, and by measuring the quantity of process. It is a dangerous and fallacious practice, particularly in the hands of those who are responsible for the well-being of other people. That well-being can only be ensured by constant, hands-on supervision by responsible and accountable managers. They in turn must be backed up by supportive and responsive senior management who will, if necessary, take swift action to remove identified wrongdoers, thus reinforcing the ethos that bullying, of whatever kind, simply will not be tolerated. This is also why it is so important that senior management does not adopt a bullying style in dealing with subordinates.

Sadly, swift action does not happen in the Prison Service today, whose management is obsessed with exact compliance with rules, budgets and targets and which is unable to provide full, purposeful and active working days for all prisoners, designed to challenge offending or anti-social behaviour, or tackle educational, work skill or medical deficiencies. Management is so involved in the minutiae of the bureaucratic process that it is unable spend as much time as it should where it should, i.e. on the landings ensuring that prisoners are being properly and humanely cared for. Failing to oversee is a form of neglect, and neglect is a form of institutional bullying. All concerned should read Dr Ireland's book if they doubt the veracity of this.

Bullying takes place everywhere, in homes, schools and workplaces. That is not to condone it but to confirm that the motivations behind bullying can be complex, as Dr Ireland says, and not always easy to determine. But, wherever it remains unchecked, it undermines human relationships as well as the smooth running of establishments. After reading Bullying Among Prisoners there can no longer be any excuse for protested ignorance about this.

But Dr Ireland also invites examination of another sad fact, all too often forgotten when considering bullies, that the vast majority of them have themselves been bullied, and are meting out to others what has been meted out to them. These are what she calls bully/victims. It is essential that part of any attempt to challenge bullies includes an examination of their past, to try to determine the circumstances in which they experienced being bullied. Prisons are now required to have in place ‘anti-bullying strategies’. Strategy is the wrong word to use, but what this implies is that every prison is required to have programmes in place for challenging any identified bully, and separating them from other prisoners while this takes place. A significant part of any offending behaviour programme is devoted to the victim. This is more difficult when the perpetrator has also been a victim, but it is important that any work done does not ignore the point.

I therefore warmly commend Dr Ireland's book. It results from careful observation and research but is essentially practical in its message. No custodial institution can afford to turn a blind eye to bullying. No member of staff of such an institution can afford to ignore the results of unchecked bullying because of the climate of fear that can result. If what Dr Ireland preaches is put into practice, every prison – which means every prisoner and member of staff – should feel safe. Then our prisons will be healthy and work with prisoners can be carried out to ensure that the public will be better protected.

Sir David Ramsbotham
Her Majesty's Chief Inspector of Prisons 1995–2001
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My interest in bullying research started in 1994 when I was trying to decide what topic to address for my undergraduate dissertation in psychology. I'm not really sure where my idea of studying ‘bullying among prisoners’ came from, but when I started my literature review I quickly discovered, to my amazement, that it was an area of research that had received little attention. Indeed, I could only find a grand total of three studies, two of which were unpublished. Ironically, it was this lack of research that got me interested in the research field as a whole.

When the negative effects that bullying can have on its victims (and on prison regimes) are considered, it is astounding that research has been so minimal. No one who has had contact with victims can fail to be moved by the situation in which they find themselves – away from family and friends in an unfriendly environment, targeted by aggressive peers and offered little means of escape. This in itself should be impetus enough to conduct more research into this area.

Since about 1996 there has been a drastic increase in the number of studies focusing on bullying among prisoners, and prisons are now able to draw from this body of research to develop specific prison-based anti-bullying strategies. The research field is also evolving, away from merely describing the nature and extent of bullying to looking at why it occurs, the different groups who are involved, and so on. Anti-bullying strategies are evolving in conjunction with the literature and this has been particularly evident in the UK Prison Service, a service that appears to be leading the way in terms of developing such strategies. Consequently, for those interested in bullying research this is proving to be an exciting time.

The reason for this book was a simple one. To date no books have been written on this subject and I wanted to write one that brought together the research that has been done so far, and one which made some practical recommendations on how to manage bullying in secure settings. In doing so I hope that the book proves useful to researchers, academics, students, managers and practitioners alike. When I first thought of putting the book together I had intended to include only one chapter on intervention strategies. As I started writing, however, I realised how little focus had been given to dealing with bullying in secure settings. In view of how difficult bullying can be to manage this is perhaps not surprising. Indeed, as I highlight in Chapter 4, bullying is a product of both the individual and the environment and impacting on both is a difficult task. This is not to say that it should not be attempted, rather that the focus of strategies should be different, namely away from eradicating it completely (an unobtainable goal) towards reducing it through preventative measures and appropriate responses to it when it occurs. Thus, I felt that a single chapter did not do this area justice and decided to include two – one on preventative approaches and one on reactive approaches.

What will be evident from the book is how much research is needed into this area. I hope that the research field continues to develop and that the publication of this book will encourage researchers to move away from addressing those areas that are becoming ‘over-researched’ (e.g. the nature and extent of bullying), and move towards areas which will add to our knowledge about bullying and help the development of effective intervention strategies.
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Why study bullying among prisoners?

The issue of bullying among prisoners is an important one. According to Levenson

Many prisoners are assaulted, regularly threatened or harassed. The physical safety of some prisoners, especially sex offenders, can only be achieved by segregating them for their own protection. Violence and bullying are endemic in most prisons and young offender institutions.

(Levenson 2000: 1)

By studying bullying among prisoners our knowledge and understanding of this type of behaviour can be increased, the victims of bullying protected and the security of the prison improved (Connell and Farrington 1996). There are also implications for classifying offenders in terms of need and risk assessment (Connell and Farrington 1996): if bullies and victims can be reliably identified then this will undoubtedly inform any such assessment. The effects of bullying on the prison as a whole can be varied and include an increase in the level of suicide, self-harm, stress, drug use, drug trading, escapes, absconds, failures to return from home leave, prisoner complaints, assaults, prisoners requesting transfers or to be placed under the protection of staff, and increased levels of damage to prison property (Home Office Prison Service 1999). Levenson (2000) argued that bullying also reduces the likelihood that prison staff will be able to work productively with prisoners to help them to address their offending behaviour and prepare them for release.

The types of bullying that prisoners are subjected to can be severe and include physical abuse, ranging from ‘slaps’, punches and the deliberate burning of victims with cigarettes, to batteries being placed in socks and used as weapons with which to ‘beat’ someone. Bullying also includes cold water being poured over bedding or excrement placed in it, or prisoners being forced to become the ‘personal servants’ of the bully. ‘Practical jokes’ or ‘horseplay’ are common, for example victims are thrown into cold baths, have their eyebrows shaved and/or their hair cut (Brookes 1993). Livingston and co-workers (1994) also report bullies name-calling, making threats, spreading rumours, deliberately ignoring or frightening others, and forcing prisoners to cause trouble. Brookes and colleagues (1994) report instances where victims have deliberately been given smaller helpings of food, have had property stolen from their cells and glass placed into their soap. Incidents of sexual abuse have also been reported including masturbating another prisoner or shaving a prisoner's pubic hair whilst the victim was tied to a bed (McGurk and McDougall 1986).

The effects of such actions on the victims cannot be underestimated. The following account comes from a woman who wrote the following on the back of a questionnaire addressing bullying.

When I first came in I gave out tobacco and rizlas to people who asked me. I found I was short at the end of the week. This last week I refused and my life has been made hell. I've been continually harassed for my canteen day and night, usually by the hardcore people I shared the dormitory with: if not them they have been getting other people to ask me on their behalf and when I refuse abuse me verbally and lie about me. When in the dormitory I made the mistake of saying I was gay and have been ostracised by the very couple who have been sleeping together in bed! I have come off my medication to get out of here – not sleeping much, around three hours per night. I just want to be left alone to serve my time and leave prison never to return. I cannot relate well to people and need medication: going through hell yet I have tried very hard to fit in and appear normal. I don't want to cause trouble but it's very difficult not to retaliate verbally and I feel like I'm near to cracking up.

Another account comes from a male young offender who wrote the following letter to prison officers in January 2000.

I have been getting bullied off lads on this unit for about eight weeks. They have been saying things like ‘I shagged your mum’ and betting lads on the wing half an ounce of tobacco that they wouldn't be able to batter me. Nearly all the lads on the unit have been taking this offer up and having a go at me. Every day for the past eight weeks they have been getting on my case by calling my mum names and saying to other lads that I have been calling their mum things like ‘fat slag’ etc. They have done this so that the other lads will batter me. They have told me that I had better string myself up because they are never going to leave me alone. One of the lads is in court on the same day as me, and in the same court. He told me that he's going to batter me there and I think that he would. PS. I'm really scared what might happen now when I go to court with him and what he might do. Even if he doesn't do it at court he might do it at reception. I don't want anything like that to happen.

Defining aggression

Before presenting a definition of bullying, it is worth focusing briefly on aggression research in general, particularly the different types of aggression and how these may relate to a discussion of bullying. Geen argues that the term ‘aggression’ is not a scientific one and is ‘taken from everyday English and used to describe a number of functionally different behaviours that have in common the infliction of harm upon another person’ (1998: 1). A number of different varieties of aggression have been suggested (Dodge 1991). One of the most useful distinctions between these, and one which may prove relevant to a discussion of bullying behaviour, is the notion of reactive and proactive aggression (Dodge 1991). There is compelling evidence that supports the validity of the distinction between these two types of aggression (Dodge and Coie 1987). Reactive aggression occurs when an individual overreacts to minor provocations. In such a situation the individual is generally viewed as short-tempered and volatile. Reactive aggression has also been referred to as ‘angry aggression’ and can be described as a fear-motivated response (Weisfeld 1994), one that includes defensive postures in response to threats. Proactive aggression involves more planning on the part of the perpetrator and is used instrumentally to obtain a goal through bullying, dominating or coercing others (Dodge 1991).

Another useful distinction between types of aggression is that of direct and indirect aggression. Direct aggression includes the most observable forms such as physical or verbal abuse, forms in which the identity of the aggressor is known. Indirect aggression is subtle and includes spreading rumours, and ostracising or gossiping about an individual. It represents a form in which the aggressor may remain unidentified (Lagerspetz et al. 1988). Björkqvist and colleagues (1992a) conceptualise styles of interpersonal aggression as falling along a continuum of development, with direct forms of aggression used at an early age to be largely replaced during adolescence and adulthood by indirect aggression.

What is bullying and how does it relate to aggression?

Aggressive relationships between individuals can be categorised into two distinct types: ‘symmetrical’ or ‘high-conflict’ relationships in which each member aggresses towards and is victimised by the other member, and ‘asymmetrical’ or ‘low-conflict’ relationships in which one member adopts the role of aggressor and the other the role of victim (Perry et al. 1992). Bullying represents the latter category of aggressive relationship (Olweus 1996) and is a distinct form of aggression that can either be direct or indirect in nature (Rivers and Smith 1994). It can also be described as a proactive form of aggression in which an individual manipulates and dominates others in order to obtain a goal, whether this is material or social. It can also include an element of planning and organisation on the part of the perpetrator, thus fitting the definition of proactive aggression. I would suggest, however, that particularly in a prison environment, not all bullying is highly organised and some can represent a ‘reaction’ to being bullied. Individuals who fall into the bully/victim category (i.e. those who report both ‘bullying others’ and ‘being bullied’) may be reacting to their own victimisation by aggressing towards others. The provocation in this situation is their attempted victimisation by others. It may not necessarily matter if the intended victim of the bully/victim is someone who has aggressed towards them – the fact that they are showing some form of aggression towards others suggests that they are attempting to assert and maintain their dominance (Ireland 1999a), and in this way avoid being labelled as a ‘victim’, thus preventing any future victimisation (Connell and Farrington 1996). In this situation the reaction of the bully/victim could be conceptualised as a fear or defensive response.

Thus, I would argue that bullying behaviour is not necessarily proactive, but can also include elements of reactive aggression depending on the motivation of the aggressor and the social constraints of the environment in which it takes place. It would seem that ‘pure’ bullies, namely those who only bully others and are not victims themselves, are more likely to represent proactive aggressors, whereas bully/victims are more likely to represent reactive aggressors. Dodge (1991), however, argues that the distinction between reactive and proactive aggression is only a relative one and it is possible for reactive aggression to contain proactive elements and vice versa. This can be related to bullying behaviour as follows: although bully/victims may be displaying reactive aggression there may also be a proactive goal, namely a way of communicating to the rest of their peer group that they will not readily submit to being bullied and are thus not targets for future victimisation.

As a specific form of aggression, bullying has proven difficult to define (see Chapter 2 where I discuss definitional issues in more detail). In a review of the literature Farrington (1993) reported that there was widespread agreement among researchers that in order for a behaviour to be classed as bullying it must represent a repeated and unprovoked act of aggression that includes physical, verbal or psychological attack, an imbalance of power and an intention to cause fear or harm to the victim. This definition has not been applied, however, by all researchers and there does not appear to be any universally accepted definition of bullying (Farrington 1993). Randall, for example, describes bullying much more simply as ‘the aggressive behaviour arising from the deliberate intent to cause physical or psychological distress to others’ (1997: 4), with Smith describing it as a ‘systematic abuse of power’ (1994: 12), stating that it is most likely to occur in social groups where there are clear power relationships, and low supervision. Power relationships are present in any social group ‘by virtue of strength or size or ability, force of personality, sheer numbers, or recognised hierarchy’ (Smith 1994: 12), and this power can be abused. Smith further argues that the exact definition of what constitutes abuse depends on the social and cultural context: if the abuse is systematic then ‘bullying’ is a valid term by which to describe it.

There are also problems in devising a definition that encapsulates the whole range of direct and indirect aggressive behaviours considered representative of bullying. In one of the first studies that I conducted, for example, I used a behavioural checklist with prisoners that described a total of thirty-three discrete behaviours indicative of bullying others, twenty-four relating to direct aggression and nine to indirect (Ireland 1999a). These behaviours included stealing prisoners' tobacco, starting fights, trying to turn prisoners against one another, calling prisoners names, and intimidating and threatening prisoners. Attempting to include all of these behaviours into one narrow and overly specific definition is virtually impossible.

Despite a lack of agreement regarding the specific criteria applied to bullying, two criteria are now widely used by researchers, namely that in order for a behaviour to be classed as bullying it must include repetition of the aggressive act and involve an imbalance of power (Smith and Brain 2000). Again, although these criteria are widely applied, this does not mean that they are universally accepted (Smith and Brain 2000), with some researchers preferring to use much broader definitions that make no reference to these elements.

However, bullying has only recently been recognised as a distinct form of aggression in academic studies and this could explain the lack of a standard definition of bullying. Indeed, Birkett comments that

Bullying is not new: for centuries children have been persistently calling each other names, stealing each other's toys, and sending former friends to Coventry. But the recognition of bullying as a distinct phenomenon, to be analysed and academicised, is relatively recent.

(Birkett 1998: 24)

Attempts to define bullying have been hindered by an apparent ‘hierarchy’ of bullying behaviours ranging from ‘least damaging’, to ‘most damaging’, with verbal methods of bullying being seen as least damaging and physical methods as most damaging. Such a view is captured by a father whose 17-year-old son was accused of ‘bullying a schoolgirl to death’ who said ‘you know how kids are … they never physically hurt her. They just called her names – Fatty and Smelly, and things like that’ (Birkett 1998: 32).

It is also important to note that the term ‘bullying’ is not one that is universally used. Smith describes it as an English term that ‘appears to have originated in the sixteenth century from the middle Dutch word “boele”, meaning lover: this became “fine fellow” and “blusterer” and eventually its present meaning’ (2002: in press). Interestingly Smith (2002) notes how the original more positive meaning of the word is retained in the phrase ‘bully for you’ indicating an expression of ‘approval at a daring action’. Other cultures have used other terms to convey an action similar to bullying – the Scandinavian term is ‘mobbing’, the Dutch ‘pesten’ and the Japanese ‘ijime’ (Smith 2002). None of these terms, however, are exactly equivalent to bullying. Smith and Brain (2000) describe how evidence for the existence of bullying has been found in sixteen European countries, the United States, Canada, Japan, Australia and New Zealand, with indications of similar behaviour reported in the developing world.

Most of the research into bullying has been limited to the study of children in a school environment. By comparison little research has addressed bullying among adults and, according to Randall, ‘Bullying is still seen as a problem for children in schools and most people never suspect the range, severity and depth of misery created every day, nearly everywhere, by the bullying of adults by adults’ (1997: vii). Researchers do recognise that bullying can occur among adults in many settings such as the workplace, prisons, old people's homes and family homes (Smith and Brain 2000).

The majority of work conducted among adults has focused on the workplace and was pioneered by Adams (1992). Since 1992 there has been a substantial amount of work published in this area that has led to the recognition that bullying at work is a major occupational stressor (Hoel et al. 1999). It has been suggested that the bullying that takes place between adults can be particularly subtle and is often rationalised by the aggressor. Adams (1997) describes a range of aggressive practices that the adult bully may engage in at work including repeatedly telling someone off or criticising them, using offensive language, over-monitoring their performance, withholding information that is essential for the victim to complete the task, intercepting or listening to telephone calls, interfering with mail, changing desk and office arrangements, preventing the victim from attending training or taking leave without adequate explanation, and setting the victim up to fail by delegating to them impossible tasks to complete with impossible deadlines.

Different terms to describe bullying tend to be used for different settings. In the workplace terms such as trauma, mistreatment, harassment, abuse, and tyranny have been used interchangeably to describe inappropriate and abusive behaviours between adults. The term bullying has also been used but its use has been restricted to research conducted in the United Kingdom and Ireland (Hoel et al. 1999). In the family home the term abuse tends to be used more than bullying, particularly when describing the parent-child relationship (Smith and Brain 2000), although the term bullying could also characterise abusive relationships between partners. In a prison setting, the majority of research has used the term bullying to describe the abusive behaviours that occur between prisoners. There have been some variations on the exact use of this term with some researchers using phrases such as ‘bullying behaviour’ and ‘behaviours indicative of bullying’. The term bullying, however, in whatever format, is one that is readily utilised by both prisoners and staff to describe the aggression that can occur between prisoners. Smith (2002) makes the important point that the term bullying is one that can be applied to any social situation from which a victim feels unable to readily remove themselves. Such an argument can be readily applied to a secure environment such as a prison.

What research has been done into prison bullying?

Much of the research that addresses bullying within prisons has been confined to the United Kingdom with the exception of Connell and Farrington (1996, 1997) who addressed bullying among young offenders at an open-custody facility in Canada. Indeed, studies conducted outside the United Kingdom have rarely referred to the concept of bullying. This is not surprising when it is considered that bullying is primarily an English term (Smith 2002). Research has been conducted outside the United Kingdom addressing issues related to bullying in prison, but this has concentrated on concepts of violence (e.g. McCorkle 1992). There is undoubtedly a degree of overlap between violence and bullying, for example Olweus (1996) argued that violence can take place without bullying, just as bullying can take place without violence. The best examples of forms of bullying which do not constitute violence would be indirect bullying and theft-related bullying (Ireland 2000a). Both of these latter forms of aggression have been included in prison-based definitions of bullying.

Researchers outside the United Kingdom have tended to concentrate on direct assaults between male prisoners, particularly sexual assault (e.g. Sagarin 1976; Donaldson 1984; Ruchkin et al. 1998). This latter area of research has not been focused on by researchers in the United Kingdom, with sexual assault often included as one of a range of aggressive behaviours that may occur between prisoners (e.g. Ireland 1999a). The majority of research outside the United Kingdom has also concentrated on the perpetrators of aggression (Wright 1991), and on ‘uncovering the relationship between violence in prison and variables such as population density, prisoner transiency, age or the relationship between violent offenders and violence in prison’ (Cooley 1993: 480). This is in contrast to research conducted in the United Kingdom (and to a lesser extent Canada) that has focused less on why the aggression occurs and more on assessing the nature and the extent of the problem, identifying who is involved and the consequences of the abuse for its victims.

Researchers outside the United Kingdom have also operationalised very different terms and definitions to describe a range of abusive relationships that may occur between prisoners. Wright (1991), for example, focused on ‘violent and/or victimised’ prisoners with violent prisoners representing those who had been charged with an assault on an inmate or a staff member, and victimised prisoners those who had attempted suicide or had inflicted an injury on themselves. Fuller and Orsagh (1977) also used the terms ‘violence and victimisation’ with no definition of what this referred to. Shields and Simourd (1991) referred to ‘predatory behaviour’, describing predatory prisoners as those who actively sought exploitative relationships with other prisoners and who would force them to engage in various acts. Mutchnick and Fawcett (1990) addressed ‘violence’ among incarcerated juvenile offenders, and broadly defined it as a perceived or actual act of physical or verbal aggression. Mutchnick and Fawcett (1990) also used the term ‘victimisation’ and, referencing Bowker (1983), described it as an abusive ‘transaction’ in which a more powerful individual would obtain goods or services from a less powerful individual. Cooley (1993) used the term ‘criminal victimisation’ and applied the following criteria: prisoners were not considered to be a victim if they indicated that the prisoner who had aggressed towards them was using force equal to or lesser than the force used by them. Bartollas and co-workers (1974) focused on behaviours indicative of (sexually) exploiting others, or being exploited, describing the perpetrators of sexual aggression as ‘booty-bandits’. Ellis and colleagues focused on the ‘aggressive transgressions’ of prisoners defined as ‘any behavior proscribed by prison rules that harms or injures another person’ (1974: 18). Finally, Johnson (1978) used the terms ‘prison games’ or ‘peer games’ to describe some of the abusive behaviours that occurred between prisoners, including incidents involving teasing and ostracising. The range of terms to describe aggression between prisoners is not evident in the research conducted in the United Kingdom where, with very few exceptions (e.g. O'Donnell and Edgar 1996a, 1996b), the term bullying has been systematically applied. Thus, researching aggression between prisoners within a framework of bullying is primarily an English phenomenon.

Since the focus of the current and following chapters is on bullying behaviours among prisoners, I will concentrate on those studies that have dealt specifically with this phenomenon, although in parts it will be necessary for me to expand the discussion to include research that has applied more general terms such as violence or victimisation.

The first study conducted into bullying among offenders was that of McGurk and McDougall (1986). Since then there have been thirty-six studies addressing bullying among prisoners. The majority of these studies have not been published in academic peer-reviewed journals, with only sixteen appearing in such publications to date. Of the remaining studies, the majority have either been presented in ‘in-house’ professional journals (e.g. Marshall 1993) or been completed as surveys designed solely for use within prisons (e.g. Bolt 1999). A summary of the studies conducted to date is presented in Table 1.1. The table briefly outlines the main characteristics of each study and provides information on the focus of the study and the findings regarding the extent of bullying.



Table 1.1 Studies conducted into bullying among prisoners (presented in year order)

[image: image]






[image: image]






[image: image]






[image: image]






[image: image]




In addition to the studies presented in Table 1.1, O'Donnell and Edgar (1996a) conducted a study into victimisation, as opposed to bullying, among a sample of male adult and young offenders. The study was entitled The Extent and Dynamics of Victimisation in Prisons and included some discussion of the relationship between victimisation and bullying. Results from this study were later published in two professional journals (O'Donnell and Edgar 1996b, 1997).

Although Table 1.1 has attempted to include all of the known studies addressing bullying among prisoners, undoubtedly there are a number of studies conducted solely for use within prisons that have not been made available to researchers. There is a tendency for research into bullying, if conducted by prison staff, to remain unpublished or inaccessible to outside researchers. Thus, trying to ascertain the true extent of bullying research is difficult.

In addition to the studies presented in Table 1.1 there are a total of thirteen other papers that relate to bullying among prisoners. These papers represent discussions of previous studies or reviews of the research field (e.g. Ireland et al. 1998, 1999; Ireland 1998a, 1999d, 1999e, 2000a, 2001b, 2002f), the Home Office Prison Service Anti-Bullying Strategies (Home Office Prison Service 1993, 1999; Levenson 2000), a paper discussing an anti-bullying awareness training package for prison staff (Ireland 2000), and one describing interventions for bullies and/or victims (Ireland 2002a). Only one of these papers has been published in a peer-reviewed journal (Ireland 2000a).

How has the research field evolved?

As Table 1.1 shows, bullying among prisoners is an area that has only recently received the attention of researchers. Although the first study was conducted in 1986 this was not published until 1991 (in a book chapter), and there was no further research conducted until 1992. The first papers into bullying among prisoners did not appear in peer-reviewed journals until 1996 (Connell and Farrington 1996; Ireland and Archer 1996), with the first review of research appearing in 2000 (Ireland 2000a). Interest in prison bullying has steadily increased since 1996. This increase has also led to an interest in how bullying is measured, notably the validity and reliability of the various methods used by researchers (e.g. Dyson et al. 1997; Connell and Farrington 1997; Ireland 2002d), an issue that I will discuss in detail in the following chapter.

Researchers have tended to concentrate solely on samples of male young offenders, followed by studies concentrating solely on adult men, and those addressing combined samples of adults and young offenders (men and women). Women prisoners have been researched to a much lesser extent than men. This observation is not limited to bullying among prisoners, the aggressiveness of men across a range of situations has been studied to a greater extent than that of women (Björkqvist 1992). The fact that women can be aggressive has only recently been recognised by researchers, and has led researchers to describe in some detail what are now termed ‘female forms of aggression’ (Björkqvist and Niemelä 1992). Indeed, when I first began to research bullying behaviour among female prisoners I was told by staff at one prison that women didn't really bully each other and that perhaps I should have chosen another area to research, one that could provide interesting findings. Regardless of this, however, I published my findings in 1996 and it represented the first study that specifically addressed (adult) women prisoners (Ireland and Archer 1996). Since then there have been eleven more studies conducted with women, five addressing both adults and young offenders, five focusing on adult offenders, and one focusing on young offenders. The majority of these studies have compared the responses of women directly with those of men. The studies conducted among women have shown that women do engage in bullying behaviour to the same extent, if not more so than men. They also highlight important sex differences with regard to the types of bullying that occur, and the types of prisoners who are likely to bully and/or be bullied (see Chapters 3 and 5 where I discuss sex differences in more detail).

Recently research has also begun to compare different samples with one another. Earlier studies tended to focus on one group of offenders in isolation (i.e. young offenders or adults), whereas half of all studies conducted between 1999 and 2001 have compared samples of men and women directly, with some studies comparing men and women, adults and young offenders together (e.g. Ireland 1999a).

Juvenile offenders have only recently been studied as a group on their own, with researchers tending to combine young offenders (those aged between 18 and 21 years) and juveniles (those aged between 12 and 17 years) together. It is only recently that juveniles housed in prisons have been clearly distinguished from young offenders. They are now housed and managed separately which will undoubtedly encourage researchers to address juveniles as a separate group. Indeed recent research has highlighted a number of differences between juveniles and young offenders in terms of the perceived extent of bullying and the types of bullying that they experience or engage in (Ireland 2002e).

Research has also focused on the nature and the extent of the problem, and on prisoners' perceptions of the characteristics of those involved in bullying either as bullies or victims (e.g. McGurk and McDougall 1986; Brookes et al. 1994). This is particularly true of the earlier studies into bullying. Researchers have now begun to move away from merely describing the problem to attempting to address the actual characteristics of perpetrators and victims (see Chapter 5). These characteristics have included both descriptive characteristics such as age, offence type and sentence length, and behavioural characteristics such as the non-bullying behaviours that prisoners display towards staff and other prisoners (Ireland 2001c). The intrinsic characteristics of the perpetrators and victims of bullying have also been addressed including attitudes, empathy (Ireland 1999b), beliefs about aggression (Ireland and Archer 2002), self-esteem (Ireland 2002b), social problem-solving (Biggam and Power 1998; Ireland 2001a), assertiveness (Ireland 2002c) and psychological distress (Biggam and Power 1998).

Researchers have also started to adopt a system of classifying prisoners into one of four bully categories

• pure bullies those who solely report behaviours indicative of bullying others

• pure victims those who solely report behaviours indicative of being bullied

• bully/victims those who report behaviours indicative of being bullied and of bullying others

• a not-involved group those who report no such behaviours (Ireland 1999a).

Although this classification system is crude, it is a marked improvement on earlier studies that tended to focus on bullies and victims as two separate groups failing to adequately assess the cross-over between the two (i.e. bully/victims) and also the importance of the non-involved group. This latter group is a particularly important one to consider as bullying is not a behaviour that occurs between a few individuals in isolation from the peer group as a whole. It is very much a product of the peer group and is maintained by their reaction to it. Thus any analysis of bullying should incorporate all members of this peer group, regardless of their direct involvement in incidents of bullying.

Finally, it is important to recognise the different types of prison establishments that have been researched as well as the different types of prisoners surveyed. All prisons in the United Kingdom are categorised in terms of the security level that is needed to contain the prisoners, and the risk that the prisoner would pose to the general public should they escape. Prisons housing men are categorised into four groups

• maximum/exceptionally high-risk (category ‘A’ or ‘dispersal’ prisons)

• medium-high risk (category ‘B’)

• low-medium risk (category ‘C’)

• low risk (category ‘D’ or ‘open’ prisons).

Prisons housing women are categorised into two groups


• ‘closed’, which could in theory house prisoners equivalent to those housed in category ‘A’, ‘B’ or ‘C’ prisons

• ‘open’, which represent low security prisons roughly equivalent to category ‘D’ prisons.

Young offender and juvenile establishments follow the same categorisation system as women's prisons. To date there is no known research conducted within open prisons (male or female). Research has been restricted to closed prisons, with the majority of this (among men) focusing on category B and category C establishments. Only one paper has specifically addressed maximum-security (category A) male establishments (Ireland and Ireland 2000). In this study, prisoners in maximum-security establishments were found to hold more negative attitudes towards the victims of bullying and positive views towards bullies than prisoners held in other types of prisons. Other research also suggests that the type of prison under study may have a marked influence on the nature and extent of bullying reported (Ireland 2000b).1 This is not surprising when it is considered that bullying is not a product solely of the individual but is an interaction between the individual and their environment (see Chapter 4). The importance of the environment has been recognised by school-based researchers for a number of years. Sutton and colleagues (1996), for example, describe bullying as part of the fundamental dynamic of the social world, with Mellor (quoted in Birkett 1998) arguing that we should move away from viewing bullies as ‘intrinsically and irrevocably bad’ and removed from the environment in which they act, instead viewing their behaviour to be a result of ‘the social situation they find themselves in … there's nothing intrinsically wrong with them. In a different environment, they might not bully at all’ (Birkett 1998: 32).

Summary

This chapter introduced the importance of studying bullying in a prison environment in terms of the effects that bullying can have on its victims and on the prison regime as a whole. The effects on victims will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6. The problems in defining bullying have also been introduced, highlighting how it is a complex form of aggression in which there is no single universally accepted definition, and one in which the term used to describe it differs according to the country in which it is being studied.

The focus of research in prisons has varied across countries, with work outside the United Kingdom tending not to address bullying per se but focusing instead on general violence and aggression. Bullying research in prisons, although limited, has begun to evolve in terms of the focus of the research and the populations studied. Whereas earlier studies focused on men and the nature and the extent of bullying, more recently researchers have focused on women and have shown more interest in the characteristics of the different groups involved in bullying and begun to acknowledge the impact of the environment on bullying. With regard to this latter issue, more research is needed across a range of prison establishments, research that would allow for direct comparisons to be made between them. At present the research conducted cannot be generalised to open prisons or maximum-security establishments. There are also problems associated with the range of methods and definitions used to measure bullying among prisoners which influences how findings are interpreted and to what extent they can be generalised. The methods and definitions used by researchers will be the focus of the following chapter.
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