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While a fair amount of research has explored the epidemiology of homicides 

resulting from workplace violence, a disproportionately low amount of empirical research 

has addressed non-fatal incidents. Utilizing theoretical guidelines for risk assessment 

research developed by Monahan and Steadman (1 994), this dissertation investigates non- 

fatal workplace violence from a cue-criterion perspective in order to develop practically- 

applicable information for those responsible for providing threat assessments in the 

workplace (i. e., mental health professionals, employment assistance programs). The 

investigation of a police department’s criminal records of workplace violence incidents 

over an eighteen month period promoted a proactive and reactive cluster model for 

assessing risk factors associated with varying levels of violence intensity. As a result, the 

findings provide three major streams of information. First, it presents epidemiological 

information concerning non-fatal workplace violence. Second, it addresses the different 

types of workplace violence and differences across those types. Lastly, it provides 

multivariate analyses of risk factors associated with higher and lower intensity violence 

before discussing a few pragmatic applications of the dissertation’s findings. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

Overview 

Despite the epidemic nature of workplace violence (Center for Disease Control, 

1992), the National Institute of Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH, 1996) and the 

International Labour Ofice (1 998) note there is little existing empirical information, 

particularly with regard to its epidemiological characteristics and risk factors. Predictions 

of dangerousness and the threat assessment of risk factors associated with violent 

behavior is a role mental health professionals are increasingly being requested and 

required to perform. Not only will this dissertation contribute to the knowledge base of 

workplace violence with particular attention to non-fatal incidents, it will also provide 

clinicians with an empirical base for actuarial decisions. 

First, the overall prevalence of workplace violence will be addressed. Second, 

psycho-social issues such as violence in our culture and factors which play a role in its 

expression will be discussed. Third, a more in-depth look at the types of workplace 

violence and relevant risk factors will be reviewed, and then an overview of the risk 

assessment literature and the legal implications of violence in the workplace will be 

provided. Finally, the rationale for the study will be explained, in addition to the relevant 

hypotheses. 

Ultimately, the purpose of this dissertation is to provide empirical data to fbrther 

the understanding of predictions of dangerousness and assist clinicians in their risk 

assessments of workplace violence. This will be achieved by incorporating guidelines set 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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forth by the preeminent researchers in the area of risk assessment (see, Monahan, 198 1; 

Monahan & Steadman, 1994). In summary, the structural theme of this report within the 

introduction, hypotheses, results, and discussion sections is the presentation of non-fatal 

workplace violence epidemiological characteristics, differences across varying types of 

workplace violence, and lastly the interpretation of findings using Monahan and 

Steadman’s (1 994) cue-criterion guidelines for risk assessment. 

Prevalence 

To truly comprehend the prevalence of workplace violence, it is necessary to 

consider the scope of the phenomenon in a national context, while also observing its 

evolution over time. For instance, the United States Department of Labor (USDL) 

reported that in 1993, an average of three people per day died under violent 

circumstances while at work. USDL’s national tally of homicides has risen consistently 

from 1,004 workplace homicides in 1992, to 1,063 homicides in 1993, to a high of 1,071 

in 1994. The most recent N O S H  figures (June, 1996) indicate that currently an average 

of 20 workers are murdered and 18,000 are assaulted each week while at work or on 

duty. In addition, the USDL noted that although workplace homicide is the second 

leading cause of fatal occupational injury overall in the U.S., it is the leading cause of 

fatalities for female employees, even though males are the victims of work-related 

homicide more often. The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) states workplace 

violence is the fastest growing form of murder in the U. S. (Resnick & Kausch, 1995). 

In a broader context, each year nearly 1 million individuals become victims of 

violent crime while working or on duty (Bachman, 1996). These victimizations account 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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for 15% of the over 6 million acts of violence experienced by U.S. residents age 12 or 

older. Violence at work also costs our society financially. A national survey conducted 

by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BSL) in 1992, which explored the extent of work- 

related injuries and illnesses in private industry, reported 22,400 workers were injured 

seriously enough in nonfatal assaults in the workplace to require days away from work to 

recuperate. Of these occurrences, almost two-thirds occurred in service industries (i. e., 

nursing homes, hospitals, and other residential care establishments). Retail trade 

industries, such as grocery stores and eating and drinking places accounted for about 

one-fifth of all assaults (USDL, 1997). Victimization from crime was also a problem with 

workplace violence, costing approximately half a million employees 1,75 1,100 days of 

work each year, an average of 3.5 days per crime, estimated at a total of $55 million in 

lost wages (Bachman, 1994). 

Other major crimes of our society; rape, assault, and robbery, are also present in 

the workplace (Camel & Hunter, 1989; Collison, Bowden, Patterson, Snyder, Sandall, & 

Wellman, 1987; Flannery, Hanson, & Penk, 1994; Jackson, 199 1 ; von Slagmott & 

Rapobank, 1992; Yarney, 1988). The Department of Justice’s National Crime 

Victimization Survey reported that between 1987 and 1992 approximately 1 million 

persons annually were assaulted while at work or on duty. Of those workplace violence 

occurrences, 6 15,160 were simple assaults, 264,174 were aggravated assaults, 79,109 

were robberies, and 13,068 were rapes (USDL, 1997). The National Crime 

Victimization Survey of workplace violence demonstrates the break-down of these 

categories (Bachman, 1994) (Table 1). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Table 1 

Average - annual number of Victimizations and Injuries 

Type of crime Victimizations Injuries 

Crimes of violence 917,511 

Rape 13,068 

Robbery 79,109 

Aggravated assault 264,174 

Simple assault 615,160 

159,094 

3,438 

17,904 

48,180 

89,572 

A survey of 480 members of the Society of Human Resources Management 

(1 994) found that over the past five years 33% of the respondents had experienced 

violent acts (75% reported fist-fights, 17% reported stabbings, and 6% reported sexual 

assaults). A Northwestern National Life Insurance Company study (1993) reveals that 

although 7% report they have been threatened with physical harm and 3% have actually 

experienced such events, the stark majority of workplace violence experiences are the 

result of other forms of harassment at work (Baron & Neuman, 1996). 

The overwhelming magnitude of the increasing trend of workplace violence 

cannot be overstated (Barling, 1996). Northwestern National Life Insurance’s startling 

survey suggests that more than 2 million employees suffer physical attacks at work each 

year and that more than 6 million are threatened in some way at work (VandenBos & 

Bulatao, 1996). This information is additionally alarming when considered in the context 

of reports that for each incident of workplace violence reported, five incidents of violence 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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occur (Lion, Snyder, & Merrill, 1981). Workplace homicide also occurs three times as 

oRen now as it did 15 years ago, and as a whole it is far more widespread than previously 

considered (e.g., Barling, 1996; Hall & Spector, 1991; Schwarz & Kowalski, 1993; 

Sutker, Uddo, Brailey, Vasterling, & Errera, 1994). For instance, unique to New York 

State yet possibly indicative of trends to come, murder is now the single most common 

cause of death on the job, the leading cause of death for women in the workplace, and the 

third most frequent cause of death for men (Anfbso, 1994). 

Introduction to the Literature 

Although workplace violence’s intrusion into the lives of Americans is undeniable 

(Harrison, 1996; Heskett, 1996; Elliott & Jarrett, 1994; Baxter & Margavio, 1996; 

California Occupational Safety and Health Association, 1994; Mantell, 1994; United 

States Department of Labor, 1994; United States Department of Justice, 1993; 

VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996) and reports indicated two-thirds of American workers do 

not feel safe at work (Kinney, 1995), little empirical research exists. Despite the social 

phenomenon of violence’s far-reaching and multidisciplinary attention over the past few 

decades (Bachman, 1996; Monahan, 198 1; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996), when 

considered within the confines of the working environment, the social sciences have only 

started to take a serious look at its unique dynamics within the workplace. 

While a fair amount of research has explored the epidemiology of homicides 

resulting from workplace violence (Bachman, 1994; Castillo & Jenkins, 1994; Centers for 

Disease Control and Prevention, 1993; Goodman, Jenkins, & Mercey, 1990; Jenkins 

Layne, & Kisner, 1992; U. S. Department of Labor, 1994), a disproportionately low 
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amount of empirical research has addressed non-fatal incidents of workplace violence 

(Bachman, 1994; Barling, 1996). Non-fatal workplace violence incidents receive 

significantly less attention and may even be substantially understated in existing statistics 

(Toscano & Weber, 1995). Likewise, NIOSH (1 996) reports that limited information is 

available in the criminal justice and public health literature regarding the nature and 

magnitude of nonfatal workplace violence. The few studies that have been performed 

(see, Castillo, 1994; Collins & Cox, 1987; Lynch, 1987), reveal that the risk of workplace 

victimization is related more to the job performed than to the demographic characteristics 

of the person performing the task. Additionally, routine face-to-face contact with large 

numbers of people, the handling of money, and occupations that required routine travel 

or have multiple worksites, are factors related to an increased risk for workplace 

victimization (NIOSH, 1996). Recent estimates from the Annual Survey of Occupational 

Injuries and Illnesses (ASOII), which is an annual survey of approximately 250,000 

private establishments, have provided helpfkl initial information about non-fatal incidents. 

For instance, unlike homicides in which men are most often the victims, nonfatal 

workplace assaults are distributed almost equally between both genders (men - 44%, 

women - 56%) (NIOSH, 1996). Data also indicated that non-fatal assaults occur in 

service industries 64% of the time and in retail industries 21% of the time. Service 

industries consisted of nursing homes (27%), social services (1 3%), and hospitals (1 1 %). 

Retail industries consisted of grocery stores (6%) and eating and drinking places (5%) 

(NIOSH, 1996). This dissertation will hrther explore these and additional 

epidemiological factors associated with workplace violence and ultimately produce a 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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proactive - reactive cluster model demonstrative of the risk factors associated with 

varying intensities of non-fatal violence at work. 

Definition of Workulace Violence 

Violence in the workplace is defined by some researchers as “any form of 

behavior by individuals that is intended to harm current or previous coworkers or their 

organization” (Folger & Baron, p.52, 1996). This definition also encompasses other 

forms of aggression, ranging from spreading negative rumors about targeted peers to 

withholding information or resources needed by targets. 

Conceptualizing workplace violence is challenging because the definition can be 

inclusive of all forms of violence and researchers have not always been consistent in their 

exploration of the topic (Barling, 1996). One reason for the disparity in some of the 

figures is that workplace violence is a relatively new field of study and as a result there is 

not a consensus on who and what types of incidents should be included in descriptive 

tolls (Baron, 1993). For instance, imagine the following scenario: a man leaves his house, 

drives to his former place of employment and shoots and kills two former co-workers, 

before killing himself outside on the street in fiont of the business in his parked car. 

Subsequent investigation reveals that before leaving his home, he had also murdered his 

wife. Is she a victim of workplace violence? Is he? As a result the figures fluctuate due to 

varying definitions and inconsistent categorizations of workplace violence (Baron, 1993). 

These descriptive uncertainties resulted in remarkable variations of workplace 

violence in the literature (Barling, 1996), ultimately leading to confbsion and 

incomparable results between studies (Lama, Kayne, Hicks, & Milner, 199 1). A 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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proposed solution to the discrepancies and an overall more accurate approach to the 

delineation of cases, is to address the topic as a range from the least physically injurious 

(e.g., pushing and shoving) to the most severe (e.g., assault and murder) (Slora, Joy, and 

Terris, 199 1). This more inclusive approach would dispel the arguments of what truly 

constitutes workplace violence because an incident of any intensity, high or low, would 

be tallied. 

Further, Baron and Neuman (1 996) suggested a distinction should be made 

between workplace violence (physical, direct, and active) and workplace aggression 

(verbal, indirect, and passive) due to the difficulty conceptualizing the broad spectrum of 

possibilities. They cite that, contrary to popular belief, the gross majority of workplace 

violence instances are in connection with robberies when individuals are attacked by 

persons from outside their workplace who have entered it for criminal purposes (8 1.9%), 

and that most workplace violence does not involve the stereotypical disgruntled employee 

who suddenly opens fire on co-workers or supervisors (8.7%) (Baron & Neuman, 1996; 

see also, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1992). This extreme viewpoint on the terminology 

of violence at work will not be instituted because the vast majority of relevant researchers 

(e.g., Baxter & Margavio, 1996; Bulatao, 1996; CaVOSHA; CDC; Harrison, 1996; 

NIOSH; VandenBos & Resnick & Kausch, 1995) continue to utilize the term “workplace 

violence” as descriptive of all extremes of aggression and violence in the workplace or 

while on duty, physical or verbal. 

Since a universally utilized definition of workplace violence does not exist, a self- 

compiled comprehensive definition is instituted for this dissertation by incorporating 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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consistently cited descriptives used by prominent authors in the field. For the purpose of 

this study, workplace violence is defined as: 

any behavior by an individual that is intended to harm workers of an organization, 

including all instances of physical and verbal aggression and violence: ranging 

from verbal acts such as harassment and threats, to physical acts such as sabotage, 

stalhng, assault, and homicide; be it aimed at a victim directly, a third party, or a 

material object (ie., slashed car tire in workplace parking lot) (see, VandenBos & 

Bulatao, 1996; Folger & Baron, 1996; NOSH, 1996). 

This definition is utilized because it clearly indicates the broad perimeters of 

workplace violence. In short, the definition effectively provides examples of the incidents 

that could take place on the job and meet workplace violence criteria. 

Tvpes of Workplace Violence 

For the purpose of this dissertation, California’s Occupational Safety and Health 

Association (CaVOSHA) categorization of workplace violence types is used. California 

instituted the first state-wide mandated workplace violence guidelines and is generally 

noted as the forebearer in preventative and intervention techniques addressing the 

problem of violence in the workplace (Heskett, 1996). Furthermore, CaVOSHA’s 

delineation of workplace violence provides a categorized system of different types of 

workplace violence incidents and their unique characteristics. 

In the first type of workplace violence (Type I) the perpetrator has no legitimate 

relationship to the workplace and usually enters the workplace to commit a robbery or 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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other criminal act (CaVOSHA, 1994). In the second category (Type 11), the aggressor is 

either the recipient or the object of a service provided by the affected workplace or the 

victim (CaVOSHA, 1994). Finally, in the third category (Type 111) the perpetrator has an 

employment-related involvement with the workplace, be it an assault by a current or 

former employee, supervisor or manager; by a current/former spouse or lover; a relative 

or friend; or some other person who has a dispute involving an employee of the 

workplace (CaVOSHA, 1994). 

Type I incidents, when violence is perpetrator by an individual with no-legitimate 

relationship to the workplace, are usually the most frequent and consistently violent. 

Common examples of Type I incidents are gas station and convenience store robberies. 

Federal research revealed that several factors contributed to Type 1’s high incident and 

intensity rate of violence in the workplace (NIOSH, 1996). Commonly cited factors are 

employees or proprietors who have face-to-face contact with customers, when exchange 

of money with the public is involved, those who work late at night and early morning 

hours, and those who work alone or in very small numbers (CaVOSHA, 1994; Bachman, 

1994). Furthermore, and not oRen discussed in the workplace violence literature, a 

significant portion of victims are also supervisors or proprietors who are attacked while 

locking up their establishment for the evening or custodial staff who are assaulted while 

cleaning the workplace after it has closed (CaVOSHA, 1994). 

Type I1 workplace violence, which involves incidents in which the victim is 

performing some sort ofjob-related duty (i.e., police officer shot in the line of duty, 

mental health worker assaulted by a patient), is on the increase (CaVOSHA, 1994). 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Although Type I incidents are the most common fatal workplace violence occurrences, it 

is assumed that once non-fatal workplace violence reporting improves and a more 

universal understanding of what constitutes workplace violence is accepted, Type I1 

reports will significantly increase (CaVOSHA, 1994; NOSH, 1996). Because Type I1 

events involve assaults to service providers, especially the vast field of health care 

workers, this category may represent the most prevalent category of non-fatal workplace 

violence (CaVOSHA, 1994). 

Occupations chiefly at risk for Type I1 occurrences are public safety and 

correctional personnel, law enforcement, health care and social service providers, 

municipal and railway drivers, and other public or private service sector employees who 

provide professional, public safety, administrative or business services to the public 

(CaVOSHA, 1994). Four years ago, CallOSHA noted five specific Type I1 arenas they 

believed especially vulnerable to workplace assaults: 

(1) Medical care providers in acute care hospitals, long-term care facilities, 

outpatient clinics and home health agencies; 

(2) Mental health and psychiatric care providers in inpatient facilities, outpatient 

clinics, residential sites and home health agencies; 

(3) Alcohol and drug treatment providers; 

(4) Social welfare providers in unemployment offices, welfare eligibility offices, 

homeless shelters, probation offices and child welfare agencies; and 

( 5 )  Other types of providers, e.g., justice system personnel, customer service 

representatives and delivery personnel (p. 9). 

Unlike Type I events which are non-job description related and as a result more 

commonly reported, in the Type I1 job-description related workplace violence context, 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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victims are inconsistent and less apt to report the incident to the appropriate authorities 

(CaVOSHA, 1994). 

Type I11 incidents occur when the perpetrator is a current or former employee, or 

has employment-related involvement with the workplace (i. e., ex-husband, estranged 

boyfi-iend). Cal/OSHA (1994) data indicates that Type I11 incidents are not associated 

with any particular type of workplace or occupation. Generally, this sort of workplace 

violence includes an act of aggression on an employee, supervisor or manager by one of 

the following individuals: (a) a current employee, supervisor or manager; (b) a former 

employee, supervisor or manager; (c) a person who is known to a current employee, 

supervisor or manager of the workplace, e.g., current/former spouse or lover, a relative 

or friend, or some other person who has a dispute with an employee of the workplace (p. 

10). 

The primary target of most Type I11 events is usually a co-employee, a supervisor 

or manager of the assailant (CaVOSHA, 1994; Baxter & Margavio, 1996; Mantell, 1994). 

Research also reveals an increasing trend of workplace violence cases which involve 

domestic or romantic disputes in which an employee is confronted in their workplace by 

an individual with whom they have a relationship outside of work (CaVOSHA, 1994; 

Mantell, 1994; Heskett, 1996; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996; Harrison, 1996). 

Type I11 workplace violence incidents occur significantly less often than the 

average person probably imagines. Yet due to fanaticized media representations of the 

stereotypical disgruntled employee who “goes postal,” the general public has little 
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understanding of the breath of the epidemic and that they themselves may have already 

been, or easily could be, a victim of less intense forms of workplace violence. 
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CHAPTER I1 

The Scope of Workplace Violence 

Psycho-Social Aspects of Violence 

In conceptualizing violence, it is important to remember it reflects a process, as 

well as an act (Fein & Vossekuil, 1995). In other words, there is almost always a process 

of precursors and dangerousness indicators before a violent incident occurs. Fein and 

Vossekuil(l995) suggested that carehl analysis of violent incidents show violent 

expression is often the culmination of long-developing, identifiable trails of problems, 

conflicts, disputes, and failures. Workplace violence is no different (Baxter & Margavio, 

1996; Harrison, 1996; Mantell, 1994; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996). 

Within the process of violence, there is also a range of intensities through which 

an individual can choose to express his or her aggression. Regarding workplace 

occurrences, the majority of negative acts are less intense forms of violence. A possible 

reason for this small distribution of more intense forms of workplace violence (i. e., 

physical assault, murder) versus the large distribution of less intense workplace violence 

@e., verbal threats, intimidation) is the concept of the effecddanger ratio introduced by 

Bjorkqvist, Osterman, and Hjelt-Back (1 994). 

Effectmanger Ratio 

Effect/danger ratio refers to the aggressor’s subjective estimates of the ability to 

perform behaviors that are effective in harming the victim, while at the same time 

permitting as little danger to themselves as possible (Bjorkqvist et al., 1994). Baron and 

Neuman (1 996) hypothesized that several factors present in the workplace tend to hrther 
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strengthen the effect/danger preference. For instance, work environments often foster 

repeated and prolonged contact with one another and as a result, aggressors can 

reasonably expect to meet their victims again and again over relatively extended periods 

of time (Baron & Neuman, 1996). Therefore, perpetrators are likely to act in defendable 

manners (i.e., anonymous sabotage: erasing project on computer, slashing car tires) in 

which guilt is more covert than intense acts (i.e., physical assault) which are by nature 

more overt. 

In addition, the likelihood that a witness would be present to an act of violence is 

high, therefore representing a high effect/danger ratio, subsequently suggesting to the 

perpetrator alternative forms of aggression should be sought in order to maximize their 

anonymity. Past research supports the reasoning that anticipated retaliation reduces 

subsequent aggression - especially overt forms of aggression (e.g., Baron, 1971, 1973; 

Rogers, 1980). Furthermore, aggression is additionally minimized when the witnesses 

can be expected to disapprove of the behavior (e.g., Borden, 1975; Richardson et al., 

1979). In light of these findings, potential aggressors in the workplace tend to strongly 

prefer forms of aggression that allow them to disguise their identity and leave the victim 

uncertain as to whether the harm was intentional (Baron and Neuman, 1996). 

Effect/danger theory reasons that covert acts of aggression are preferred over overt acts 

of aggression because it minimizes the likelihood of apprehension. 

The framework of the effectldanger ratio and the concepts of covert versus overt 

incidents of aggression are clearly delineated in Buss’s (1 96 1) often cited classification 

system of aggressive human acts, defined by three different dichotomies: verbal - 
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physical, direct - indirect, and active - passive. Verbal aggression is the act of words, 

not actions, while physical aggression is demonstrated via some physical means. Direct 

forms of aggression are delivered in some manner directly to the victim, while indirect 

forms are delivered via some non-direct means such as a threat to a third party, or 

vandalism of a valued material object. Finally, active aggression is the result of a 

performed behavior, while passive aggression is the result of a non-performed behavior 

(i.e., purposely forgetting to deliver important documents before a board meeting). 

Baron & Neuman (1996) subscribed to the conceptualization that, within the 

context of workplace violence, preferred forms of aggression would tend to be verbal, 

passive, and indirect rather than physical, active, and direct due to the effecvdanger ratio. 

As noted before, the less overt and direct and act will minimize the subjective danger for 

the desired effect. Examples of each of the eight various combinations of Buss’s (1 96 1) 

aggression typology are presented (Table 2). 
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Table 2 

Examples of Eight Tvpes of Workplace Aggression 

Type of aggression Example 

Verbal-passive-indirect 

Verbal-passive-direct 

Verbal-active-indirect 

Verbal-active-direct 

Physical-passive-indirect 

Physical-passive-direct 

Physical-active-indirect 

Physical-active-direct 

Failing to deny false rumors about the target 

Failing to transmit information needed by the target 

Failing to return phone calls 

Gving someone “the silent treatment” 

Spreading false rumors about the target 

Belittling someone’s opinions to others 

Insults; yelling, shouting 

Flaunting status or authority; acting in a condescending 

superior manner 

Causing others to delay action on matters of importance to 

the target 

Failing to take steps that would protect the target’s welfare 

or safety 

Purposely leaving a work area when target enters 

Reducing others’ opportunities to express themselves 

(e.g., scheduling them at the end of a session so that 

they don’t get their turn) 

Theft or destruction of property belonging to the target 

Needlessly consuming resources needed by the target 

Physical attack (e.g., pushing, shoving, hitting) 

Negative or obscene gestures toward the target 

(Baron & Neuman, 1996, p. 164) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



22 

Various Societal Influences 

The search for valid scientific explanation of assaultive violence is confounded by 

conceptual and methodological problems, not to mention discipline-specific orientations 

of investigation (Baxter & Margavio, 1996). For instance, psychologists ponder the 

extent to which violence is a result of unique personality characters, in addition to the 

extent personality and behavior result form genetic or neurophsyiological processes, and 

sociologists deliberate as to what extent economic deprivation and culture shape 

individual tendencies toward aggression, and the extent to which violent acts are among 

the effects of social interaction on individual perceptions of reality (Baxter & Margavio, 

1996). The exploration of social factors such as corporate “downsizing,” and individual 

factors such as past incidents of aggression attempt to fuse the two disciplines’ 

contribution to understanding workplace violence. 

One theory for the 1990’s epidemic of workplace violence is the before 

mentioned concept of “downsizing,” which is the economic restructuring of large 

corporations or plants. Historically speaking, unparalleled “downsizing” and subsequent 

layoffs occurred in U. S .  workplaces during the 1980’s. Traditionally, economic 

downturns had effected blue collar employees but in the late 1 9 8 0 ’ ~ ~  and early 1990’s, 

layoffs to the world of white collar employees occurred at a degree never before 

experienced in U. S. history (Hatcher, 1996). For instance, the extent of downsizing is 

illustrated by major corporate economic events (Hatcher, 1996, p. 3): 

July, 1990 
December, 199 1 

17,000 layoffs at McDonnell Douglas 
74,000 layoffs at General Motors 
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January, 1993 
February, 1993 
July, 1993 
November, 1993 
January, 1994 
January, 1994 
April, 1994 
May, 1994 
June, 1994 
August, 1995 
1994-95 

50,000 layoffs at Sears, Roebuck 
28,000 layoffs at Boeing 
60,000 layoffs at IBM 
14,000 layoffs at Philip Morris 
17,000 layoffs at GTE 
16,800 layoffs at Nynex 
15,000 layoffs at Delta 
20,000 layoffs at Digital Equipment 
11,000 layoffs at Scott Paper 
12,000 layoffs at ChemicaVChase Manhattan 
12,000 layoffs at Delta Airlines 

“Downsizing” does not only affect those who are fired. Remaining workers report 

increased feelings of anger, frustration, and anxiety following such changes in their 

workplaces (Brockner, Grover, Reed, & DeWitt, 1992; Konovsky & Brockner, 1993). It 

has also long been theorized that external event or conditions outside the control of the 

individual (i. e., “downsizing”, economic deprivation) frustrate attempts at goal 

attainment, ultimately creating distress in the individual which triggers aggressive 

behavior (Berkowitz, 1989; Felson, 1992; Parker, 1989). The major overhauls in 

systematic organization presented in many major corporations (i.e., those cited above) 

and managerial re-structuring via rapid technological and organization change (i.e., U. S. 

Postal Service) caused classic disorganizing conditions (Baxter & Margavio, 1996), 

which make workplaces especially susceptible to alternative expressions of frustrations 

(i. e., violence). 

The infamous number of workplace violence incidents in the United States Postal 

Services was theorized to at least partially be attributed to changes in managerial styles 

and increased “top-down” pressure on productivity (Baxter & Margavio, 1996). The 
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proposed link between management change and killings at post offices revealed 

“degradation of labor associated with the scientific management of technological change 

produced stress and frustration that weakened employee integration and undermined 

existing forms of social control” (Baxter & Margavio, 1996, p. 277). Researchers have 

utilized the concepts of social learning theory (Bandura, 1973) and suggested that due to 

the plethora of violence the layperson is exposed to in contemporary society, certain 

types of employees may reject normal coping mechanisms when egotism is threatened 

and instead act-out inappropriately (Baumeister et. al, 1996). Alternative patterns of 

behavior may develop, ultimately concluding with assaultive violence (Baxter & 

Margavio, 1996). Threatened egotism theory as a precursor of violence is supported by 

the statement that “when the experience of work fbndamentally degrades a person’s 

identity or self-control, especially in the uncertain context of rapid change, it can trigger 

assaultive violence” (Baxter & Margavio, 1996, p. 277). 

Unique to environments similar to most U.S. Post Offices, employees become 

resentfbl and unappreciative of intensive work-environments which produce feelings of 

objectification, pressure, and intimidation by the authoritarian nature of scientific 

management (Baxter & Margavio, 1996). Relevant to all work settings where employees 

hnction in a capacity they perceive to lack the traditional employee coping options (i.e., 

suggestion box, grievance committees, personal days), feelings of frustration and 

alienation weaken employee integration and their commitment to the organization, which 

over time may catalyze alternative means of coping such as assaultive violence (Baxter & 

Margavio, 1996). 
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In conclusion, the social theories addressing workplace violence, with special 

attention to incidents involving current or former employees, can be synthesized into the 

following proposition by Baxter and Margavio (1 996): 

If authoritarian work organization findamentally undermines a person’s status, 

honor, or sense of self-control (e.g., self-respect or “masculinity”), especially in 

the context of economic crisis or rapid technological and organizational change, it 

creates grievances that undermine workplace integration and commitment, 

weaken individual and institutional forms of social control, and catalyze 

alternative definitions of situations that increase the probability of violence (p. 

280). 

Beyond the degradation of labor and the authoritarian notion of scientific 

management, additional factors are theorized to be associated with incidents of 

workplace violence, they are: geographical location, electronic surveillance, egotism, 

excessive alcohol use, frustration, and previous use of aggression (Greenberg, 1995; 

Heyman, O’Leary, & Jouriles, 1995; Pan, Neidig, & O’Leary, 1994; Graham, 1991; 

Mantel1 & Albrecht, 1994; Berkowitz, 1992). 

Regional investigations of different geographical areas found that Southern 

Americans are more inclined than Northerners to endorse violence in response to insults 

(Nisbett, 1993). The South constituted 48.5% of the workplace homicides and the 

Northeast 10.5% (Nisbett, 1993). The “culture of honor” commonly associated with the 

South is by Southerners’ reports that they are more likely than others to condone 

defensive or retaliatory forms of violence (Ellison, 199 1). Historically relevant, the 
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visible art of dueling, often popular as a form of dispute resolution in the South, usually 

directly resulted form inflated notions of personal (and familial) superiority and fiom ego- 

threats (Baumeister et. al., 1996). 

Electronic surveillance’s presence in the workplace is relatively recent and 

dramatic (Schliefer, 1992). It was incorporated due to its perceived assistance in 

increasing worker productivity. Yet an attempt to achieve improved productivity, 

employee comfort level and workplace satisfaction may have been sacrificed, as 

demonstrated by the reports of increased psychological stress and strain since its 

utilization (Lund, 1992; Schliefer, 1992; Baxter & Margavio, 1996). Barling (1996) 

reports that settings in which electronic monitoring is used to increase the pace of work 

and exert greater managerial control are likely to also experience higher levels of 

perceived and real workplace injustices. Past assaultive violence in the U. S. Post Office 

specifically cites scientific advances and technological change as the source of workplace 

stress and the resulting increased likelihood for violent coping responses (Baxter & 

Margavio, 1996). 

Psychological Factors 

There are various societal influences and psychological factors associated with the 

occurrence and prevalence of workplace violence. Egotism, alcohol abuse, and a past 

history of aggression have been theorized to play significant roles in the exhibition of 

workpalce violence (see Baxter & Margavio, 1996; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996). 

Contrary to social theorists’ traditionally held view that violence and aggression 

are a product of low self-esteem, recent research implies the opposite view is 
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theoretically viable (Baumeister, Boden, & Smart, 1996). An interdisciplinary review of 

evidence about aggression, crime, and violence demonstrated that these antisocial traits 

were most commonly the result of threatened egotism, a highly favorable view of self that 

is disputed by some person or circumstance (Baumeister et. al., 1996). This theory is 

concerned with information known about the potentially violent employee’s feelings of 

being threatened or helpless in some manner. Violent incidents may occur as a result of 

inflated, unstable, or tentative beliefs in an individual’s perceived superiority, which can 

be countered by directing anger outward as a way of avoiding a downward revision of 

their self-concept (Baumeister et al., 1996). For instance, a confident long-standing 

employee is terminated in a callous fashion by a “pink slip” due to downsizing. This 

event conflicts with his especially favorable view of self These circumstances create an 

unstable and tentative belief in his theretofore superior self-concept. Subsequently, the 

cognitive dissonance may insist subsequent perceptions of threats be countered with 

retaliations of violence, ultimately allowing the individual to mediate the process by 

dominating those individuals or circumstances which question his superior self-image (see 

Baumeister et al., 1996). 

Under the proper circumstances, threatened self-esteem characteristics such as 

pride, egotism, arrogance, honor, conceitedness, and narcissism may illicit negative acts 

such as aggression when one’s livelihood (i.e., one’s job) is threatened. In other words, 

when favorable views about oneself are questioned, contradicted, challenged, mocked, or 

otherwise put in jeopardy, indiscriminate aggression may result, and more often than not 
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the aggression will be targeted towards the source of the threat (i.e., management, 

immediate supervisor) (Baumeister et. al., 1996). 

Baumeister et al. (1 996) also found that the potential for violence is strongest 

when there is a discrepancy between two views of self a favorable self-appraisal and an 

external appraisal that is significantly less favorable. The conflict results fiom the 

dilemma of whether to turn the appraisal inward and lower one’s self-esteem or to turn 

the appraisal outward and express it through aggressive acts. Ultimately, the violence 

results from those who rehse to lower their self-appraisals (Baumeister et. al., 1996). 

Beyond just external appraisals of self, an interpersonal context must also be considered, 

due to the fact that in most cases violence is not a random eruption of internal forces but 

instead a combined interndexternal process targeted at someone as an attempt at 

meaninghl communication (i.e., “you have taken away my livelihood and life by firing me 

and in turn, I will take away your life”). 

Another way to conceptualize workplace violence is as a dyshnctional coping 

mechanism. Imagine a form of self-afirmation in response to ego-threats (threats against 

one’s perception of self). Violence achieves a symbolic dominance over the other person, 

therefore affirming one’s esteem to the degree of being superior to the threatening victim 

(Steele, 1988; Baumeister et. al., 1996). Alternatively and simply put, violence and its 

various forms are a result of general cultural or subcultural norms supporting such 

behavior (Monahan & Steadman, 1994). 

Research on psychopaths is somewhat supportive of the egotism literature. 

Psychopaths’ self-views are characterized as having a “narcissistic and grossly inflated 
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view of their self-worth and importance [and] truly astounding egocentricity and sense of 

entitlement, and see themselves as the center of the universe, as superior beings” (Hare, 

1993, p.38). Based on over twenty-five years of empirical research (see Hare, 1970; 

1980; 1985; 1986; 199 1; 1996), Hemphill, Hare, and Wong (1 998) reported that 

psychopaths lack characteristics such as empathy, close emotional bonds, fear of 

punishment, and guilt (Cleckley, 1976; Hare, 1991; McCord & McCord, 1964); qualities 

that are important for inhibiting antisocial and aggressive behavior (Miller & Eisenberg, 

1988). Moreover, they have grandiose conceptions of their abilities and potentialities 

(Meloy, 1988). These characteristics fit the view of highly favorable opinions of self as a 

source of violence. Psychopaths’ hypersensitivity to perceived insults or slights is 

reflected in their use of violence to ward off emotional distress (Hare, 1993; Baumeister 

et. al., 1996). Meloy (1988) supports the link between perceived insults or slights and 

violence, stating the affiliation is central to the psychopathic mentality. 

Egotism theories are krthered by findings which reveal that although the majority 

of murders occur in connection with other crimes such as robbery, a significant portion of 

the homicides are the result of an altercation that begins with challenges and insults (Polk, 

1993). Hence suggesting that the individual who feels they are loosing face in a 

confrontation may resort to violence and murder (Baumeister et al., 1996). 

Alcohol abuse is associated with aggressive behavior across a variety of settings 

(e.g., Heyman, O’Leary, & Jouriles, 1995; Pan, Neidig, & O’Leary, 1994). Alcohol use 

may increase workplace violence because it increases the likelihood of a situation being 

misinterpreted, while simultaneously decreasing intellectual and verbal fimctioning (Cox 
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& Leather, 1994). If an employee already possesses a sense of egotism and is 

intoxicated, the perceived threat or slight significantly increases and subsequently poses 

an increased likelihood for workplace violence. Excessive alcohol consumption has been 

exhibited on reports of violent employees (Graham, 199 1). In addition, Greenberg and 

Barling (1 995) found that binge drinking is associated with psychological aggression 

against coworkers and subordinates. Finally, within this line of reasoning it should also 

be noted there are countless other non-workplace factors such as non-alcohol substance 

abuse. Familial problems, hopelessness, and depression which all have notable 

comorbidity rates with alcohol use and the resulting workplace violence potential, are but 

a few of the infected areas of a substance abuser’s life. The chance an individual may act 

out violently in the workplace is likely to increase if they perceive there is little to look 

forward to and they lack external supports @e., family). Based on over twenty years of 

experience with the FBI, Ressler (1 998) theorizes that the same types of individuals who 

kill former co-workers and supervisors in “postal” rampages are the same types of 

individuals who forty years ago committed suicide. The difference now is that instead of 

internalizing responsibility for their predicament and terminating their own life due to 

self-imposed shame and failure, they externalize the responsibility and attribute the blame 

to the workplace establishment for their lack of success (Ressler, 1998). 

Frustration, interpretable as a social cause of aggression, is the interference with 

ongoing, goal-directed behavior (Berkowitz, 1989). Frustration is an aversive, 

unpleasant experience which can often result in aggression. It is not the only determinant 

of aggression, but it has been demonstrated as being directly related to aggression under 
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certain conditions (Folger & Baron, 1996). In particular, the literature reveals frustration 

can lead to increased aggression when individuals perceive that the interference has been 

produced by the purposefill actions of others and that those notions seem somewhat 

unfair, illegitimate, or unwarranted (Berkowitz, 1989; Folger & Baron, 1996). In the 

workplace there is ample opportunity for employees to become frustrated, especially 

considering the oRen noted circumstances under which employees are not involved in 

strategic planning associated with the installation of new technology and work structures 

that cause layoffs (Thomas, 1992). 

Contrary to the theory that frustration is the prominent producer of aggression, 

social interactionists argue that “acts of aggression are not involuntary reactions 

generated by frustration and social disorganization but express longstanding grievances 

and serve as alternative mechanisms of social control” (Baxter & Margavio, 1996, p. 

279). In other words, aggressive acts are more a product of long-term frustrations, as 

opposed to any short-term or single frustrating experience (i.e., “violence is a process” 

Fein & Vossekuil, 1995). In the context of workplace violence, aggressive acts can be 

viewed as public expressions of what typically would be inappropriate behavior for the 

work setting, or fantasies of resistance to the dominant structure (Scott, 1990; Baxter & 

Margavio, 1996). Baxter and Margavio (1 996) filrther this thinking by suggesting that 

over time feelings of frustration and degradation accumulate and are “eventually 

manifested in calculated acts of goal-oriented violence directed at superiors and/or 

workers” (p. 279). Ultimately, by incorporating these theories to the prediction of 

workplace violence, the challenge becomes deciphering what type of environment, what 
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type of person, and what type of workplace “culture” (bank vs. construction cite) elicit a 

higher likelihood of violence’s use as a form of communication. 

Workplace violence research, coinciding with the universally accepted notion that 

past violent behavior is the best predictor of fbture violent behavior, has determined 

previous use of aggression is also strongly associated with aggressive behavior in the 

workplace (Graham, 1991; Mantell, 1994). Furthermore, aggression against peers and 

families while still a teenager is also a substantial predictor of psychological aggression 

against coworkers and subordinates (Greenberg & Barling, 1995). In summary, there are 

various societal influences and psychological factors associated with the occurrence and 

prevalence of workplace violence. Downsizing, managerial style, egotism, alcohol abuse, 

and a past history of aggression are characteristics currently believed to be significantly 

associated with the varying intensities of violence in the workplace. 

Worksite Related Risk Factors 

The U. S. Labor Department has identified that risk factors for fatal workplace 

violence injuries include: exchanging money with the public, working alone or in small 

numbers, working either late at night or early in the morning, working in high-crime 

areas, guarding valuable property, and working in community settings (e.g., taxicab 

drivers and police). Specifically applicable to this research project, risk factors for non- 

fatal injuries were identified as: contact with the public and the delivery of services and 

goods (USDL, 1997). 

The growing understanding of workplace violence is complemented by the 

increasing empirical exploration of stalking (see, Meloy, 1998). At first glance the link 
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between the two may not be obvious but under hrther scrutiny, a logical trend is 

revealed. When an individual is a victim of stalking there are several preventative acts 

they can take to segregate contact from the perpetrator. They can change their phone 

number, change the vehicle they drive, and even move to a new house or apartment, but 

one obstacle that usually is not easily overcome is changing their job (Barling, 1996; 

Heskett, 1996). Hence after many precautionary steps have hypothetically been taken, 

the workplace becomes the remaining area of contact and possible confrontation (Barling, 

1996). 

To better understand the risk factors associated with workplace violence it is 

helphl to be familiar with the trends associated with the different types of violent 

incidents such as: (1) characteristics of Types I, 11, and I11 (Table 3) (2) characteristics of 

nonfatal incidents of workplace violence (Table 4), and finally (3) characteristics of 

individuals who perpetrate nonfatal workplace violence (Table 5) .  

While the number of all workplace homicides experienced an increase from 1,004 

in 1992 to 1,063 in 1993 (a 6% increase), Type I11 homicide incidents experienced a rise 

of 27% (45 to 57) during the same period (Baron, 1996). These homicide figures are low 

compared to the other two types of workplace violence but still garner a majority of the 

media attention and public sentiment concerning the epidemic nature of workplace 

violence. Baron (1 996) insists that the issue of Type I11 violence must be understood 

beyond the prototypical notion of “going postal” due to the other end of the spectrum of 

less intense forms of workplace violence which disproportionately make up the majority 

of workplace incidents. For example, 1 1 % of all violent crimes in the United States 
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occurred in the workplace (BSL, 1993), and of the approximate 670,000 American 

workers affected, assault, robbery, and rape were reported to have occurred while at 

work (Baron, 1996). An overview of the 3 “types” of workplace violence, a listing of 

non-fatal incident characteristics, and who the perpetrators are is demonstrated in Tables 

3, 4, and 5. 
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Table 3 

Tvues of Violence in the Workplace 
Type 1 Type I1 Type I11 

Percent of homicides, 60% 
by type 

Assailant’s profile No legitimate 
relationship with 
provider of service 

Assailant’s background Stranger or feigned 
customer 

Motive Robbery 

30% 

Recipient or object of 
service 

Recipient of service 

various 

10% 

Employment -related 
involvement 

Current or former 
exempt or nonexempt 
employee; 
nonemployee who has 
a conflict with an 
employee of the 
affected workplace 

treatment, domestic 
dispute 

Revenge, unfair 

(Baron, 1996, p. 336) 

Table 4 

Nonfatal Incidents of Workplace Violence. July 1992-Julv 1993 
~~~ ~ ~~~ 

Incidents of Rate Per 100,000 # of incidents (Based 
Workplace Violence* % of Workers Workers on 86,234,000 Workers&) 

various forms of 19 
harassment 

Threats to inflict 7 
physical harm 

Physical attack 3 

18,667 16.1 million 

7,333 6.3 million 

2,500 2.2 million 

*Sample size = 600 
& 199 1 Census Bureau data. 
(Baron, 1996; Fear and Violence in the Workplace, 1993) 
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Table 5 

The Perpetrators of Nonfatal Workplace Violence 

Assailant Victims Threatened Victims (%) Victims(%) 
Customers, clients 15 36 44 

Assailant Who Harassed Assailants Who Assailants Who Attached 

Patients, inmates, 
And students 

Strangers 2 
Exempt or nonexempt 47 

Direct report (Super- 39 

Former exempt or 2 

Others 2 

Coworker 

visors, managers) 

nonexempt employee 

16 
32 

5 

6 

7 

24 
20 

7 

3 

3 

Percentages total more than 100% when more than one person harassed; threatened, or attacked the 
worker. 
(Baron, 1996; Fear and Violence in the Workplace, 1993) 

Profiles 

Harpley of National Trauma Services stated: “the workplace murderer is likely to 

be a middle-aged Caucasian male, using an exotic weapon, such as an Uzi, an AK-47, or 

a Samurai sword, legally acquired . . . [and] he usually has a fascination with such 

weapons” (Baron, 1993, p. 88). This statement represents a snippet of the opinions in 

the public sector about workplace homicides and workplace violence incidents in general. 

Yet Harpley and many of his associates usually cite no empirical research or evidence to 

support their “profiles” of workplace violence perpetrators. These means of presenting 

empirically unsubstantiated theories may result from the targeted reader’s (i. e., Human 

Resources Coordinator, frightened supervisor, common employee) inability to critically 

review the legitimacy of provided information. 
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Although a template “profile” does not exist for a workplace violence perpetrator, 

certain factors have proved noteworthy as characteristics repeatedly associated with 

violent employees (Baron, 1993; Harrison, 1996; Mantell, 1994). As demonstrated by 

numerous case studies and field experience, threat management specialists have reported 

the perpetrator is usually: 

-male 
-25 to 40 years of age 
-has a history of violence or noticeable aggressive 

-is a loner 
-owns several guns 
-has, in the past 

-is an angry person with little outlet for that anger 
-has a history of interpersonal conflict, is oRen socially 
withdrawn and most likely has family/marital problems 
-will, after awhile, stop expressing himself verbally and 
become introverted, whereas earlier he constantly 
verbalized his complaints to management and about 
management 
-become paranoid about others 

-exhibit self-destructive behavior, such as taking drugs or 
excessive drinking. (Baron, 1993, p. 89) 

tendencies 

requested some type of assistance 

Although this “profile” and many like it cite no specific empirical evidence as support, nor 

do they address the likelihood these characteristics are descriptive of a broader 

population who do not perpetrate workplace violence, law enforcement, professional 

threat assessment consultants, and corporate security entities have all favorably adopted 

these descriptives to assist them in identiQing an individual at higher risk for acting-out 

violently at work. 
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Workplace violence profiles are oRen not respected by the social-science 

community due to the extent of divergence and lack of consistently of circumstances. 

For instance, these characteristics focus strictly on perpetrator factors and not 

environmental circumstances (i. e., recent life stressors). Furthermore, one workplace 

homicide perpetrator will fit the profile precisely (i.e., Michigan Post Office incident in 

which the death toll reached double digits and the violent employee had a history of 

discipline problems, military training, and violent outbursts; Baxter & Margavio, 1996). 

On the other hand, the Orange Glen Post Office murders resulted at the hands of what 

co-workers and employees described as the “model employee” who had no apparent 

gripes with anybody or anything. Even after the murder spree, co-workers of the 

murderer when interviewed after the incident reported that he was a nice guy, had a 

loving family, was an ideal employee, and that they had no ideal why it happened (Baxter 

& Margavio, 1996). His outburst was ultimately blamed on job stress. The implications 

of these two divergent case examples is that regardless of the advances in risk assessment 

and understanding of workplace violence, there will always be exceptions to a proposed 

rule because the fbture cannot be predicted; regardless of how good the actuarial tool 

developed is or how competent and experienced the threat specialist making the 

assessment is. What a risk assessment can say is: given a case’s particular circumstances 

and past like-circumstances, this sort of scenario @e., workplace hostage taker) often 

results in violence (i.e., murderhicide) unless certain interventions occur. This desire to 

be able to perform accurate risk assessments, taking into account the increasing 
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frequency and intensity of incidents, has also raised legal questions regarding the 

parameters of employer liability. 
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CHAPTER I11 

Legal Implications 

Violence in the workplace is putting employers in increasingly vulnerable 

positions. Three of the primary sources of liability (see, Feliu, 1995; Kinney, 1995; 

Levin, 1995) for employers are: (1) vicarious liability, (2) the federal Occupational Safety 

and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA Act), and (3) negligence. 

Vicarious Liability 

Vicarious liability holds employers liable for the actions of their employees, if 

committed within the course and scope of employment (Epstien, 1995). However, 

employers usually are not liable for the violent behavior of their employees unless the acts 

are job-related duties (Alma W. v. Oakland Unified School Dist., 198l), or if the 

employee’s actions were reasonably foreseeable (Hart v. National Mortgage & Land Co., 

1987). 

Occupational Safety & Health Association (OSHA) 

The OSHA Act states that employers of a business have a duty to hrnish a safe 

and healthful working environment for their employees (29 USC 651 et seq., 1985/1995). 

For instance, California requires employers to establish, implement, and maintain an 

injury and illness prevention program, workplace violence preventative-interventive- 

reactionary guidelines, and workplace sensitivity training to meet their duty to provide 

the safest possible work environment (Cal.Lab.Code 6401.7, 1995; Heskett, 1996; 

Kinney, 1995). 
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Negligence 

Negligence involves the breach of a legal duty to use reasonable care to prevent a 

foreseeable risk of injury to others (Epstien, 1995). The duties of the employer in matters 

involving threats or acts of workplace violence is defined as “a duty to: provide a safe 

working environment, warn of dangerous conditions, hire and retain fit personnel, and 

provide adequate security” (Levin, 1995, p. 4 19). Within the negligence rubric, negligent 

hiring and negligent retention are claims gaining increasing attention in the workplace 

violence litigation context. 

Negligent hiring occurs when the employer knows, or should have known, of an 

applicant’s potential for dangerous or violent behavior, hires the individual, and provides 

the employee the opportunity to repeat such violent behavior (Garcia v. DUG, 1986). 

Negligent retention addresses the employer’s duty once violence from an employee is 

reasonably foreseeable within the workplace or its related contexts and the employer fails 

to take reasonable measures to prevent injury to others (Levin, 1995). 

Duty of Care & Foreseeabilitv 

Adapting to the needs of workplace violence litigation, duty of care is imposed 

when an employer knew or should have known that an employee is violent or has acted in 

such a manner in the past to suggest the possibility of danger to others (DiCosala v. Kay, 

1982). The employer’s failure to take appropriate precautions to prevent injury in the 

workplace is at the core of their responsibility to their employees (see, Yunker v. 

Honeywell, Inc., 1993; Laird v. E-Z Mart, 1994) (CaVOSHA, 1994; OSHA, 1970; Levin, 

1995; Feliu, 1995). 
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Foreseeability provides a framework under which employers can determine the 

degree and extent to which they must protect their employees. An employer’s duty falls 

“within the zone of risks that are reasonably foreseeable by the [employer]” (Garcia v. 

Du@, 1986, p. 492). As a result, the challenge is determining when the danger an 

employee may face is foreseeable. Scholars have likened the precarious duty of 

foreseeing the possibility of danger and predicting violence to the ability of a 

meteorologist to predict the weather several months in advance peliu, 1995; Monahan & 

Steadman, 1996). 

Dutv to Warn 

Connected to negligent hiring and retention is the employer’s duty to warn. 

Similar to the Tarasoff warnings, a mental health workers’ duty to notify a foreseeable 

victim when a legitimate threat has been made by a client or patient, courts are 

increasingly finding that employers have a duty to warn employees of a foreseeable risk of 

harm, especially where there is a specific identifiable threat made to a specific identifiable 

employee (Walker v. Rowe, 1982; Tarasoff v. Regents of University of California, 1976; 

D u R  v. City of Oceanside, 1986). 
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CHAPTER IV 

Risk Assessment 

Through competent assessment, violence can and should be predicted, the 

question is how can we do it better, or in other words: “more efficiently and more 

effectively” (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988, p. 303; see, Monahan & Steadman, 1994; 

Lidz, Mulvey, & Gardner, 1993; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996; Monahan, 1996; 

Monahan & Steadman, 1996). Taken a step further, the assessment of violence in 

various environments such as the workplace must also be made more efficient and 

effective. 

Three of the primary terms used in risk assessment are “prediction,” 

“dangerousness,” and “base rate.” Prediction refers to the items of information used, 

alone or in combination, to make a “guess about the probable future occurrence of some 

event or behavior (known as the criterion)” (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988, p. 301). 

Dangerousness refers to the potential for violence, yet it is difficult to exactly assess 

because “it refers essentially to a state, rather than an act [and] it is a state that may not 

ever be actuated” (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988, p. 302). The base rate of an 

incident or “any given event is defined as the relative frequency of occurrence of that 

event in the population of interest” (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988, p. 302). 

The type of predictions offered in risk assessment are often a result of the 

circumstances and environment in which it is provided (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). For 

instance, an assessment of dangerousness is likely to vary significantly from an 

assessment provided in a controlled hospital setting regarding an adolescent girl who is 
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depressed and threatening to commit suicide compared to an assessment provided at a 

crime scene where a man known to have a mental disorder is holding a hostage, whom he 

believes is his abusive mother. Limandri and Sheridan report that in the less controlled 

settings “predictions” are likely to be “best guesses” based on the assessors “intuition, 

knowledge, experience, and biases” (1 995, p. 3). 

In an attempt to improve the art of predicting violence, clinicians have developed 

psychometrically sound measurements to assist their assessments (Limandri & Sheridan, 

1995). Three major models: (a) the linear, rationalist model, (b) the hypothetico - 

deductive model, and (c) the risk assessment model (Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1988), 

have been identified to provide complimentary information in clinical decision making 

situations (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). 

The strength of the linear model provides a logical, clear, and progressive decision 

process (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). Using the linear model, an assessor can use 

probabilities to assist in decisions, as well as the weighing of outcomes according to 

objective standards or theory. On the other hand, a weakness in the model’s objectivity is 

the non-incorporation of contextually relevant information (“contextual domain,” see 

Monahan & Steadman, 1996). More concisely, the factors such as treatment outcomes, 

social support, and stabilization of stress do not play a role in making a linear model 

prediction. Ultimately, the decision processes is formulated predominantly by formula, 

and not by the specifics of the actual situation (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). 

The hypothetico-decductive model allows the clinician to weigh different factors 

within a particular context (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). In addition, past experiences in 
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similar scenarios are accounted for in order to categorize cues into a pattern which would 

ideally allow the expert to establish a “pivotal cue” as the basis of a theoretical and 

experiential framework (Regan-Kubinski, 199 1 ; Schon, 1983). This model is too 

complex for the purpose of a workplace violence tool, or most any other violence 

assessment device, because it requires the clinician to calculate the weights of different 

factors in different contexts, establish a pivotal cue and only then can a tentative 

assessment be made. 

The final and most appropriate approach for this proposal is the risk assessment 

model. The eminent researchers in the field (see Monahan, 1981; Monahan & Steadman, 

1996) have endorsed this approach to risk assessment. One of the most cited reasons is 

the model’s improved accuracy due to the rejection of traditional binary notions (violent 

or not violent) often used in psychology research. Risk assessment literature 

acknowledges it cannot definitively predict if a person is dangerous, but it can offer a 

non-binary likelihood prediction, with a degree of accuracy beyond chance (see Monahan 

& Steadman, 1996; Fein & Vossekuil, 1998). Furthermore, this rejection of the 

traditionally accepted binary notion of violence, proposes a risk assessment matrix where 

the intensity level of the action is weighed with the likelihood of repetition (Gottfredson 

& Gottfredson, 1988). The risk assessment model affords the clinician the ability to 

incorporate several characteristics into their prediction. For instance, alcohol and drug 

abuse, history of violence, social and political climate, as well as the individual’s internal 

climate may all be incorporated (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). Ultimately, the risk 

assessment model allows the clinician to incorporate both the “the environment and 
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personal factors present in any given situation” (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995, p.8; Barling, 

1996). 
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Reliability & Validity 

Predictive reliability and validity are other paramount conceptualizations within 

the rubric of risk assessment. “The accuracy (validity) and consistency (reliability) of 

predicting dangerousness and violence depends on several factors” (Limandri and 

Sheridan, 1995, p. 9). Reliability and validity rely heavily on the base rate of the 

phenomenon attempting to be predicted. Using statistical probability, the more 

infrequent the event, the more difficult it is to predict (Lambert, Cartor, & Walker, 1988). 

For instance, homicide in the United States is more difficult to accurately predict and 

assess than family violence because the base rates are 9 in 100,000, and 16,000 in 

100,000 respectively (Steadman, 1986). Therefore predictions of homicide are less likely 

to be accurate than predictions of family violence because the phenomenon is more rare 

(Limandri & Sheridan, 1995). 

Other reasons a risk assessment model is ideal for this dissertation is its utilization 

of characteristics inherent to the data base proposed to be explored. For example, the 

type of violence (e.g., physical assault, intimidation, suicide, property damage); the actors 

or participants (e.g., strangers, intimates, acquaintances); the psychological status of the 

perpetrators (e.g. people who are mentally ill, criminals, socially deviant, or ordinary); 

and the time period of the prediction (e.g., acute or chronic danger) are all relevant risk 

factors (Limandri & Sheridan, 1995, p. 9) used in risk assessment model construction. 

And also used is whether there is a history of past violence, which mentioned previously 

is universally considered the best predictor of fbture violence (Klassen & O’Connor, 

1988). 
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After a review of 19 selected empirical studies, Chaiken, Chaiken, and Rhodes 

(1 994), in a National Research Council report, concluded that: 

Violence can be predicted, meaning that within a given population we can assign 

different probabilities of violence to population members based on the 

characteristics of those members. . . . Nevertheless, there are significant concerns 

with the validity, reliability, and accuracy of predictions (pp. 279-280). 

Skeptics have battled the validity of risk assessment for several decades. Many of 

the problems stem from a lack of unified guidelines and approaches to tackling the 

complex topic of predictions of dangerousness. Monahan & Steadman (1 996), backed by 

the MacArthur Network and peer support for an empirically improved understanding of 

violence, have determined fbture studies in the field and proposed risk factors must be 

chosen with references to theories of violent behavior. In previous studies they 

determined a notable reason for the lack of progress in the field was that many of the 

studies, and proposed risk factors, had been chosen without reference to any theories of 

violent behavior (Monahan & Steadman, 1994). 

Although first generation research (see Otto, 1992) has not faired well in support 

of the legitimacy of risk assessment, second generation research demonstrates 

significantly different findings (Otto, 1992). For instance, Lidz et al. (1 993) report 

clinical judgement has been undervalued in previous research. Although the clinician’s 

judgments are relatively inaccurate predictors of violence, their data also imparts that the 

accuracy of clinical predictions can be improved. As mentioned previously, this 

dissertation provides empirical data intended to hrther risk assessment knowledge and 
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assist clinicians in their evaluations of workplace violence by incorporating guidelines set 

forth by the preeminent researches in the area (see, Monahan & Steadman, 1994). 

Violence Risk Factors 

A review of violence risk factors as indicated by second generation research 

reveals there is plenty of room for improvement in the empirically based field of risk 

assessment. In the often cited actuarial review of hospital records, Harris and Rice 

(1 997) reported the personal characteristics most consistently associated with violence 

and crime are: “young age; history of criminality and violence; psychopathic traits; 

interpersonal hostility; institutional rule breaking; antisocial values and sentiments; 

membership in antisocial peer groups; substance abuse; childhood antisociality and 

aggression; poor social problem-solving skills; deficits in vocational, academy and life 

skills; and, for sexual aggressors, deviant sexual preferences measured phallometrically” 

(p. 1 172). Resnich and Kausch (1995) theorize the non-fatal workplace violence 

perpetrator often has many of the risk factors typically associated with violent behavior. 

For instance, they report such a person is often male, under 30 years of age, and has a 

prior history of violence and drug or alcohol abuse. While on the other hand, reports of 

perpetrators of fatal workplace violence are often over 30 years of age with no prior 

history of violence or substance abuse (Filipezak, 1993). Resnick and Kausch (1 995) also 

urge that rather than get trapped in the minefield of predicting violent acts, clinicians 

should view their role as assessing the risk of violence. 

Instituting the four domains of risk factors as defined by the MacArthur Risk 

Assessment Study (Steadman, Monahan, Appelbaum, Grisso, Mulvey, Roth, Robbins, & 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



50 

Klassen, 1994), this project addresses the majority of the guidelines. For instance, within 

the dispositional domain demographic factors of the perpetrator and victim will be 

explored. Within the historical domain prior police contact will be addressed. Within the 

contextual domain type of work setting and the availability and/or presence of a weapon 

will be addressed. Finally, within the clinical domain substance abuse, and other notable 

clinical characteristics will be analyzed. 

In addition to the incorporation of actuarial assessments and the exploration of 

risk factors via the four domains, researchers Monahan and Steadman (1 994; Monahan, 

1996, p. 1 15) insist hture violence prediction methodology needs to incorporate the 

following eight characteristics (M1 - M8): 

M1. 

M2. 

M3. 

M4. 

M5. 

M6. 

M7. 
M8. 

Dangerousness must be disaggregated into its component parts - the 
variables used to predict violence (risk factors), the amount and type of 
violence being predicted (harm), and the likelihood that harm will occur 
(risk). 
A rich array of theoretically chosen risk factors in multiple domains must 
be chosen. 
Harm must be scaled in terms of seriousness and assessed with multiple 
measures. 
Risk must be treated as a probability estimate that changes over time,and 
context. 
Priority must be given to actuarial research that establishes a relationship 
between risk factors and harm. 
Large and broadly representative samples of patients at multiple, 
coordinated sites must participate in the research. 
Managing risk as well as assessing risk must be a goal of the research. 
Risk communication [believed to become increasingly salient over the next 
2 decades, see: Monahan & Steadman, 19961 
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Base Rate 

Mulvey and Lidz (1 993), incorporating the findings of previous research (see, 

Gottfredson & Gottfredson, 1980; Meehl, 1996; Meehl & Rosen, 1955), report the most 

persistent problem in risk assessment research is that low base rate behaviors such as 

severe violence cannot be predicted without generating a fair amount of false positives, 

even when the predictive strategy is highly accurate. As mentioned previously, the closer 

the probability of the event in question is to .5 in the sample chosen, the more likely it is 

to detect potentially useful risk factors and as a result, the better any predictive strategy 

will appear (Gottfiedson & Gottfredson, 1986). Yet on the other hand, the hrther the 

probability of an event is from .5 in the sample chosen, the less likely it is to detect 

relevant risk factors. In other words, base rate discussion is grounded in the question of 

whether or not an adequate quantity of violence can be found in order to be predicted 

(Mulvey & Lidz, 1993). 

Monahan (1 98 1) noted that “the most common and surely the most significant 

error made by clinicians in predicting violent behavior is the ignoring of information 

regarding the statistical base rate of violence in the population in question [and that] 

knowledge of the appropriate base rate is the most important single piece of information 

necessary to make an accurate prediction” (pp. 59-60). He cautions that assessors of 

dangerousness may fail in two ways: (1) one who does perform a later violent act may be 

predicted as safe; (2) one who does not may be predicted as dangerous. Therefore, for 

any series of predictions there are four possible statistical outcomes: a) true positive 

predictions--correctly predicting that a person is dangerous; b) false positive predictions-- 
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incorrectly predicting that a person is dangerous; c) true negative predictions--correctly 

predicting that a person is not dangerous; d) and false negative predictions--incorrectly 

predicting that a person is not dangerous (Monahan, 198 1). The goal is to maximize true 

positive and true negative predictions and minimize false positive and false negative 

predictions. 

The small base rate of fatal workplace violence incidents presents unique 

challenges. A hurdle for risk assessment, and especially for workplace violence, is how 

to assess incidents of violence which occur so infrequently that empirical base rates 

suggest prediction of any kind is illogical (Monahan, 198 1; Monahan, 1990; Lidz et. al, 

1993). Lidz et al. (1 993) verified theories by Monahan (1 98 1, 1996), which suggest 

faulty clinical estimates of the prevalence of violence among certain populations (Le., 

female patients, workplace violence) may be the origin of many errors in the clinical 

assessment of dangerousness. Similarly, because clinicians are under the faulty 

understanding that female patients are not violent and workplace violence does not occur 

often, incidents are detected less and therefore the base rate is inaccurately low. This 

reasoning is applicable to workplace violence and other incidents of less intense violence 

because the layperson, and most likely the non-forensic clinician is unfamiliar with the 

assessment of violence for particular populations. 

In 1990, Monahan reported in an editorial on fatal workplace violence that the 

base rate was phenomenally low: 1 in 7 million. Yet nevertheless he stated that “while 

accurate prediction of an event with a base rate as low as this is clearly impossible, except 

in extreme circumstances, this observation does not mean that employers should (or 
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legally can) ignore workplace violence” (p. 1021). Monahan’s comments that workplace 

violence could not afford to be ignored were accurate because the base rate has 

drastically increased from a reported 1 in 7 million in 1990 to a currently reported rate of 

approximately 1 in 100,000 (NIOSH, 1996). This significant increase does not appear to 

solely be a product of actual workplace homicides, but instead a combination of several 

factors: (a) improved accuracy of incident reporting, (b) evolving workplace definitions, 

(c) better understanding of workplace violence’s importance and prevalence, and most 

noteworthy, (d) a legitimate increase in the number of homicide at work. 

Theoretical Framework for Risk Assessment Research 

In addressing risk assessment and predictions of dangerousness, The MacArthur 

Network has recommended the utilization of Social Judgment Theory (SJT) (see, 

Steadman et al., 1993). Under SJT’s methodological orientation, the key to 

understanding decisionmaking is to accurately identi@ the cues decision-makers have 

access to and whether or not they are utilized. Once the available cues (Le., potential risk 

factors) have been identified, there are three steps to conduct (see Monahan & Steadman, 

1994): 

1. 

2. 

3.  

cue-iudgment studies; examines the extent decision-makers’ judgments are influenced 

by the available cues influence @e., clinical decision-making of violence risk) 

cue-criterion studies; investigates the extent cues correlate with target behaviors (i. e., 

risk factors associated with workplace violence) 

criterion-judgment studies; determines the correspondence between judgments and 

target-behaviors (i.e., the accuracy of the violence prediction). 

(note: this dissertation will primarily address facets of step two) 
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The MacArthur Network’s studies of violence risk assessment (see Grisso, 1996; 

Steadman et al., 1993; Steadman et al., 1994) incorporates the three categorical steps to 

convey the current state of science on violence risk assessment. This study focuses on 

better understanding the second category, the cue-criterion relationship, as it contributes 

to the predictive relationships between clinical factors and the occurrence of fbture 

violent behavior. For instance, the cue-criterion research thus far indicates that: 

0 demographic and dispositional variables, such as gender (male) and 

age (younger), and some personality attributes (e.g., anger, rage), 

correlate with dangerousness; 

historical factors, such as juvenile and adult arrest history and younger 

age of onset, corqlate with fbture violent behavior; 

contextual factors found to correlate with dangerousness include the 

availability of weapons, potential victims, and lack of social support; 

and, 

clinical indicators, such as the presence of psychoses and problems 

with substance abuse, are associated with violence (Melton, Petrila, 

Poythress, and Slobogin, 1997). 

More recently, Tardiff (1998) reports that other factors are related to fbture 

dangerousness, including history of neurological problems or organic brain injury, 

diagnosis of post-traumatic stress disorder or mania, and noncompliance with treatment. 

Lastly, Bonta, Law, and Hanson (1998) conducted a meta-analysis of 58 cue- 

criterion studies of violence risk. Calculations indicated the following factors are 

consistently positively correlated with both criminal and violent recidivism: objective risk 
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assessment results, adult criminal history, juvenile delinquency, antisocial personality, 

non-violent criminal history, previous psychiatric hospital admissions, substance abuse, 

family problems, violent history, marital status (single), and availability of weapons. They 

also found the following factors are consistently negatively correlated with both criminal 

and violent behavior: age, violent index, sex offense, psychosis, not guilty by reason of 

insanity, mood disorder, and offense seriousness. 

Nonetheless, Bonta et al. acknowledge their findings may have been affected by 

incorporation of differing populations, and therefore their results should be considered 

with caution. In particular, they note that studies on non-disordered and disordered 

offenders were included together in their meta-analysis, which hypothetically explains 

why factors such as psychosis or mood disorder were negatively correlated with 

criminality and violence. In conclusion, while much has been learned about risk factors, 

difficulties from this meta-analysis highlight that more work is needed to better 

understand violent behavior and its correlates. 

Still, in recent years, several useful instruments have been designed for the clinical 

prediction of dangerousness that are based on such cue-criterion research. For instance, 

the Dangerous Behavior Rating Scheme (DBRS: Webster & Menzies, 1993) is a 

psychometrically validated instrument that focuses on a patient’s personality attributes. 

The Violence Risk Assessment Guide (VRAG: Harris, Rice, & Quinsey, 1993) focuses 

on more clinical components. The HCR-20 is an assessment tool especially designed for 

use of predicting dangerousness in criminal and psychiatric populations. Currently, the 

MacArthur Risk Assessment Study is in the process of developing a decision-tree that is 
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designed to assist clinicians’ assessing risk of violent behavior. Another forensic- 

assessment tool is the Psychopathy Checklist-Revised (PCL-R), which has 

psychometrically been shown to effectively identifl psychopaths. With criminal 

populations, researchers have also found that certain scales on the PCL-R are usefbl in 

predicting violence and recidivism (Hare, 1991). McNeil and Binder (1994), targeting 

psychiatric inpatient populations, developed a brief actuarial screening tool to aid in the 

assessment of patients’ potential for violence when initially admitted to an inpatient unit. 

Their screening checklist resulted in a total predictive value of 65%, with a 28% relative 

improvement over chance in distinguishing which patients would display any type of 

aggressive behavior (e.g., assaultive and/or threatening behavior) on the ward. Finally, 

Gardner et al. (1 996) developed a simple actuarial-based decision tree for clinicians to 

use in identifjling persons with mental disorder, who were at risk for frequent incidents of 

physically violent behavior in the community. 

Actuarial Approaches 

Statistically (actuarially) developed prediction devices outperform clinical 

judgement in virtually every decision-making situation the issue wherein has been 

researched (e.g., Meehl, 1996; Dawes, 1975, 1979; Ennis & Litwack, 1974; Gough, 

1962; Meehl, 1954, 1965). The superiority of actuarial to clinical methods of prediction 

is a result of several factors (Gottfredson & Gottfkedson, 1988, p. 3 13): 

(a) assessors do not use information reliably (e.g., Ennis & Litwack, 1974); 

(b) they do not pay heed to base rates (Meehl & Rosen, 1955; Carroll, 1977); 
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(c) they inappropriately weight items of information that are predictive, and 

they assign weight to items that in fact are not predictive (Gottfi-edson & 

Gottfredson, 1986); 

(d) they are overly influenced by causal attributions (e.g., Carroll, 1978) 

(e) and spurious correlations (Monahan, 198 1). 

Although the literature indicates that actuarial prediciton is more accurate than 

clinical predicition, in practice actuarial methods appear to be used rarely because they 

are less practical than using one’s clinical judgement (Gardner, Lidz, Mulvey, & Shaw, 

1996). Dawes, Faust, and Meehl(l989) concur, argueing that because actuarial 

assessments are cumbersome due to the amount of time they take to perform and/or their 

complexity, clinical assessments have traditionally continued to prevail. Although 

researchers such as Monahan and Steadman (1 994) and Lidz et al. (1 993) urge clinicians 

to incorporate actuarial assessments into their predections of dangerousness, it appears 

that unless a truly user-friendly tool is made available, intended to complement clinical 

judgement and not replace it, actuarials will continue to experience infrequent use. 

Gardner et al. (1996) support this line of reasoning suggesting that the hesitance 

to consistently incorporate actuarial assessments in the predictions of dangerousness can 

be alleviated by simpler screening tools. For instance, research revealed that when 

regression trees and two-stage screening were compared with accuracies against 

conventional actuarial methods, the results showed the regression tree and two-stage 

actuarial methods were as accurate. Subsequently, the belief is that if both approaches 
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are equally effective, the simpler version will be superior due to the likelihood more 

clinicians will incorporate its use into their assessments. 

Due to the pressured circumstances under which predictions of dangerousness are 

often requested, and the limited resources available to assessors in many situations, a 

practical tool that is user friendly and efficient is ideal. A regression tree (a structured 

sequence of yesho questions that lead to the classification of a case) is just such a tool 

(Gardner et al., 1996). The argument being, statistical predictions which require 

calculations may be infeasible in many clinical settings, while a decision procedure 

specified by a tree is easy to perform (Gardner et al., 1996). Additionally, because it 

generates a series of statements about a patient that provides reasons for the prediction, a 

regression tree is easy to grasp and explain, ultimately implying that clinicians will prefer 

regression trees to numerical formulas as methods for making a actuarial predictions 

(Gardner et al., 1996). Finally, Gardner (1996) theorizes that studies “demonstrate that 

actuarial predictions can be generated by using a simple list of yesho question, and that 

special batteries of tests can be avoided for all but a small minority of high-risk 

individuals, and both of these goals can be accomplished without a significant tradeoff in 

the accuracy of prediction” (p. 47). 

Communicating Risk 

The eighth characteristic necessary of hture risk assessment, as cited by Monahan 

and Steadman (1 994), is effective communication of risk. For several years much of the 

predictions of dangerousness research revolved around how to assess individuals for 

violence and whether or not those assessments were accurate. Means by which the 
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opinions were reveiwed, determined risk factors evaluated, and how the clinicians came 

about their decisions were all explored (see, Monahan and Steadman, 1994; Monahan, 

1996; McNeil & Bender, 1994; Lidz et al., 1993). Yet few if any studies thoroughly 

addressed the manner in which the risk assessments were communicated (Monahan & 

Steadman, 1996). 

As a result, one suggestion to improve the accuracy of risk communciation is the 

non-dichotomous examination of violence. In truth, a non- dichotomous approach to 

communicating dangerous is more accurate (Monahan & Steadman, 1994, 1996; Lidz et 

al., 1993). Elementry determinations of “violent” or “not violent” could significantly 

endanger an individual who is exposed to a perpetrator that falls somewhere in between 

the two extremes and as a result is categorized as one or the other incaccuately (false 

positive or false negative). In response to this reasoning, Monahan and Steadman (1 996) 

argue that the incorporation of a scaled system similar to the one weather forecasters use 

would greatly strengthen the field of risk assessment. Two primary points applicable 

from meterology are the temporal specificity and the contextual specificty of weather 

forecasts (Monahan & Steadman, 1996). The temporal aspect addresses the need for 

shorter term and more frequently updated risk asessments of violence. Contextual 

specificity addresses the given forecast area, suggesting the importance of context in 

behavioral prediction (Monahan & Steadman, 1996). The ultimate challenge is to 

effectively communicate these improved methods of dangerousness predictions to those 

who need to know them (see Murphy & Daan, 1985; Murphy & Winkler, 1987, 1992). 
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Although at first glance a parallel between meterology and risk assessment may 

seem odd, a more in-depth observation of their similarities exposes a kinship. 

Conceptually, meterologists and clinicians both assess risk from similar domains: 

(a) Someone credentialed as a professional 

(b) assesses risk factors derived from past experience or from theories 

and 

(c) processes these risk factors with the aid of explicit or implicit 

prediction models. 

(d) The professional then constructs a likelihood estimate (or “forecast”) 

of the event of interest occurring, and, finally, 

(e) the professional issues a risk communication containing this forecast 

to various audiences of relevant decision makers (Monahan & 

Steadman, 1996, p. 932) 

This dissertation provides the “past experience” and “ a i d  

referenced in points (b) and (c), in addition to complimentary information to other 

shortcomings currently present in much of the risk assessment research. For instance, 

although Monahan’s (1996) review of the past 20 and the next 20 years of violence 

prediction suggests risk assessment research sprung from modest and questionable 

methodological roots (i. e., reasonableness of offering courts predictions of dangerousness 

when if fact clinicians were only accurate in approximately 1/3 of the cases), recent 

triumphs in which actuarial tools assist risk assessments have added legitimacy to 

clinician’s predictions of dangerousness. Probably the most comprehensive and 

sophisticated study to date published on the clinical prediction of violence, published by 
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Lidz, Mulvey, and Gardner (1 993), assessed predictions of dangerousness for male and 

female patients examined in the acute psychiatric emergency room of a large civil 

hospital. They found that nurses’ and psychiatrists’ ability to identie the male patients 

who would be dangerous significantly exceeded chance levels, but they were unsuccesshl 

in identieing the potentially dangerous female patients. Monahan (1 996) suggests the 

better of the current research involves (a) both male and female (b) civil patients (c) who 

are subject to acute, rather than lengthy, hospitalization and (d) about whom short-term, 

rather than long-term, predictions are made, (e) with the predictions being validated by 

multiple criterion measures. 

Taking all this information into account as to where the state of risk assessment 

science currently is, expanding this rationale and cue-criterion approach to research, one 

can deduct that cross gender, non-exclusively institutionalized, short-term assessments of 

dangerousness research will produce noteworthy results. Therefore, the strategy for this 

non-fatal workplace violence report followed that rationale. It examined male and female 

perpetrator and victim cues (factors), incorporated a non-institutionalized sample, 

investigated an empirically derived criterion (violence intensity), and provided a 

legitimate basis for a dissertation positioned to hrther risk assessment knowledge. 

Ultimately, this approach is consistent with Monahan and Steadman’s (1 994, 1996) cue- 

criterion discussions and M1 - M 2  guidelines. 
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CHAPTER V 

Hypotheses 

Nine years ago Monahan (1 990) proposed three activities which needed to be 

undertaken in order to reduce employee exposure to violent behavior. First, he stated 

that large firms should have a clear written policy regarding internal communications and 

how to deal with overt and covert acts of violence from workers, and have on tap a 

professional to deal with crisis situations. Second, clear written policies regarding 

responses to possible violence as a result of terminations or the handling of formal 

grievances should be present. Finally, he urged that more studies be performed in order 

to develop a body of clinical experience, knowledge, and empirical research on the 

subject of workplace violence. In the spirit of Monahan’s third proposal and his 

guidelines for hture risk assessment, this dissertation expands the base of empirical 

knowledge by investigating non-fatal workplace violence epidemiological characteristics, 

the differences across varying types of workplace violence, and non-fatal workplace 

violence cue-criterion relationships. Four general hypotheses guide this research: 

(1) Midwestern workplace violence(wpv) incidents will parallel national trends 
(NIOSH, 1996): 

a) there will be slightly more female victims than male victims 
b) frequency of non-retail, retail, and government incidents will be similar 

(2) Relationship factors will result in additional domestic issues confronted at 
work, particularly: 

a) significant portion of workplace violence will be perpetrated by 

b) dangedeffect ratio 
non-strangers (domestic-related) 

-intimate perpetrators will perform less intense violence 
-non-intimate perpetrators will perform more intense violence 
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(3) The workplace violence typologies as defined by Cal/OSHA (Types I,II,III) 
will be associated with varying intensities of violence due to the effect/danger 
ratio (see p. 9) 

a) Type I (non-work related perpetrator) will have more high intensity 
workplace violence incidents and fewer low intensity incidents than Types 
I and I1 due to perpetrators not being known by the victims 
b) Type I1 (job-description related) will have more high intensity 
incidents than Type I due to the job description (police, mental health 
worker). Under-reporting (see p. 20) may also challenge findings. 
c) Type I11 (co-worker/domestic) will have more low intensity 
violence incidents and less high intensity violence incidents than Types I 
and I1 due to perpetrators being known by the victims 

(4) Specific cues will be significantly associated in specific directions with 
specific criterion variables and can be done so in a manner that maximizes its 
usehlness to risk assessors: 

A multivariate model of workplace violence was constructed in order to 

identifl combinations of workplace, perpetrator, victim, motivational, and 

demographic characteristics associated with higher and lower intensity levels of 

violent behavior (i.e., verbal abuse vs. physical abuse). In constructing the model 

the primary objective was to provide employers, mental health professionals, and 

others responsible for performing risk assessments with a tool to assist them in 

identifling employees more likely to perform higher intensity violent acts. The 

model thus emphasized proactive and reactive factors; differentiating between 

characteristics an employer should be aware of prior to any indication of a violent 

incident and characteristics closely associated with the possibility of violence, 

Proactive factors comprised those characteristics about which an employer should 

be automatically cognizant (i. e., workplace location, employee demographics) and 

should have the ability to consider when making hiring decisions. Such factors 

included gender of the victim, the type of workplace, and the presence of prior 

police contact. Reactive factors comprised characteristics an employer could 

become aware of after a hiring decision (i,e., a motive for dissatisfaction, mention 

of a weapon). Reactive factors included the mention of a weapon, whether 
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threats were made, type of relationship between perpetrator and victim, and 

motives for dissatisfaction. Violence intensity in the model was an aggregate 

variable consisting of whether the violent behavior was physical or verbal, 

whether or not there had been an assault, and the level of injury (ranging from 

“bruises” and “cuts” to “broken bones” and “hospital stay”). 
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- Cues (Independent Variables) 

Proactive Factors 

Type of workplace violence (I, 11,111) 

Witness present 

Prior police contact 

Victim demographics 

Predicted Relationship 

dependant on effeddanger theory 

U intensity wpv (effect/danger ratio) 

0 intensity wpv 

Reactive Factors 

Was a threat made prior to incident 

Motive for contact (non-impulsive act) 

0 intensity wpv 

0 intensity wpv 

-Relationship if intensity wpv 

-Job displeasure/$ if intensity wpv 

-Sexual if intensity wpv 

-Other (misc.) if intensity wpv 

Weapon if intensity wpv 

Level of intimacy of victim to suspect if intimacy level - U intensity wpv 

-boyfnend/husband (effect/danger ratio) 

-ex-boyfhendhusband 

-co-worker 

-subordinate 

Suspect demographics 

Criterion (Dependent Variable) 

“Violence” - composite of 

-intensity of assault 

-intensity of physicalherbal aggression 

-intensity of injury (bruises, laceration, bone fracture, hospital stay, other) 
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Pro-iect S u m m q  

This project reaches several new milestones in workplace violence research. The 

study is the first of its kind to empirically investigate actual workplace violence cases and 

analyze individual (i. e., prior police contact) and environmental (i.e., workplace type) risk 

factors from the cue-criterion perspective: an investigation of the extent cues correlate 

with target behaviors (see, Steadman et al., 1994; this document: p. 42). In addition, the 

research follows Monahan’s (see, 1996) suggestions for future risk assessment research. 

For instance, five of his guidelines (M3, M4, M5, M7, M8) resulting from previous 

research are specifically incorporated (Monahan, 1996, p. 115; this document, p. 42). 
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M1. Dangerousness must be disaggregated into its component parts - the 
variables used to predict violence (risk factors), the amount and type of 
violence being predicted (harm) and the likelihood that harm will occur 
(risk). 

Variables (risk factors) hypothesized to be associated with violence 
(harm) have been chosen to assist in accounting for dangerousness 
(risk). 

M2. A rich array of theoretically chosen risk factors in multiple domains 
must be chosen. 

0 The questionnaire consists of risk factors theoretically chosen 
from previous risk assessment literature (see, Monahan & 
Steadman, 1994; 1996) (Appendix 1). 

M3. Harm must be scaled in terms of seriousness and assessed with 
multiple measures. 

0 A violence compilation variable, using level of injury (“bruises” to 
“hospital stay”) and whether or not an assault occurred, serves as 
the primary dependent variable for multiple measures: a 
proactive factor model, a reactive factor model, and an entire risk 
factor model. 

M4. Risk must be treated as a probability estimate that changes over time 
and context. 

0 Results are presented as epidemiological characteristics and the 
risk factors are presented as being “associated with” violence 
because prediction of dangerousness is not feasible. 

M5. Priority must be given to actuarial research that establishes a 
relationship between risk factors and harm. 

0 The dissertation as a whole. 

M6. Large and broadly representative samples of patients at multiple, 
coordinated sites must participate in the research. 

The dissertation serves as a pilot study for hture replication studies. 
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M7. Managing risk as well as assessing risk must be a goal of the research. 

A primary purpose of the study is to better understand the risk of 
workplace violence with the intention of improving the ability to 
manage and assess future incidents of risk. 

M8. Improvement of risk communication [believed to become increasingly 
salient over the next 2 decades, see: Monahan & Steadman, 19961. 

The actuarial model produced in this study will enable risk 
assessors to more accurately communicate the varying levels of 
likelihood that violence will occur in a particular workplace under 
particular conditions (especially considering the dependent 
variable [violence] is non-dichotomous, hence providing a more 
accurate prediction). 
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The M1 and M6 guidelines are not incorporated because they cannot be 

addressed by the database. Although portions of M1 are explored such as the cue- 

criterion relationship between risk factors and harm (violence intensity), in order to 

provide a compilation variable which deduced “harm” from the police records the various 

forms of violence (assault, verbal or physical aggression, level of injury) were not 

disaggregated. Due to limits on sites willing to participate in the study, in addition to 

financial and temporal restraints, this guideline was not addressed. 
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CHAPTER VI 

Method 

Ths project investigates workplace violence in a metropolitan Midwestern city 

(population approximately 200,000) over an 18 month period (1/1/96 - 6/30/97). Data 

collection incorporated California’s Occupational and Safety Health Association’s 

(Cal/OSHA, 1995) three prong typology. This typology was used due to its extensive 

application to state and educational prevention activities (Heskitt, 1996) and because it 

provides a specific delineation of different types of workplace violence. Type I incidents 

consist of perpetrators who have “no legitimate relationship” to the workplace (i.e., 

random acts of violence such as a liquor store or gas station robbery). Type I1 incidents 

involve “job-description related” duties in which a service is provided (i.e., work-related 

acts of violence such as a police officer assaulted in the line of duty, or a mental health 

worker assaulted by a patient). Type I11 incidents involve violence perpetrated by a 

current or former employee, supervisor, manager, and other people with employment- 

related involvement with an establishment, such as an employee’s spouse, boyfriend, 

friend, or relative (“co-worker/domestic” acts of violence such as a disgruntled 

employee’s shooting of his supervisor or an ex-husband’s assault of his former wife at her 

place of work) (Kraus & McArthur, 1996). 

Under the auspice of the Lincoln Police Department and direct supervision of 

Chief of Police Tom Casady, researchers identified workplace violence incidents in the 

police department computer database. The identification of workplace violence incidents 

was achieved by targeting all combinations of police contacts (i.e., rape, physical assault) 
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and location (businesses) codes which satisfied workplace violence definition parameters 

(p. 8 t h s  document). Police incident and location codes are the means by which the 

department classifies all law enforcement interventions. 

Workplace Violence Incident Identification Criteria 

Locations 

Any type of business/workplace 

Occurrence 

Abductionlkidnapping Extortion 

Abductionlattempting Sex offense rape 

Assault non-domestic Sex offense rape, attempted 

Assault domestic Sex offense indecent exposure 

Assault domestic, victim under prot. Order Sex offense sex assault with an object 

Protection order violation Sex offense sodomy 

Bomb suspicious package/device Sex offense other 

Bomb threat Stalking 

Bomb unknown call type 

Bomb explosion or incendiary device 

Suicide attempt mental investigation Trespassing 

Telephone obscene calls 

Telephone threatening calls 
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An initial computer search tagged approximately 1,000 cases. Closer scrutiny of 

the criminal incident summaries on the computer print-out enabled researchers to rule-out 

ineligible cases that did not meet the parameters of the workplace violence definition. 

This portion of the project produced approximately 400 eligible incident reports. The 

next step involved the manual retrieval of actual criminal incident records. Ths  final 

stage of identification resulted in a net total of 254 incidents filed with the Lincoln Police 

Department over the investigated 18-month period (1/1/96 - 6/30/97) that qualified as 

workplace violence incidents. 

Events that did not meet the predetermined workplace violence definition where 

not considered. For instance, rollerblading (trespassing) in a business parking lot 

(location) was discarded. Nevertheless, “trespassing” and “business” could have easily 

met workplace violence standards. For example, that particular police code combination 

could describe a man suspected of stalking an ex-girlfriend, who is ticketed for 

trespassing as he waits at her car in the parking lot of her workplace. 

Four researchers (2 Ph.D. candidates, 2 research assistants) coded the cases on a 

total of 17 factors (Tablel) including the type of workplace violence (I, 11, III), the 

intimacy level of the perpetrator (boyfhendhsband, ex-boyfi-iend/husband), whether a 

weapon was mentioned, whether threats had been made, and the intensity level of 

violence. The factors investigated were determined by what information would be most 

consistently available in the database (police department incident reports), while 

considering characteristics associated with violence as determined by prior risk 

assessment literature (Le., access to weapon, history of violence; see, LO, 1998; 
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Monahan & Steadman, 1996; VandenBos & Bulatao, 1996). Further utilizing the 

information available in violence assessment research literature, interaction variables 

between weapon and prior police contact, weapon and threat, prior police contact and 

threat were formulated. The interactions between these particular cues were investigated 

because these variables have been specifically demonstrated to have strong associations 

with violent behavior (see, Monahan & Steadman, 1994; Fein & Vossekuil, 1995). Due 

to the anticipated presence of domestic-related factors contributing to non-fatal incidents 

of workplace violence, the interactions between victim gender and the relationship and 

sexual motives are also investigated. 
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Table 1 : Description of Variables Investigated 

Cues 

Pro active 

victim Gender - male or female 

Location - type of workplace: retail, non-retail, governmentlother 

Type I - “non-work related, random” type of non-fatal workplace violence 

Type II - “job-description related” type of non-fatal workplace violence 

Type III - “co-worker, domestic” type of non-fatal workplace violence 

Witnesspresent - was there a witness present at the time of the incident 

Prior Police Contact - perpetrator contact with police prior to incident 

Reactive 

Mention of a Weapon - whether a weapon is mentioned at the time of the incident 

Threats Made - where threats made at the time or prior to the incident 

Job/$ Motive - was the motive voiced related to job or money disgruntlement 

Relationship Motive - was the motive voiced related to relationship/domestic dispute 

SexualMotive - was the motive voiced solely sexual in nature 

Other Motives - misc. motives not covered by other categories 

Ex-husbadboyfriend - was the perpetrator an ex-intimate 

Husband/boyfriend - was the perpetrator a current intimate 

Co-worker - was the perpetrator a peer in the workplace 

Subordinate - was the perpetrator a subordinate in the workplace 
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Two teams (A and B), consisting of one graduate student and one research 

assistant, randomly coded 20% of the 254 non-fatal workplace violence incidents. Teams 

A and B were separated and instructed to individually code their half of the 20% 

randomly chosen cases, exchange the cases once done, and discuss discrepancies that 

may have occurred. Reliability for the initial step was held at a threshold of .90 and no 

coding fell below .91 using a Kappa coefficient. Subsequent to the first round of coding, 

cases were exchanged between teams A and B and the initial process repeated. Finally, 

the teams A and B came back together to discuss discrepancies. Issues discussed 

addressed challenging coding items. For example, an initially challenging coding item 

was the type of workplace violence (I, 11, 111). After the coders were briefed with 

summary exerts from articles on the distinction of the different workplace violence types, 

consensus was less difficult to achieve. Other inconsistencies, such as the too narrow 

“intimate” rating, were discussed and satisfied by mutual consensus towards a more 

accurate rating: current boyfriendhusband, ex-boyfbendlhusband. 

Outliers, cases identified by cross-tabulation techniques which did not specifically fit 

the definition of workplace violence (i.e., person assaulted in a workplace; but the victim 

or perpetrator was not employed by that workplace), were excluded. Power analysis, 

incorporating linear discriminate fbnction analyses and hierarchical linear regression, 

indicates a power greater than .90 for a correlation as small as .2. In other words, there 

is a .90 probability that an effect of .2 or larger will achieve statistical significance 

incorporating an alpha equal to .05. 
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In an effort to assure high reliability and validity in the violence measure, a 

composite variable, violence intensity, was constructed to serve as the principle 

dependent variable (see, e.g., Menzies, Webster & Sepejak, 1985; Quinsey & Maguire, 

1982; Yudofsky, Silver, Jackson, Endicott & Williams, 1986). The composite combined 

the following standardized variables: level of injury (measured on a 5-point scale; ranging 

from “bruises” to “hospital stay”), presence of physical aggression (yesho), and whether 

there was an assault (yesho). Resulting correlations with the composite “violence 

intensity’’ variable yielded .86 1, .920, and .86 1 respectively. 

When performing actuarial violent behavior research, Mulvey and Lidz (1 993) 

report that police records are one of the 5 commonly used sources of information. 

Because many workplace violence incidents do not occur in mental health settings, the 

other traditional sources of information (treatment records, unit incidents and seclusion 

reports, interviews with patients, and collateral interviews) are not available. Although 

under ideal circumstances, interviews with the perpetrators and victims of workplace 

violence, as well as collateral interviews with third parties would significantly strengthen 

the findings of any study; confidentiality considerations attributable to the legal nature of 

the cases makes this impossible in the present study. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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CHAPTER VI1 

Results 

This chapter discusses the confirmation of three of the four hypotheses. First, 

Midwestern non-fatal workplace violence does parallel national trends. Second, 

domestic-related relationship factors have infiltrated the workplace and are associated 

with violence intensity in certain settings. Third, the effecddanger ratio that theorizes 

strangers commit more violent behavior due to anonymity was not supported. Finally, 

specific cues were significantly associated in specific directions with specific criterion 

variables. 

This section will first provide the epidemiological data on non-fatal workplace 

violence. Characteristics such as number and types of cases coded, incident locations, 

types of aggression, motives, incident characteristics, risk enhancing factors and 

assaultive behavior factors, and perpetrator and victim demographics are presented. 

Subsequently, Type I, 11, and I11 workplace characteristics are addressed. Lastly, 

multivariate analysis of cues (risk factors) and their associations with the criterion 

(“violence”) are discussed as a culmination of this project’s findings. 

Epidemiological Characteristics 

A total of 254 non-fatal workplace violence incidents were coded. Consistent 

with national findings (NIOSH, 1996), violence occurred less often in retail work settings 

than in service settings (Table 1). Retail sites such as department stores, grocery stores, 

and convenience stores accounted for 37% of the workplace violence incidents (NIOSH: 

retail incidents = 21%). Non-retail sites such as office buildings and construction sites 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
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constituted 53% of the cases and government facilities such as a state and county 

agencies constituted 10% of all cases (NIOSH: non-retail incidents = 64%). 

Table 1 

Comparison of NIOSH and Lincoln Police Department (LPD) Workplace Violence 

Industries 

Industry 

NIOSH (1996) LPD (N = 254) 

Non-Retail 

Retail 

Government, other 

64% 

21% 

15% 

53% (N = 135) 

37% (N = 94) 

10% (N = 25) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Justice.



79 

Type of Aggression 

Verbal aggression constituted the majority of workplace violence incidents (53%), 

reflective of similar trends in neighboring countries such as Canada where verbal 

aggression is even more prominent (70%) (Table 2; Chappell & Di Martino, 1998). 

There were no incidents of fatal workplace violence during the investigated time span. 

Table 2 

Tvpe of Workplace Aggression Comparison for NOSH. LPD. and Canada 

N O S H  LPD Canada 

Type of Aggression 

Verbal 

Physical 

53.5% 53% 70% 

46.5% 47% 3 0% 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
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Motives 

Motives for contact (Table 3), as indicated by the police records, indicated that 

12% of workplace violence perpetrators were motivated by a “job or money” dispute. 

For example, partners in a business venture arguing over a transaction became violent or 

a dispute about services rendered erupted into a physical argument. Motives identified as 

“sexual,” such as an obscene telephone call to a secretary of a business, were associated 

with 14% of the cases. The second largest motivating factor (2 1%) was “relationship” 

related. As hypothesized by the theory concerning domestic violence’s increase in the 

workplace, home-life related perpetrators were acquainted with the victim (i. e., courtier, 

boyfriend, ex-husband) and in some manner were seeking retaliation or reconciliation of 

differences. The largest motivating workplace violence factor (3 2%) was “perceived 

mistreatment.” For example, a disgruntled employee threatened his boss due to the 

rejection of a promotion request or an inpatient reacted violently to a request by a mental 

health worker to comply with directions. Twenty-one percent of the police records cited 

no particular motive for the workplace violence. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
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Table 3 

Motives for Non-Fatal Workplace Violence 

Motive Percent N = 254 

JobMoney related 12% 

Relationship related 21% 

Perceived mistreatment (“Other”) 32% 

Sexual 14% 

No particular motive noted 21% 

33 

53 

81 

34 

53 
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Risk Enhancing and Assaultive Behavior Characteristics 

Additional incident characteristics indicated non-fatal workplace violence 

perpetrators had prior contact (i.e., domestic assault, DWI, larceny) with law 

enforcement in approximately half of the cases (48%). One third of the perpetrators 

threatened their victims before the violent workplace incident and over half of the victims 

reported that they personally knew the assailant. In some incidents such as death threats 

on a business’ voice mail system, the victim was not entirely sure who the perpetrator 

was but “believed” they knew. For instance, this belief was often based on a reoccurring 

theme of harassment fiom a particular suspect of whom the victim was aware (i.e., the 

perpetrator mentioned an identifjring piece of information only known by a select few). 

Descriptive data analyses indicated there were non-stranger perpetrators 5 1 % and 

witnesses were present 40% of the time (Table 4). 

Assaultive behavior characteristics (Table 4) consisted of whether or not an 

assault occurred (48%)’ verbal aggression (46%), physical aggression (53%), and 

whether prior threats had been made (3 1%). Weapons were used or mentioned 1 1% of 

the time. 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Table 4: 

Assaultive Behavior Characteristics 

Percent Frequency 

Behavior 

Did an assault occur? 

Physical aggression 

Verbal aggression 

Where prior threats made? 

Mention of Weapon 

Non-stranger perpetrator 

Witness present 

Prior Police Contact 

121 47 

136 53 

118 46 

79 31 

29 11 

129 51 

102 40 

122 48 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Justice.



84 

Epidemiological Review of Perpetrator and Victim Demographic Characteristics 

Investigation of the role of victim and perpetrator gender in non-fatal workplace 

violence revealed one significant association. Male victims (57%) were significantly more 

likely than women (42%) to have been victims of physical aggression (x2 = 32.595; 

3 8.1 ( 1 ,  254), p < ,000 1). Other demographic information indicated the average age for 

perpetrators was approximately 3 1 and for the victims 32 (Table 5). Breakdown of 

ethnicity amongst perpetrator and victim roughly mirrored the diversity of the database’s 

city of origin (Table 5). 

= 
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Table 5: 

Perpetrator and Victim Demographics 

Summary Statistics of Perpetrator and Victim Age 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Perpetrator Age 191 10 67 31.14 11.26 

Victim Age 223 11 68 32.20 10.68 

Freau encv Percent 

Ethnicit? Perpetrator Victim Perpetrator Victim 

White 130 189 51.2 74.4 

Black 44 13 17.3 5.1 

Hispanic 19 5 7.5 2.0 

Asian 5 7 2.0 2.8 

Mixed 24 1 9.4 .4 

None noted 7 8 2.8 3.1 

Perpetrator and Victim Gender 

Female Male 

Perpetrator 52 20.5 202 79.5 

Victim 150 59.1 104 40.9 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Differences Amongst - Tvue of Workplace Violence (I, 11,111) 

Analyses of the variance among type of workplace violence indicated that Type I 

“no legitimate relationship” incidents constituted 53% of the entire database (i. e., liquor 

store robbery). “Job duty related” cases (Type 11, i.e., mental health worker assaulted by 

patient) constituted 14% of the incidents and “co-worker/domestic” perpetrators (Type 

111) accounted for 33% of all the violent workplace cases identified. It is of note that 

although Type I11 workplace violence incidents are the most publicly known due to media 

coverage of particularly violent cases, these incidents represent only one-third of the 

entire sample. Furthermore, two-thirds of this type of incident involved a domestic 

violence component (i. e., former boyfriend/ex-husband threatening female employee) and 

not the stereotypical disgruntled employee acting out against a supervisor or co-workers 

(Table 6). 

Within Type 111, several variations of the non-stranger variable existed. For 

instance, perpetrators included current boyfhend/husband, ex-boyfriendkusband, co- 

worker, and subordinate employees (Table 6). The industry breakdown of types was 

evenly distributed between non-retail and retail (N = 66) for Type I, with a small 

remaining portion in government settings (N = 4) (Table 7). Type I1 locations were 

approximately evenly distributed between non-retail (N = 14) and government settings (N 

= 13), and Type I11 consisted primarily of non-retail (N = 25) settings. Similar to Types I 

and I1 settings, Type 111’s fewest incidents occurred in government-related locations (N = 

6)  * 
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Verbal and physical aggression across workplace settings varied. In Type I the 

majority of incidents were verbal (n = 78; physical = 60), while in Type I11 the majority of 

incidents were physical (N = 50; verbal = 30) (Table 8). 

Table 6: 

Incident Characteristics RJ=254) 

Frequency Percent 

Workplace Type 

Type I: randodnon-work related 138 54.3 

Type 11: job-description related 31 12.2 

Type 111: co-worker, domestic related 85 33.5 

Types of Type III Non-Stranger Perpetrators 

Boyfriend 

Husband 

Friend 

Ex-boyfhend/husband 

Work Supervisor 

Co-worker 

Subordinate 

Acquaintance 

9 

3 

8 

34 

6 

17 

8 

25 

8.2 

2.7 

7.3 

30.9 

5 .  5 

15. 5 

7.3 

21.9 
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Table 7 
Workplace Violence Industries According to Workplace Violence Type ~1.11.111) 

Type I Type I1 Tvpe I11 

Industry 

Non-Retail 25% (66) 5.5 % (14) 20.5% (54) 

Retail 25% (66) 1.6% (4) 9.5% (25) 

Government, other 1.5% (4) 5.1% (13) 2.3% (6) 

Table 8 

Tvpe of Workplace Aggression Comparison for Types I. 11, I11 

Type I Type I1 Type I11 

Type of Aggression 

Verbal 30% (78) 2% (5) 13% (35) 

Physical 23% (60) 10% (26) 19% (50) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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EffectDanger Ratio 

The effect/danger ratio theory was not supported by th s  project’s findings. 

Instead of the theorized relationship that non-stranger (i.e. , domestic-related) 

perpetrators would conduct lower intensity violence and stranger perpetrators would 

conduct higher intensity violence, the opposite effect was found (x2 = 2.36 (lo), 

p < .993) (Table 9). Results concerning the differences in strangednon-stranger 

perpetrators in particular types of workplace settings also did not corroborate the 

effect/danger ratio (Table 10). 

Table 9 

LowMnh Intensity Violence Comparison of Strangerhlon-Stranger Perpetrators 

Low Intensity Violence High Intensity Violence 

Stranger 32% (82) 17% (43) 

Non Stranger 24% (61) 27% (68) 

Table 10 

LowlHinh Intensitv Violence Comparison of Workulace Types 

Low Intensity Violence High Intensity Violence 

Type 1 38% (97) 16% (41) 

Type I1 3% (8) 9% (23) 

Type 111 15% (38) 19% (47) 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
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Proactive/Reactive Multivariate Clusters of Workplace Violence 

Hierarchical linear regression and multivariate analyses indicated that the 

proactive and reactive clusters of factors are significantly associated with violence 

intensity (Figure 1). Step 1 (proactive cluster) of the analyses accounted for 36 % of the 

variance (adjusted _R’ = .36 (6, 247), = 24.6, p < .OOOl) (Table 11). The proactive 

cluster demonstrates that victim gender (male) is associated with higher intensities of 

violence (p = .347, p < .001). It also indicates that Type I1 and I11 workplace violence 

are significantly associated with higher intensities of violence (p = .208, p < .0001; p = 

.206, p < .010). Finally, prior police contact (p = .050, p < .004) and whether a witness 

was present (p = .281, p < .0001) were also associated with higher violence intensity. 

Step 2 (proactive and reactive clusters) accounted for an additional 13% of the 

= 19.6, p < .0001) (Table 11). The proactive variance (adjusted B2 = .49 (16, 237), 

and reactive clusters of the analyses revealed that when threats were made by the 

perpetrator, less intense forms of violence occurred (p = -.290,p < .OOOl). It also 

indicated that when the perpetrator’s motive was “relationship” or “sexuaVnon- 

relationship,” the intensity level of violence was less (p = -.238, p < .036; f3 = -.305, 

p < .0001). The addition of the reactive factors caused the proactive variables Type I1 

workplace violence and prior police contact to become insignificant (p = .096, p > .05; p 

= .045, p > .OS). 

Step 3, a combined cluster of proactive factors, reactive factors, and interaction 

effects accounted for an additional .02% of the variance (adjusted B2 = .5 1 (23, 230), F = 

12.5, p. < .0001) (Table 11). Interactions between the variables threat and weapon, and 
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prior police contact and threat were significantly associated with violence intensity. The 

presence of a threat and mention of a weapon together were associated with higher 

intensity violence (j3 = .120, p < .OS). Interaction between prior police contact and threat 

was also associated with lower violence intensity (j3 = -.277, p < .OS). Step three 

provided the strongest clustering model, accounting for a total .5 1 of the variance 

compared to .49 and .36 of the variance accounted for in Steps 1 and 2 respectively, The 

proactive factor victim gender became insignificant in the final step (p = .083, p. > .05) 

due to the investigation of the interactions between victim gender and the relationship and 

sexual motives (j3 = .13 1. p > .05; j3 = -. 185, p> .OS). 
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Table 11 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Proactive & Reactive Factors 

Associated Higher (+) or Lower (-) Violence Intensity (N = 254) 

Variable 

~ ~ ~~ ~~ 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

e e e 
Step 1 (Proactive) 
Victim Gender .347** 
Location .13 1 
Type I1 .208** * 
Type I11 .140* 
Prior Police Contact .150** 
Witness present .261*** 

Weapon 
Threats 
Sexual Motive 
Job/$ Motive 
Relationship Motive 
Other Motives 
Ex-husbandboyfriend 
Current Hu sb andho yfkiend 
Co-worker 
Subordinate 

Weapon x Prior Police Contact 
Weapon x Threat 
Prior Police Contact x Threat 
Victim Gender x Relationship Motive 
Victim Gender x Sexual Motive 

Step 2 (ProactiveReactive) 

Step 3 (Proactive/Reactive/Interactions) 

.178** 
-.011 
.096 
.196* 
.045 
.179*** 

-.063 
-. 290* * * 
-.305 * * * 
-.076 
-.238* 
-.202** 
-.059 
.042 

-.020 
.038 

.083 
-.002 
.078 
.382** 
.101 
.165** 

-. 116 
-. 323 ** * 
-. 324" * * 
-.174 
-.33 1 * 
-.214*** 
-. 105 
.03 1 
.029 
.045 

-.046 
.105 
.120* 
.131 

-.185 

Note. Adjusted _R' = .36 for Step 1; AEz = .13 for Step 2; AStep 3 for 
.OOO 1). Correlation matrix (Appendix 1). 
*p < .05, **p < .001, ***p < .0001 

= .02 (ps < 
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Figure 1. ProactiveReactive Risk Factor Model: Cue - Criterion Relationship of Risk 
Factors Associated with Non-Fatal Workplace Violence 

adjusted Rz = .36 

\ Victim Gender 

Type I1 

Type 111 

Prior Police Contact 

Witness Present , 
Location . 
- Weapon x Threat 

rn 
Prior Police Contact x Threat 

adjusted R2 = .5  1 

adjusted R2 = .49 

Sexual Motive 

Job/$ Motive 

Relationship Motive 

Other Motives 

m. Beta weights: *p < .05., **p < .001, ***p < .0001 
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Multivariate Analyses of Workplace Violence Types I. 11, and I11 

Paralleling the strategy of examining proactive and reactive factors as they relate 

to violence intensity, hierarchical linear regression analyses were performed to examine 

proactive and reactive risk factors, using type of workplace violence as the criterion. 

Type I and Type I1 settings produced significant proactive and reactive clusters similar to 

the proactive and reactive violence intensity clustering (adjusted R2 = .64 (22, 23 l), F = 

21.2, p < .0001; adjusted R2 = .38 (22, 231), = 8.628, p < ,0001) (Table 12; Table 13). 

The Type I11 analyses indicated the significant presence of non-stranger 

perpetrators associated with violence in these settings. For example, in step 2 of the 

analysis the variables current boyfhend/husband, co-worker, and subordinate were 

associated with the criterion (p = .126, p < .OS; p = ,295, p < .001; p = .161, p < .001) 

(Table 15). In Step 3 when the interaction terms were added into the analyses, ex- 

husbandhoyfriend remained significant (p = .096, p < .05), and victim gender became 

significant (p = -. 138, p < .OS). The interactions between victim gender and job/$ motive 

and victim gender and relationship motive were also significant (p = -.23 1, p < ,0001; 

p = -.363, p < .OOOl). Type 111’s cluster of proactive variables were not significantly 

associated with the criterion variable (adjusted R2 = .011 (4, 249), F = 1.68 1, p < 

.155)(Table 14). 
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Table 12 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Proactive & Reactive Factors 

Associated with Tvue I Workulace Violence 

Steu 1 Steu 2 Steu 3 

Variable e e e 
Step l(Proactive) 
Victim Gender 
Location 
Prior Police Contact 
Witness present 

Step 2 (Reactive) 
Weapon 
Threats 
Sexual Motive 
Job/$ Motive 
Relationship Motive 
0 ther Motives 
Ex-husbandhoyfhend 
Husbandhoyfriend 
Co-worker 
Subordinate 

Step 3 (Interactions) 
Weapon x Prior Police Contact 
Weapon x Threat 
Prior Police Contact x Threat 

-.010 -.069 
-. 273 * * * -.255*** 
-. 158" .006 
-. 147* -.052 

.011 

.126* 

.174** 
-. 147* 
-.443 * * * 
.085 

-.111 
-.035 
-.190*** 
-. 137* 

Victim Gender x Relationship Motive 
Victim Gender x Sexual Motive 

.324 

. ooo* * * 
-.083 
-.050 

-.029 
.086 
.072 

-.151* 
-.359*** 
.030 

-.001 
-.019 
.097 
.798 

.052 
-.015 
- .044 
.261* 
.221* 

No&. Adjusted B2 = .13 for Step 1; Ak2 = .33 for Step 2; AStep 3 for B2 = .3 1 (ps < .05) 
*p < .05., **p < .001, ***p < .0001 
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Table 13 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Proactive & Reactive Factors 

Associated with Type I1 Workplace Violence 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

Variable e e e 
Step 1 (Proactive) 
Victim Gender 
Location 
Prior Police Contact 
Witness present 

Step 2 (Reactive) 
Weapon 
Threats 
Sexual Motive 
Job/$ Motive 
Relationship Motive 
Other Motives 
Ex-husbandhoyfriend 
Husbandboyfriend 
Co-worker 
Subordinate 

Step 3 (Interactions) 
Weapon x Prior Police Contact 
Weapon x Threat 
Prior Police Contact x Threat 
Victim Gender x Relationship Motive 
Victim Gender x Sexual Motive 

.152* .040 

.325*** .356*** 

.099 ,356" * * 

.116 .071 

.055 
-.178* 
-.328** 
-.260* * * 
-.328** 
-. 148* 
-.013 
-.014 
-. 136* 
-.024 

.052 

.299*** 

.123 

.033 

.062 
-. 152* 
-.164* 
-. 183 
-.371* 
-.069 
-. 136 
-.044 
-.207* * 
-.089 

-.001 
.082 
.117 
.126 
.113 

Note. Adjusted _R' = .17 for Step 1; L?&~ = .01 for Step 2;AStep 3 for _R' = .20 (ps < .05) 
*p < .05., **p < .001, ***p < .0001 
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Table 14 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Proactive & Reactive Factors 

Associated with Type I11 Workplace Violence 

Variable 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 

e e e 
Step 1 (Proactive) 
Victim Gender -.095 
Location ,063 
Prior Police Contact .099 
Witness present .074 

Weapon 
Threats 
Sexual Motive 
Job/$ Motive 
Relationship Motive 
0 ther Motives 
Ex- hus b andh o m e n d  
Hu sb andh o yfi-iend 
Co-worker 
Subordinate 

Step 3 (Interactions) 
Weapon x Prior Police Contact 
Weapon x Threat 
Prior Police Contact x Threat 
Victim Gender x Relationship Motive 
Victim Gender x Sexual Motive 

Step 2 (Reactive) 

.045 

.022 
-.05 1 
.006 

-.049 
-.009 
.002 
.336*** 
.695 * * * 
.012 
.126* 
.046 
.295** 
.161** 

-. 138* 
-.004 
.001 
.029 

-.012 
.015 
.038 
.286*** 
.636*** 
.016 
.096* 

-.020 
.041 
.050 

-.056 
-.041 
-.035 
-.166** 
-. 185* 

Note. Adjusted Bz = .011 for Step 1 (sig. = .I%); ABz = .696 for Step 2; 
AStep 3 for Bz = .121 (ps < .05) 
*p < .05., **p < .001, ***p < .0001 
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Through corn 

CHAPTER VI11 

Discussion 

etent assessment, violenc can and should be 
predicted, the question is how can we do it better, or in other 
words: “more efficiently and more effectively’’ (Gottfiedson 
& Gottfiedson, 1988, p. 303) 

Thls project addresses how risk assessment can be performed “more efficiently 

and more effectively.” It also contributes to the workplace violence research base by the 

being the first of its kind to empirically investigate actual non-workplace violence 

incidents from a cue-criterion perspective (see, Steadman et al., 1994; this document: p. 

47). 

This chapter first discusses the epidemiological findings on non-fatal workplace 

violence and factors such as incident settings, type of aggression, motives, incident 

characteristics, types of non-stranger perpetrators, and assaultive behavior characteristics. 

Secondly, descriptive characteristics unique to the types of workplace violence (I, 11,111) 

are reviewed. Thirdly, the multivariate analyses of the association of cues (risk factors) 

with the criterion (“violence”) are discussed. In closing, the implications of these finds 

for Monahan’s guidelines for risk assessment are discussed. 

Epidemiological Comparisons 

This project indicates the epidemiology of workplace violence at the local level 

mirrors several national characteristics. For instance, both this database and N O S H  

(1 996) data report that the majority of non-fatal workplace violence incidents occur in 
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non-retail settings, the second highest location in retail settings, and the least often 

occurrence in government-related facilities. 

The types of aggression demonstrated also parallel national and international 

findings. Verbal aggression constitutes the majority of incidents locally, nationally, and 

internationally. Taken a step hrther, verbal aggression sometimes provides for the 

disclosure of a motive. Such motives are often expressive of perceived mistreatment, but 

also indicative of a money dispute or domestic-related issues in the workplace. The 

domestic-related motives and the presence of sexually-laced motivation indicate the 

strong presence of relationship issues in the workplace. 

The fact that half the time non-fatal workplace violence perpetrators are non- 

strangers is another indication of the invasion of domestic violence into the workplace 

(i. e., current boyfrienddhusbands, ex-boyfriendslhusbands, and acquaintances constituted 

two-thirds of Type I11 violence incidents and were responsible for the higher violence 

intensity offenses). Nevertheless, although psychology research has thoroughly 

investigated the phenomenon of domestic violence, few empirical publications address the 

apparent link between workplace violence and domestic violence (see, Younger, 1994; 

Ewing, 1998). 

Beyond the portion of perpetrators that are known to victims such as domestic 

acquaintances, approximately half of the assailants were strangers. Considering that the 

workplace was once commonly believed to be a safe-haven from the greater ills of 

society, it is disheartening to realize many no longer feel any safer at work than in other 

arenas of their every day lives. For instance, compared to an inaudible portion of 
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workers several decades ago two-thirds of American employees currently do not feel safe 

at work (Kinney, 1995). 

Other reasons for decreased safety at work is the finding that perpetrators had 

prior police contact a significant portion of the time. Supported by other risk assessment 

research (see Monahan & Steadman, 1994), prior police contact in approximately half of 

the incidents suggests the possibility for prior criminal and/or violent behavior. Such 

findings are most applicable to Type I11 settings in which the perpetrator is an employee 

or directly connected to an employee. Ultimately, employers are put in a precarious 

position when weighing thorough initial hiring decisions and employee retention issues. 

On one hand, employers’ legal responsibilities have to honor the privacy of their 

employees and on the other hand they have a duty to provide a safe workplace. For 

instance, if an employee is victimized at the hands of a co-worker who, known to 

management, has made threats and had prior police contact, the victim may have a right 

to bring charges of negligence against the employer. This right stems from the employer 

not taking reasonable precautions, given the state of the social science regarding risk 

assessment and predictions of dangerousness (Oaklev v. Flor-Shin Inc., 1998). 

Consistent with the opinions in Laird v. E-Z Mart, 1994, Oakley v. Flor-Shin Inc., 1998, 

and Yunker v. Honeyell, Inc., 1993, when an employer demonstrates little proactive 

intervention they are more often found guilty of some form of negligence, because the 

specific violent act has been linked to their failure to take preventive measures. Because 

of the complexity of balancing the rights of the individual employee and the need for 

safety in the workplace as a whole, the specific circumstances of individual cases is what 
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determines what are the reasonably appropriate precautions on the employer’s part when 

considering workplace violence liability. 

EffectDanaer Ratio 

Another characteristic that played a role in the occurrence of non-fatal workplace 

was the effect/danger ratio. The effeddanger ratio refers to the aggressor’s subjective 

estimates of the ability to perform behaviors that are effective in harming the victim, while 

at the same time permitting as little danger to themselves as possible (Bjorkqvist et al., 

1994). Baron and Neuman (1 996) hypothesized that several factors present in the 

workplace tended to fbrther strengthen the effecddanger preference. For instance, work 

environments often foster repeated and prolonged contact with one another and as a 

result, aggressors can reasonably expect to meet their victims again and again over 

relatively extended periods of time (Baron & Neuman, 1996). In addition, the likelihood 

that a witness would be present to an act of violence is high, therefore representing a high 

effect/danger ratio, subsequently suggesting to the perpetrator that alternative forms of 

aggression should be sought in order to maximize their anonymity. Nevertheless, 

although the effecddanger theory reasoned that covert acts of aggression are preferred 

over overt acts of aggression because it minimizes the likelihood of apprehension, this 

project’s findings revealed the opposite. Not only did the presence of a witness have a 

negligible effect on the occurrence of non-fatal workplace violence, it was associated 

with higher intensity incidents of violence. In addition, offenders who were better known 

to the victim (boyfriend, ex-husband) perpetrated more incidents of higher intensity 

violence while strangers perpetrated more incidents of lower intensity violence. This 
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antithesis of the effect/danger ratio suggests workplace violence perpetrators may 

specifically seek out a high “effect/danger” ratio because they wish to make a statement, 

have that statement be identified (high non-stranger offenders), and observed (large 

presence of witnesses). 

Tvpes of Workplace Violence 

Differences among types of workplace violence (I, 11,111) indicate that employers 

should focus their resources on addressing safety issues salient to their particular setting. 

Although findings addressing the Type I1 setting were challenged by under-reporting 

(Cal/OSHA, 1994), data indicates that Type I (“random act, non job-related”) and Type 

I11 (“co-worker, domestic-related”) settings are more susceptible to certain hnds of 

workplace violence. The high frequency of Type I incidents supported NIOSH (1996) 

risk factors that routine face-to-face contact with large numbers of people and the 

handling of money increase the risk for workplace victimization. In addition, Type I 

settings indicated that the gender of the perpetrator and the perpetrator’s motive for the 

offense played a significant role in the intensity of violence that occurred. For instance, 

when female employees were victims of relationship and sexually motivated workplace 

violence higher intensity incidents of violence were also likely to occur. This is consistent 

with the discovered trend that non-work related motives, often involving domestic- 

related perpetrators, result in higher violence intensity incidents. The finding also 

suggests that female employees are especially prone to sexual harassment oriented 

workplace violence (i.e., lewd sexual advances) when working in settings such as quick 

shops and gas stations. 
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By definition Type I11 settings are more often confronted with domestic and co- 

worker related incidents of workplace violence. Results of this sub-category of non-fatal 

workplace violence minimize the stereotypical notion of the “disgruntled employee” who 

violently assaults co-workers in an impulsive rage is a small subset of a larger 

classification. In fact, disgruntled employees represent only a third of what otherwise can 

accurately be categorized as “within workplace domestic violence.” As a result of these 

findings, employers could benefit from appropriate preventative and supportive steps to 

combat domestic violence that affects the workplace. For starters, workplace education 

of the domestic-related issues present at work should be provided (Ewing, 1998), 

including education regarding relevant community resources. Secondly, open-forums, 

hotlines, and private meeting opportunities with Employment Assistant Programs (EM) 

could be offered so that potential victims know it is alright and are encouraged to share 

knowledge regarding a potential perpetrator. Thirdly, training policies should exist in 

written form so all employees know proper intervention techniques, such as the 

circulation of an employee’s threatening ex-husband’s picture amongst office staff for 

future identification purposes should he try to gain entrance to the workplace. 

Incorporation of the proactive risk factor cluster was not beneficial for the Type 

I11 workplace violence setting. The lack of prior police contact and threats suggests 

Type I11 perpetrators provide little proactive information observable to those at the work 

setting. It would seem many of these perpetrators are domestic violence offenders whose 

violent behavior would be best known by the potential workplace victim (the current 

girlfriend, ex-wife). As a result, it becomes especially important in Type I11 settings that 
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female employees feel comfortable notifying employers of potential domestic-conflicts 

affecting the workplace. For instance, although there were no significant proactive risk 

factors for the Type I11 setting, the reactive factors of domestic-related motives and the 

presence of ex-boyfriends and ex-husbands was significantly associated with higher 

intensity violence. Consistent with findings as a whole, the presence of a female 

employee and the relationship-related motive was significantly associated with higher 

intensity level incidents. This suggests that a component of the domestic-related 

incidents, be it impulsively, love, passion, or some other factor, promotes higher intensity 

non-fatal workplace violence. 

Because a significant portion of Type I11 incidents are domestic related, there 

appears to be a need for a fourth categorical type of workplace violence: domestic- 

related (Type IV). Given the popular culture’s familiarity with Type I11 disgruntled 

employee images, the domestic-related portion of these cases are done a disservice. This 

is deemed a disservice because when workplace violence is mentioned the image that 

most often floods the layperson’s mind is a disgruntled employee seeking retribution 

against their boss and not the image of the more frequent occurrence of a recently 

divorced husband stalking his ex-wife at her workplace. Such a categorical breakdown 

may also provide opportunities for more accurate fbture investigations into the proactive 

and reactive risk factors associated with this type of workplace violence occurrence. 

This dissertation provides insight into several of the guidelines that Monahan set 

forth for risk assessment (p. 43). A rich array of theoretically chosen risk factors (i.e., 
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prior police contact, weapon) in multiple domains (Type I, 11, 111) were investigated 

(M2).  Harm (violence intensity) was scaled in terms of seriousness (low or high 

intensity) and assessed with multiple measures (M3). Risk, the association of cues with 

the criterion, was assessed as a probability (beta weight) with changes from setting to 

setting (proactive/reactive, I, 11, I11 types) taken into account (M4). Priority was given to 

actuarial research (epidemiological characteristics), which established a relationship 

between risk factors and harm (M5). Managing risk, in addition to initially assessing it, is 

addressed in the suggestions for future research such as workplace education, seminars, 

hotlines, and written safe-workplace polices (M7). Finally, the improvement of risk 

communication is achieved by the development of a four-tier non-fatal workplace 

violence identification system as subsequently discussed (M8). 

Earlier in this report (p. 52) the need for improving the communication of risk is 

addressed. An initially odd but clever parallel is drawn between risk assessment and 

meteorology (Monahan & Steadman, 1996). Utilizing this formula, a categorical warning 

system has been created for non-fatal workplace violence (Table 16). Ideally such a scale 

can be used as a base to begin unifLing the discrepancies amongst definitions in the 

workplace violence literature (see p. 8) and the assessment of dangerousness in the 

workplace while also serving as an empirical base for future studies to improve upon. 

Uniform use of such a scale would also assist different risk assessors in communicating 

standardized messages regardless of training background. 
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Table 16 

Proposed Employee Threat Assessment Guideline (E.T.A. G.) (see, Monahan & 

Steadman. 1996) 

Category 1 

Category 2 

Category 3 

Category 4 

“Low violence risk” -few risk factors are present 

Example: Type I setting, female employee 

“Moderate violence risk” -several risk factors are present, gather 

additional information and monitor the individual more closely than usual 

0 Example: Type I setting, male employee, many customers have had 

prior police contact 

“figh violence risk” -a number of key risk factors are present. Give 

priority to gathering additional information and close employee/workplace 

monitoring. Make preparations for preventive action should the situation 

deteriorate. 

Example: Type I11 setting, female employee reports domestic abuse 

and recent separation, workplace is only location ex-boyfhend knows 

to locate her 

“Very high violence risk” -many key risk factors are present. Enough 

information is available to make a decision. Take preventive action now. 

Example: Type I11 setting, female employee reports ex-husband with 

prior police contact has voiced particular motives and an intention to 

confront employee at work when she least expects it. 
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Limitations 

This project’s findings represent the “tip of the iceberg.’’ First and foremost, the 

results are limited due to the law enforcement database. Any limitations in the original 

criminal incident records and the manner in which initial investigations and reports were 

taken, such as a lack of reliability across police officers, are reflected in the analyzed data. 

Because the data analyzed in this dissertation stems solely from a local police 

department’s records, any workplace violence that did not request law enforcement 

interbention was not available for coding. For instance, it is commonly recognized in the 

workplace violence and risk assessment fields that many incidents of violence in the 

business community are dealt with privately. Be it the utilization of private security or 

threat assessment specialists, companies usually do not want to “air their dirty laundry.” 

In other words, companies who can afford private intervention (i.e., a risk assessment 

performed by a top-notch forensic psychologist) utilize such options because they view 

covert actions as being in the best interest of their business as a whole. As a result, many 

incidents of lower intensity workplace violence in companies with alternative resources 

are not reported to law enforcement and are instead dealt with privately. Monahan 

(1999) reports that many companies are not receptive to research being performed on 

their private records of workplace violence because of fears that resulting research- 

findings could at some point be used against the company legally (i.e., duty to warn, 

foreseeability issues). 

Another limitation that likely affected this project’s findings is fear and under- 

reporting. “Fear” is one factor recently proposed to explain impediments in obtaining 
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complete reports and thorough documentation of violence incidents at work @e., fear of 

reporting due to various potential reprisals: shunning by co-workers, guilt for reporting, 

and possible future victimization) (Gelles, 1998). It is theorized that contemporary 

workers shy away from “causing problems” and avoid possible persecution from the 

accused and/or peers that may be triggered by coming forward and identifying individuals 

responsible for less intense incidents of workplace violence (i. e., verbal insults, physical 

posturing) (Gelles, 1998). In order to understand the challenges facing the uniform 

reporting practices of non-fatal incidents, a comparison of workplace violence to sexual 

harassment 10 years ago, in terms of co-workers willingness to report inappropriate 

workplace incidents is useful (Omberg, 1998). The workplace violence phenomenon is 

still in its relative infmcy and the average employee and employer is only beginning to 

become aware that for workplace violence to occur, several victims do not need to be 

shot-down and murdered in an office rampage. 

Implications 

This project’s implications are numerous. First, results suggest there are 

particular risk factors and epidemiological characteristics associated with varying degrees 

of intensity. Second, differences across types of workplace (I, 11,111) suggest employers 

can proactively gear resources towards addressing workplace violence usually associated 

with their setting. Third, limits presented by this purely law enforcement database imply 

there is significant research yet to be performed in other areas such as private companies 

and the business community (which would provide invaluable information on Type I11 

and Type IV incidents). Fourth, workplace violence risk factors are increasingly being 
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determined and as a result suggest employers should stay abreast of the latest social 

science research if they wish to minimize litigation resulting from negligence and duty of 

care (see, Levin, 1995; Laird v. E-2 Mart, 1994; Oakley v. Flor-Shin Inc., 1998; Yunker 

v. Honeywell. Inc., 1993). Lastly, although some indications have been discussed as to 

what factors play roles in workplace violence, the phenomenon’s upsurge to epidemic 

status remains perplexing. 

Elliot and Jarett (1 994) report that events both local and national have 

contributed to the upsurge in workplace violence. The economic climate, the impact of 

the Baby Boom, multiculturalism in the workforce, and drug and substance abuse have 

been cited as probable factors contributing to the possibility of violence in the workplace. 

Elliot and Jarett (1 994) go as far as to say: 

“Present economics is blamed as the number one cause for the dramatic increase 

in workplace violence. The boom years of the 1980’s followed by the economic 

crash, recession, and slow recovery, have all contributed to stress factors such as 

lay-offs by many companies, and increase in the number of unemployed, and 

increased competition for available jobs. People that are employed face tougher 

competition for promotions. Many companies and organizations have had to 

tighten their budgets and, if not in fact trim benefits for employees, at least put a 

halt to or stiffen the restrictions on giving raises and increasing benefits” (Elliot & 

Jarett, 1994, p. 289). 

Another argument for the increase of workplace violence (particularly Type 111) is 

the evolution over the last 20 to 40 years from people taking internal responsibility for 

life’s misgivings and other individual shortcomings to externally blaming society as a 
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whole and those around them for their ill-wills (Hatcher, 1996; Resseler, 1998). Parallels 

to this reasoning are evident in the rash of school shootings over the past few years. 

Disgruntled existence, a feeling that others are to blame, and a last “hoorah” as you pass 

on the pain to those you feel responsible is a relatively recent phenomenon (Ressler, 

1998). Ressler, an FBI Special Agent with over 40 years of experience, reports that the 

types of individuals who perform severe acts of workplace violence due to experiences of 

shame and extreme disappointment associated with their job, 30 years ago were the types 

of individuals who committed suicide for the same reasons (1998). Yet for some reason, 

today’s attitude is “if I’m going down, somebody’s going down with me” (Ressler, 

1998). 

On the other hand, the increase of Type IV workplace violence may be less of a 

zeitgeist shift and more a reflection of the diversification of the workplace (Elliot & 

Jarett, 1994); and the arguable extinction of the “house-wife.” Due to women’s 

decreased presence at home and increased presence in the workplace, domestic-violence 

perpetrators must seek out new locations for their abuse and the workplace is often the 

most dependable location. 

Subsequent to these ideas on a few of the possible causes of workplace violence 

is the larger question: what can be done? The bad news is violence cannot always be 

predicted. What we can do, given the state of the social science in the area of risk 

assessment, is become more knowledgeable and continually improve our skills at 

assessing situations in which the likelihood for violence is greater. Furthermore, it is 

irresponsible for a risk assessor to say: this person is going to be violent because x, y, z 
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because the nature of the science indicates this cannot be done with any consistent 

accuracy. Ultimately what can and should be said with ethical and professional vigor, is 

that: in my experience and from what I know of the empirical research addressing these 

particular factors, an individual with x, y, z characteristics acts out violently more often 

than an individual without x, y, z characteristics in these particular circumstances. 

Conclusion 

Despite the epidemic nature of workplace violence (CDC, 1992; International 

Labour Office, 1998), NIOSH (1 996) reports limited information is available in the 

criminal justice and public health literature regarding the nature and magnitude of non- 

fatal workplace violence. This dissertation begins to address the absence of research in 

the area of non-fatal workplace violence by incorporating the guidelines for violence 

prediction research set forth by Monahan and Steadman (1 994; 1996). This dissertation 

also provides an empirical knowledge base that mental health professionals and others 

who are interested in proactively and reactively reducing incidents of non-fatal workplace 

violence can incorporate into their assessments, and hopehlly improve upon in the future. 

Although the findings of this project shed some light on the phenomenon of 

workplace violence, the results of this study by no means present a “prediction” model of 

the characteristics indicative of violent behavior for all types of employees in all types of 

workplace settings. The appeal of applying these or kture findings indiscriminately when 

performing risk assessments may become increasing attractive as workplace violence 

litigation increases. In the meantime, those fighting workplace violence should institute 

multi-disciplinary safe-workplace teams who are trained in proactive and reactive 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice. This report has
not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view expressed are those of the
author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of
Justice.



112 

interventions. For instance, Employment Assistance Programs (see Appendix 3), Human 

Resources Divisions, law enforcement, and mental health professionals can all provide 

invaluable and unique expertise in combatting the problem of workplace violence. 

Specific proactive actions are appropriate along several fronts, especially the N O S H  risk 

factors (handling money, working after dark, interaction with the public) and this 

dissertation’s examination of proactive and reactive factors, in addition to the significant 

presence of domestic-issues confronted at work. 

The presence of domestic-related incidents suggest anti-workplace violence 

initiatives would wisely invest time and resources in addressing domestic violence issues, 

in addition to providing counseling services, hot-lines, and other resources for female 

employees who believe the potential for domestic issues leaking into the workplace exist. 

Finally, more research investigating diverse databases (i. e., private business) needs to be 

performed in order to develop a well-rounded and more generalizable understanding of 

the workplace violence. 
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WORKPLACE VIOLENCE QUESTIONAIRE (DZ WR) 
***Please fill in ovals completely (i.e., 0 = good, 0 0 0 = not acceptable)*** 

LPD CASE #: 
Time of Incident: 
Occupation of Victim: 

Witness present: 
Y N  
0 0  

Gender of Witnesdes) 
M F  
0 0  

Relationship of witness to victim or suspect? 
supervisor friend co-worker subordinate family other 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Age of Witness(es1 

If M e  111 (“co-workerlnon-stranger”) wuv. what descriutor below best describes the relationshiu 
between the victim and the uemetrator? 

INTIMATE: 
Boyfhend husband friend (non-stranger, non-romantic) Ex-boyfriend ex- 
husband 

0 0 0 0 0 

WORK RELATED: 
supervisor strangerlrandom co-workerlpeer subordinate 

0 0 0 0 

RANDOM: 
Acquaintance (known to victim but not well) stalker unidentified 

0 0 0 

OTHER: 
(please describe thoroughly) 

Peruetrator warned to cease behavior? If uolice intervention, what? 
Y N  threatened arrest verbal warning citation other 
0 0  0 0 0 0 

Verbal or Phvsical Aggression? 

Was there an assault? 

Motive mentioned? 

If physical assault: 
punch kick grab threatened wlweapon injured wlweapon 

0 0 0 0 0 
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Appendix 1 

Initially, the EAP’s role generally begins with participation on the agency planning 

group where decisions are made about the role the EAP will play in the workplace 

violence program (United States Office of Personnel Management [USOPM], 1998). 

Many companies usually have EAP play an active role in early prevention efforts. For 

instance, sometimes they participate on the incident response team and often assist with 

organizational recovery after an incident of workplace violence occurs. 

The provide EAP programs are staffed by professional counselors who are 

available to discuss problems that can adversely affect job performance, conduct, and 

reliability such as risk factors past arrest record and prior violent behavior (USOPM, 

1998). EAPs are required to assist employees dealing with alcoholism or drug abuse 

problems and other circumstances that may affect work performance in a negative 

fashion. The counselors also have the knowledge and resources to refer employees to 

other professional services within the community for hrther information, assistance, or 

long-term counseling (USOPM, 1998). Due to the seriousness of many of the issues 

presented to EAP personnel, confidentiality is extremely important. 

Under law, employees who seek EAP services are afforded considerable privacy 

(USOPM, 1998). Due to the extent of the protections and the various circumstances 

under which confidentiality may be broken (i.e., Tarasoff warning) it is common practice 

for EAPs to inform employees in writing about the limits of confidentiality on their first 

visit. Although much of the services EAP provides contributes to the well-being of 

employees, they also provide resources and services for employers. 
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One of the more effective uses of EAP by employers is the utilization of Em’s 

sharing of knowledge on topics such as dealing with angry coworkers and customers, 

conflict resolution, and communications skills. Because of EAP’s expertise in the area of 

employee assessment, their staff is in an excellent position to explain the delicate balance 

between identifllng problem behavior early on and labeling an individual as potentially 

violent to supervisors (and coworkers), as opposed to getting catch-up in diagnosing an 

employee’s problem (USOPM, 1998). 

Despite extensive proactive intervention and the best-laid company preventative 

plan, workplace violence can and does happen. In as thorough and an effective manner 

as agencies should develop policies to deter these occurrences, agencies must be equally 

prepared to deal with the aftermath of such incidents (USOPM, 1998). From a business 

point of few, often the management’s focus will be on getting the operational side of the 

workplace back in working order yet it is of equal importance, if not more, to attend to 

the impact such incidents can have on job-personnel (USOPM, 1998). One demonstrated 

effective strategy is the Critical Incident Stress Management. In addressing critical 

incident stress there must also be general management steps to help an organization 

recover. 

Ten management steps in assisting an organization to recover are: (a) ensure a 

management presence in the worksite, (b) share information with employees, (c) include 

union leadership, (d) bring in crisis response professionals, (e) support informal 

debriefing, (0 support care-giving within work groups, (g) handle critical sites with care, 

(h) buffer those affected from post-event stresses, (i) help employees face feared places 
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or activities, (j) remember the healing value of work (USOPM, 1998). Critical Incident 

Stress Management (CISM) is an effective intervention when addressing points (d) - (h) 

of the ten management steps. 

CISM (Everly & Mitchell, 1995) utilizes a formal crisis intervention process for 

victims of critical incidents such as workplace violence. Its purpose is to provide an 

integrated system of services and procedures in order to achieve several goals: 

Prevention of traumatic stress, 

0 Mitigation of traumatic stress, 

0 

0 

0 Restoration to fbnction, and 

Maintenance ofworker health and welfare (USOPM, 1998, p. 136). 

The CUM team, which is the contemporary version of Monahan’s (1 990) 

Intervention to assist in recovery from traumatic stress, 

Acceleration of recovery whenever possible, 

suggestion that a mental health professional be available to consult in the wake of a 

workplace violence incident, is generally comprised of mental health professionals and 

trained peer support personnel, qualified to provide a variety of services. For instances, 

activities such as (a) defbsings, (b) demobilzations after a disaster, (c) debriefings, (d) 

informal discussions, (e) significant other support services, ( f )  individual consults (one- 

on-one), and (g) follow-up services (USOPM, 1998, p. 136). 

Everly & Mitchell’s (1 995) report that the impact of a critical incident on an 

individual’s life appears to be mitigated, to a certain extent, by the availability of 
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resources that may intervene at various stages following the incident. The Critical 

Incident Stress Debriefing (CISD) is a model designed to provide such a service 

(USOPM, 1998). Ideally, the CISD model provides victims assistance with recover from 

critical incidents. The model incorporates seven phases: 

0 Introductory Phase, 

Fact Phase, 

0 Thought Phase, 

Reaction Phase, 

Symptom Phase, 

0 Teaching Phase, and 

0 Re-entry Phase. 

The purpose of the debriefings is to provide a group setting in which participants 

have an opportunity to discuss their thoughts and feelings about a distressing event in a 

controlled and rational manner, while at the same time helping them to understand that 

they are not alone in their reaction to the incident (USOPM, 1998). Formal debriefings 

should be held within 24 to 72 hours after an incident and depending on the number of 

participants and the severity of the incident, they generally last anywhere from one to 

three hours (Everly & Mitchell, 1995). The CISD Team represent a partnership between 

mental health professionals and peer support personnel, with all members receiving 

training in crisis intervention, stress, post-traumatic stress disorder, and the debriefing 

process regardless of individual background or expertise level (USOPM, 1998). 
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A more in-dept look at each of the seven stages of CISD (USOPM, 1998) 

demonstrates the mental health focus of the intervention. During the introductory stage 

the leader and team members introduce themselves to the participants and the leader 

describes how a debriefing works. Ground rules are established with rules such as (a) no 

one is compelled to talk but participation is strongly encouraged, (b) no notes or 

recordings of any kind are taken during the debriefing, (c) strict confidentiality is 

maintained, and (d) the debriefing is not intended to be therapy (USOPM, 1998, p. 138). 

Importance is attributed to the necessity to convey to participants that their chances for a 

successful debriefing increase when participants are made fully aware of what to expect 

during the process. 

The second “fact” phase begins with the team leader asking participants to 

identify themselves and briefly mention their level of involvement with incident. For 

instance, group participants may relate their role in the incident, how they heard about it, 

and where they were when they received the news. This stage is intended to say the 

groundwork for the remaining phases of the process. 

The third “thought” phase asks the participants what their first thoughts were 

concerning the incident in order to personalize the experience for each group member, 

Participant’s reluctant to share at this stage is not uncommon. 

The fourth “reaction’’ phase requests participants to discuss the “worst part of the 

event for them personally’’ (p. 139). Depending on the intensity of the event and size of 

the group, this segment may last thirty minutes to one hour because participants begin 

exploring some of their deeper and responses to the event. 
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The fiRh “symptom” phase allows participants a chance to describe the signs and 

symptoms of any distress they experienced, such as feeling nauseated, trouble sleeping, 

sweating palms, or having difficulty making decisions. Three particulars are of signs and 

symptoms can be discussed: (1) those that appeared at the time of the incident, (2) those 

that arouse during the next few days, and (3) those that they are still experience at the 

time of the debriefing. 

The sixth “teaching” phase provides an opportunity for the team members to 

share information regarding the relationship between the critical incident and the 

subsequent cognitive, emotional, behavioral, and physiological reactions that others 

involve in such events have experienced. 

The seventh “re-entry” phase signals the end of the debriefing and the participants 

are encouraged to ask questions and explore other issues related to the incident that may 

have not surfaced earlier. At this stage team members are asked to provide some 

summary remarks and the tam leader should provide a few additional statements in an 

effort to bring closure o the debriefing. Crucial to this stage is the message that the 

participants’ reactions are normal responses to an abnormal event. 
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