ABSTRACT
HAGEWEN, RACHEL ELSA. A Study of Infraction Spetization: Validating a Typology
of Infraction Behavior Using Prisonization, Impdite and Social Control Theories. (Under
the direction of Dr. William R. Smith.)

The purpose of the current research is to examiinaction behavior in North
Carolina Prisons by creating a typology of infrantof behavior and modeling the
occurrence of the specific types of infractiongkseg evidence for and against possible
infraction specialization. There are three speg@fiases of analysis. First, exploratory
factor analysis is conducted to create a typoldggfoactions. Second, a Markov model is
created to examine the extent of infraction spetbn. Finally, hierarchical linear
modeling logistic regression is used to both discdwow three theories — prisonization,
importation and social control — predict the ocenge of the different infractions types
identified in the first phase of the analysis asdhv&ll as to help partially validate the
infraction typology presented. Hierarchical lineamdeling logistic regression results
indicate that there are different predictors fa thifferent infraction types, supporting the
need to distinguish between them. Further, thekmMaModel used to examine change of
behavior over time supports limited specializaiilomfraction careers and shows that
infraction behavior is not random. Overall, thexenoderate support for the proposed

typology and for the presence of specializatiomfraction careers.
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Chapter One
Statement of the Research Problem
Introduction
Prison confinement has long been a popular subjanterest for sociologists.
Continued interest in the subject is particuladievant today as imprisonment rates continue
to increase throughout the United States, and Isecdue United States incarcerates a higher
percentage of its population than any other indaisted country in the world (Kuhn 1998;
Reiman 1995; Smith 2004; Tonry 1999). Inmate b&has one area of interest within the
prison literature. Specifically, the study of hpeople react to prison life and what predicts
how inmates adapt to prison has been widely stu@ed, Clemmer 1940; Irwin and Cressey
1962; Sykes 1958; Toch 1977; Wheeler 1961). Inmmaseonduct has been used by many
researchers to measure inmates’ adjustment tonp§id@o, Zhao, and Van Dine 1997; Harer
and Steffensmeier 1996; McCorkle, Miethe, and Di&85; Sorensen, Wrinkle, and
Gutierrez 1998; Steinke 1991). It is importanek@mine inmate misconduct as inmate
misbehavior affects the prison order (Flanagan 19&oldredge 1991), and high rates of
inmate infractions, especially violent infractiotisieaten the safety of other inmates and
correctional staff (Goetting and Howsen 1986; Btti998). The fact that some infractions
are more serious than others, and thus worthy eérooncern, leads to the question of how
types of infraction behavior can be usefully digtirshed.
The focus of the current research is whether odiftdrentiating types of prison
infractions can be justified. There are three dpgghases of analysis. First, factor analysis
is conducted to create a typology of infractio@&cond, a Markov model, a model to

examine change in behavior over time, is creategkémine the extent to which offenders



“switch” from one type of prison infraction to ahetr on successive infraction events,
allowing for the detection of infraction specialiva. Finally, hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) logistic regression is used to, first, diseo\now three theories -- prisonization,
importation and social control -- predict the oceunce of the different infractions types
revealed in the first phase of the analysis anchrs® to help validate the infraction
typology, presented below (by assessing its cocistalidity — discussed below — Carmines
and Zeller 1979:22-27). A summary of the thre®tles and how they apply to the present
research is discussed in chapter two. The impeoetahcreating a typology of infraction
behavior within prisons to better examine infractgpecialization is discussed below.
Focus of Research: Specialization and Typologies

The more important contributions of the curreneegsh are the construction of a
typology of infraction behavior, validation of thgology through “construct validity”
(Carmines and Zeller 1979), and a limited examamatif the extent of infraction
specialization within prison. Infraction typologiare potentially useful when looking at
infraction behavior for two reasons. First, infian typologies are necessary to determine if
there is behavioral specialization. If inmatesfienders specialize in some forms of
behavior, a typology to identify those forms of aeilor is useful. A natural question to ask,
contingent upon the development of a typology igtivar or not offenders specialize to
some degree? Second, a typology of infraction\dehanay enable researchers to better
predict the occurrence of infraction behavior, irffact, offenders tend to specialize in some
forms of behavior over others, then differentiatihgse forms of behavior may lead to more
accurate prediction of behavior. (Of course, ikoffers do not specialize, then the prediction

of one type of behavior should be the equivalerthéoprediction of another, in terms of



degree of accuracy). This dissertation argueastiigaconcept of construct validity allows
the researcher to justify differentiating typesrdfaction behavior. That is, not only will
factor analysis be used to identify potential categs of infraction behavior, but
hypothesized relationships, derived from prisommgtimportation, and social control
theories (as well as from more general sociologlwabries such as those pertaining to race,
social class, and age) will be used to help deteniia behavioral typology can be justified
in terms of differential prediction across the gatges of the behavioral typology.
According to Carmines and Zeller (1979: 23), camdtwalidity “is concerned with
the extent to which a particular measure relatemthier measures consistent with
theoretically derived hypotheses concerning theepts (or constructs) that are being
measured.” Rosenberg’s (1965) measures of glaifaésteem are used to illustrate how
construct validity is achieved in practice. Rossngfs theory of self-esteem predicts that
those who engage in school activities should hayteen self-esteem than those who do not
participate in such activities. If Rosenberg’'d-esteem scale does, in fact, correlate
positively with participation in school activitiethen “one piece of evidence has been
adduced to support the construct validity of Rogegls self-esteem scale” (1979:23).
Because of the overriding importance of existingptly in the construct validation process,
one might “speciously assume,” according to Carsaned Zeller, that “only formal, fully
developed theories are relevant to construct viadida(1979:23). This observation is
notable in the current context because there igetod formal theory of offense or infraction
specialization. Carmines and Zeller cite the eariork of Cronbach and Meehl (1955):
“The logic of construct validation is involved whet the construct is highly systematized or

loose, used in ramified theory or a few simple pfons, used in absolute propositions or



probability statements [1955: 284].” (Quoted in @ares and Zeller 1979: 24). In fact,
“construct validity is not established by confirmia single prediction on different occasions
or confirming many predictions in a single studgstead, construct validation ideally
requires a pattern of consistent findings involuitiferent researchers using different
theoretical structures across a number of diffesaudies.” (Carmines and Zeller 1979: 24)
The statement that construct validity is not suttsiged by a single study has implications
for the objective of the current research, whictoisstablish some evidence for (or against)
the construct validity of the behavioral typologmt is proposed, and not to make a
definitive claim of its validity. Moreover, thedk of an existing body of literature that
indisputably lays out specific behavioral types liepthat literature must be cited that is
consistent or inconsistent with the findings repdrin the analysis. The current research will
introduce prior evidence on behavior types and tlee for studying offense specialization.
This being said, it is logical to discuss prioraash on typologies and patterns of
misconduct.

In the current research, factor analysis is théhootised to derive a typology of
infraction behavior. In previous research, crinhimehavior has often been grouped along
lines of presumed similarity. For instance, reskedooking at criminal behavior outside of
prison has often used categories such as “violéenges” and “nonviolent offenses” or
“property offenses” and “violent offenses” (Capadatid Patterson 1996; Cohen 1986; Ekland
and Ekland-Olson 1991; Farrington 1991; Smith amitl$1984). Research on infraction
behavior within prison has commonly broken offerisés infractions against staff and

infractions against other inmates (Jiang and Fi§ierlando 2002; Patrick 1998; Steinke



1991). Grouping offenses into different categohas served an important function in
allowing researchers to classify offenses and spatterns of crime.

Patterns of Misconduct

There have been many attempts to classify offerased on their offenses. The
most evident of these attempts are classificatrgmsh can be divided into two categories:
psychological characteristics (Megargee and Bohi®1@nd behavioral characteristics
(Chaiken and Chaiken 1982; Clinard and Quinney 1&i8bons 1977; Glaser 1974; Hayner
1961). The focus of the current research is orb#tavioral characteristics. Many scholars
have argued that criminal typologies are importardriminological research to explore
different patterns of criminal offending (ChaikemdaChaiken 1982; Clinard and Quinney
1973; Gibbons 1965, 1968, 1970; Gibbons and Gatég2; Smith, Smith, and Noma 1986).
Typological studies seek to classify assorted erahibehavior into discrete categories of
offenses. One goal has been to create accuraigyes to identify the most troublesome
offenders. Another goal has been to examine ttenéto which offenders specialize in
committing different types of behavior. A thirdajdas been to learn what predicts different
types of offenses. The current research atteroptientify patterns of infractions, and does
not attempt to classify inmates based on theiremiraction careers. That is, no attempt
will be made to classify inmates’ entire infracticareers into types, but rather the current
research aims at extending existing knowledge abibemding behavioral typologies
through an empirical study of infractions. Therauageristics of the individuals and of the
prison contexts in which they reside will be usegrtedict the occurrence of specific types

of infraction behavior.



From the 1940s to the 1980s, scholars developexnitaddypologies of offenders and
inmates. Some noticeable works by researcherdajeng different criminal patterns are
Gibbons (1968), Clinard and Quinney (1973), andikdrmaand Chaiken (1982). Gibbons
(1968) created five types of criminal careers lging to identify separate roles of offenses
and trying to relate them to variations in the lgaokinds of those who committed them. The
role careers he identified are property offendeggual deviant criminals, “respectable
citizen,” murders and assualtists, and “other anats.” Clinard and Quinney (1973) created
nine categories of crime, defined in terms of timeethsions of criminal career of the
offender, group support of criminal behavior, cependence between criminal behavior and
legitimate behavior patterns and societal reactidriew of their types are occasional
property crime, conventional crime and politicdhwe! Finally, Chaiken and Chaiken
(1982) grouped offenders into ten types, defineguiylic perception of the types of crimes
committed, annualized rates of committing spedafimes and stability of committing
specific crimes over time. A few of their typeg artolent predators, mere assaulters and
drug dealer$. Note that the above typologies are focused censfis committed outside of
prison. Within prison, a few classic typologiesoffenders have been offered by Schrag
(1961) and Sykes (1958). Schrag identified fiyaety of inmates to capture the loyalty
attachments to the inmate subculture. He labéledypes “square John”, “right guy”,

“ding”, “outlaw”, and “politician”. For instancehe “right guy” label was given to an inmate

! A complete list of the offender types offered Hin@rd and Quinney (1973) is: violent personal ériah
behavior, occasional property criminal behaviohlfmiorder criminal behavior, conventional criminal
behavior, political criminal behavior, occupatioraiminal behavior, corporate criminal behaviogamized
criminal behavior, professional criminal behavior.

2 A complete list of the types of offenders offetsdChaiken and Chaiken (1982) is: Violent predatasbber-
assaulters, robber-dealers, low-level robbers, mssaulters, burglar-dealers, low-level burglarsperty and
drug offenders, low-level property offenders andgddealers.



who was loyal to the inmate subculture, where Jabel “square John” was used to indicate
an inmate was an alien in the system. Sykes ldlgpes of inmates based on different roles
they played in prison, such as “ball buster”, “fjafj “merchant”, and “center man”.

Starting in the 1980s, such methods as clusteiatg o group-based analysis have
allowed criminal career researchers to statisgiggibup offender behavior and create
offender typologies. Empirically derived typologiare one way to classify offenders
(Glaser 1974). In fact, Chaiken and Chaiken’s @2)98pology of offenders was derived
from factor analysis.

In the 1990s and 2000s, researchers such as S{@é@@&), Bursik (1980), and Jiang
and Fisher-Giorlando (2002) examined different sypkinfraction behavior within prison.
Note that these types are not empirically deriveed instead are conceptually derived. Both
Steinke (1991) and Bursik (1980) examined four sypkinfraction behavior, and Jiang and
Fisher-Giorlando (2002) looked at three. Steirl®9() studied staff, inmate, self and
property infractions. Bursik (1980) categorizeftantions into personal injury, personal
property, impersonal property and other. JiangFasbder-Giorlando (2002) put infractions
into three types: violent versus non-violent, isfrans against staff and infractions against
inmates. Putting infractions into different typgdehavior has allowed these researchers to
see that there are different predictors for diffétgpes of infractions.

The focus of the research just discussed has lrediciing different types of
infractions, which is similar to the present resbarThe current research, however, strives to
correct some of the methodological shortcomingsre¥ious studies in this area. In
previous research, the infraction types are oftgrempirically derived, but instead defined

by the researcher. Additionally, those researctiensot attempt to study infraction



specialization per se, but rather simply assuregigts. The research that most closely
coincides with the proposed research of examinirsgomduct careers within prison is
limited. It has been acknowledged by others tkatrening different types of criminal
careers, such as infraction “specialists” in prigom the beginning phases of development
in the literature (DeLisi 2003a). A couple of exaes are the research of DeLisi (2005),
Craddock (1996), Finn (1993) and Barak-Glantz (2983owever, even these pieces are
focused more on time of misconduct patterns thamfaction classifications or infraction
specialization. DelLisi offers an offender classifion typology based on number of
infraction violations. For instance his classifioas are: innocents, once-only offenders,
minor recidivists, Wolfgang chronic and “DeLisi exte chronic® Barak-Glantz studied
the position of inmate infractions during theiranceration, Finn tracked the prison
misconduct careers of mentally retarded inmated Graddock compared men and women
inmates to see if their patterns of misconduct vearelar. Although not the main focus of
her research Craddock was able to detect speciahzaithin prison. Her findings indicated
specialization for substance abuse infractionsvlmmen and assault and drug/alcohol-related
infractions for men.

There are two important reasons for grouping infoas into types. First, research
shows that there are different predictors of thigedent types of infractions that are not
always seen when looking at all infractions toget{Bairsik 1980; Jiang and Fisher-
Giorlando 2002; Harer and Steffensmeier 1996; &&ir991). Breaking infractions into

different types allows for a more specific examimaof infraction behavior. In this case,

% DeLisi’s offender classification typology is: “ibnents” have no violations, “once-only offenderavé one
violation, “minor recidivists” have 2-4 violation8/Volfgang chronic’s” have 5-29 violations and “DisL
extreme chronic’s” have more than 30 violations.



the assumption is that there are differences inmyhwhy, or what circumstances an
infraction is committed. For example, it may battthere is no race effect when looking at
all infractions together, but when infractions bareken into different groups, such as violent
versus non-violent, there is some evidence that&ifrAmericans are more likely to commit
violent infractions and whites are more likely tmamit non-violent infractions (Harer and
Steffensmeier 1996).

It is also important to cluster infractions int@és to allow researchers to examine
the extent of offender specialization. The vasjomnity of research on specialization defines
specialization as referring to types of offensaadpeepeated or offenders engaging in
specialized clusters of criminal behavior (Brit909 1996; Bursik 1980; Durham 1988;
Piquero et al. 1999; Schwaner 1998; Tunnell 1988jerefore, the creation of infraction
types is a necessary step in order to examinextieateof specialization.

Specialization

The idea of criminal offense specialization withie field of criminology has been a
topic of interest over the past 70 years (Blumsgétial. 1988; Blumstein, Cohen, and
Farrington 1988; Britt 1990; Bursik 1980; DurhanB8&9Holland and McGarvey 1984,
Piquero et al. 1999; Schwaner 1998; Shaw 1930; §solf, Figlio, and Sellin 1972).
Interest in specialization within crime types isted in the research of criminal career
advocates. In fact, an important component ottirainal career’s model is offense
specialization (Blumstein et al. 1988). The impade of the criminal career literature for
the proposed research is what it offers in termae@thods and models. Insights from this
literature offer a guide of what methods to usddtect specialization, what patterns one

should expect to find, and the importance of suohkw For instance, if criminal careers can



be better understood, especially specializatican there is the possibility that these
offenders can be identified early in their cargerprevent their crimes.

Unfortunately, researchers and theorists have greea on the extent to which
offense specialization exists, or even what canstt offense specialization. It has been
widely claimed in the criminological literature thaffenders do not specialize in the criminal
behaviors in which they participate (Gottfredsod &tirschi 1990). Such critics point to
research showing that offenders demonstrate caadlgeversatility in their behavior over
the course of their criminal careers (DeLisi 2008005) and argue that researchers are
biased toward finding specialization (Britt 1994m8n 1997). Conversely, other scholars
claim they have found statistical evidence of offers who recurrently engaged in similar
types of offenses supporting criminal specializa{iee Blumstein, Cohen, and Farrington
1988; Brennan, Mednick, and John 1989; Britt 19r;sik 1980; Lattimore, Visher, and
Linster 1994; Piquero et al. 1999; Schwaner 1988w&aner 2000).

In general, there are two main camps in criminoladnen it comes to the
specialization controversy. On the one side, theee¢hose who suggest that offenders
specialize in their behaviors. On the other didere are those who are adamant that
offenders do not specialize in their behaviors @adn that criminal behavior is diverse. In
spite of research that has found evidence of sluati@n within a broader arrangement of
offending versatility, some control theorists, sashGottfredson and Hirschi, argue that
everyone is tempted to commit a wide variety ofidetvbehaviors, but some are socialized
to resist those temptations and succeed in thiéicaetrol. Those who do not succeed are
expected to exhibit a variety of delinquent andialetvbehaviors as they fail to control a

wide variety of deviant impulses that are “naturalhese control theorists believe there is

10



theoretical justification for much versatility angnoffenders in the criminal acts in which
they engage, meaning that, “...offenders commit a&ewiiety of criminal acts, with no
strong inclination to pursue a specific criminal acpattern of criminal acts to the exclusion
of others.” (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990:91). épiflers are then labeled “Jack-of-all
trades” offenders, not specialists.

The research yielding support for specializatiork@sat hard to dismiss that
specialization does indeed exist to some degreguep et al. (1999) recently concluded that
the research findings on criminal behavior indicatame level of specialization amid a great
deal of versatility” (p.276). A decent amount esearch examining offense specialization
supports this claim (Armstrong et al. 2004; Brg90, 1996; Durham 1988; Holland and
McGarvey 1984; Kempf 1986, 1987; Schwaner 1998 nEilr1988). Specialization has also
been reported in several studies of arrest dates{(iBB980; Lattimore, Visher, and Linster
1994; Moitra 1981; Rojek and Erickson 1982; Smitd &mith 1984; Wolfgang, Figlio, and
Sellin 1972). Outside of the prison setting, spkzation has been most prevalent for drug
offenses, auto theft and fraud (Blumstein et aB8)9 Therefore, while specialization has
been reported, it is not uniformly strong for dflemse types. For instance, some research,
going against the view of “escalation” (definedfas tendency for offenders to move to
more serious offense types as offending continlias)ound that more impulsive, violent
crimes tend to be among the least specialized (Bieim et al. 1988; Piquero 2000).
However, others have found support for violent sgests (e.g., Brennan, Mednick, and John
1989; Schwaner 1998).

With such a noticeable appearance of specializatiohe literature, the claim that

offenders are completely versatile in the crimeyttommit is hard to accept. In fact, recent
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research has found support for specialization agdes that weak methodology is to blame
for limited support for specialization in other dies (Deane, Armstrong, and Felson 2005;
Sullivan et al. 2006). Thus, it seems quite likibigt specialization does exist, but to varying
degrees. Problems with how to define specialimaiimconsistency in crime category
classifications and limits in the statistical arssyused when studying specialization have
restricted our current understanding of the ex¢éspecialization. In addition, few studies
have examined infraction specialization within pris When studying criminal careers, time
in prison has been usually seen as a temporargrargnent interruption of the career
(DeLisi 2003a). Therefore, this population of kmowffenders has often been neglected in
the specialization research. Further, theoried tsstudy prison adjustment have been
largely ignored in this area. This dissertatioguas that the theories used to study prison
adjustment, such as prisonization theory and inapiort theory, provide a theoretical
framework in which to study specialization. Théseories will be explicated below as will
be their implications for specialization in offendibehavior.

Studies of specialization in offending behavioribagith typologies of offending
behavior. Recall that an assumption when usinglogpes is that behaviors tend to occur
more in some offenders’ careers than in otherswatlg for offenses to be grouped based on
tendencies for offenses to co-occur.

The typology presented in the current researcysgamajor role. Empirically
derived, it indicates a degree of specializatiarthe sense that infraction behavior is
specialized enough to allow for the co-occurrerfagtioer infractions within the same
inmate’s infraction history. That is, inmates wdwmmmit a specific type of infraction will

not necessarily commit only one type of infractinrt may also commit other specific types
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of infractions. Yet, there will be a tendency foe inmate to commit one type of infraction
over another type. Within the current researchaaldgv Model is used to examine the extent
of specialization by examining whether inmates hawelencies to repeat the same type of
infraction, and, if not, to see what type of intian they switch to.

Finally, hierarchical linear modeling logistic regsion is used to assess the validity
of the typology. As discussed above, it is argined there will be different predictors of the
different types of infraction behaviors. If diféert types of infractions could be predicted
equally well by the same factors, then there wdaglaho need to differentiate between those
types of infractions. The hierarchical linear miaatlogistic regression will allow the
current research to examine these issues.

Research Overview

The overriding assertion of this research is thgpalogy of infraction behavior
within prisons is a useful step in order to beptexdict infraction behavior and to examine
infraction specialization. After constructing @ojogy of infraction behavior 1) a Markov
model is created to see if inmates specialize mrodting certain types of infractions and 2)
theories such as prisonization, importation andasaontrol, are tested to reveal how they
predict different types of infraction behavior. Bging hierarchical linear modeling (HLM)
logistic regression, individual-level and prisondémeasures of these theories can be used
as predictors.

The current research looks at which individual ebtaristics make it more likely that
a certain type of infraction will be committed andvhat prison context this misbehavior
occurs. For instance, we may find that confrootetl and violent infractions are more likely

to be committed by African American inmates (meaduat the individual-level), but less
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likely to be committed in a prison in which theseai higher percent of educated inmates
(measured at the aggregate-level). Using the ésapmodels in HLM logistic regression
will also help validate the typology of infractitm@havior by showing if there are different
predictors for the different types of infractionsdaf such differences are consistent with
some patterns of behavior that others have fotdimat.instance, if one can predict the
occurrences as accurately with a “general” mode&liisa model that is specific to types of
infractions, then one has not validated the belmal/tgpology. This indicates there is no
need to differentiate between types of infractiehdvior. However, if there are different
predictors of each infraction type, this would thedicate that types of infractions are
necessary.

In sum, the present research addresses the folidwur related areas: (1) identify a
typology of behavior, (2) evaluate whether offersdgpecialize in the types of infractions
they commit, (3) validate the typology of infragtibehavior by demonstrating how
predictive factors vary across types, and (4) dis¢he theoretical implications of the
findings that models predict types of behavioratiéhtially. Addressing these issues
contributes to the existing literature on inmatbdeor within prisons by furthering our
understanding of such behavior.

Contribution of Research

Although there are many studies on prisoner adjestito confinement, the current
study contributes to the literature in several ingat ways. First, this research creates a
unique typology of infraction behavior. This dmjuishes the current research from some
prior research on infraction behavior that bundiemfractions together to look at general

misbehavior (Flanagan 1980; Goetting and Howse®;18@Shane and Williams 1989;
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Sorensen, Wrinkle, and Gutierrez 1998) or that isgpsa all behavior into two broad
categories (i.e., severe versus not severe, vigksus non-violent), not derived from
empirical analysis (Cao, Zhao, and Van Dine 1997 B995). Second, the current research
examines the extent to which inmates specializ®mmmitting the different types of
infraction behaviors. The examination of infraatipecialization within prisons is
practically non-existent; therefore, the studyrdfaction specialization is an important
contribution of the following research. Finalljagtcurrent research uses hierarchical linear
modeling (HLM) logistic regression to discover tqgplication of three theoretical models --
importation, prisonization and social control -the different infraction types. Although
previous research has tested importation, socrdta@loand prisonization theories, the focus
of much of this research has been on misbehavigemeral and not testing predictions of
different types of behavior. Also, using HLM lotigsregression allows for the inclusion of
both individual-level and prison-level predictomnaltaneously. Furthermore, the majority
of prior research looking at inmate populations teasled to test only importation and
prisonization theoretical predictions. For thesasons, it is argued here that the research is a
necessary and important contribution to the argaiebn research.
Overview of the Following Chapters

The remaining chapters will present in more debalresearch process and the
findings of the research conducted. Specific@llgapter Two discusses the theories to be
tested — prisonization, importation and social oalrtheories - and provides a review of the
literature relevant to the research conducted.p@nd hree presents the research hypotheses
along with a discussion of the study design, dathanalysis. Chapter Four discusses the

results of the factor analysis, introducing theetypf infraction behavior which are the focus
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of the current research. Assessing the validithefinfraction types is also discussed in this
chapter. Chapter Five presents the results dfdmxov model. Whether or not
specialization of infraction behavior is supporiediscussed within this chapter. The
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) logistic regress results are presented in two chapters.
Chapter Six presents the HLM logistic regressioelid (individual-level predictors) results.
A HLM logistic regression model is presented foefdifferent infraction types. Chapter
Seven presents the HLM logistic regression levi@fson-level predictors) results. Again, a
HLM logistic regression model is presented for eafthe five infraction types. At the end
of both of these chapters a comparison of theififraction types is discussed. Also, each
chapter includes a discussion of what theoretiedsures are predictive of the different
infraction types and which theories are better jgteds of each infraction type. Finally,

Chapter Eight provides the final discussion andctisions.
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Chapter Two
Theoretical Framework and Review of the Literature
Introduction
The current study draws upon three prominent pasadaptation theories --
prisonization, importation, and social control thes -- to explain deviant behavior within
prison. These theories traditionally play an im@ot role in prison misconduct research. In
particular, prisonization and importation theomnesulted from classic studies interested in
individual adjustment to prison life (Clemmer 194@vin and Cressey 1962; Wheeler 1961).
Prisonization theory contends that adjustment igppris dependent on how individuals react
to the hardship imposed by the prison experiendecantext. Prison misbehavior is merely
an adaptation to prison society and confinemergr(@er 1940). According to
prisonization theory, inmates are able to bettapatb prison by creating a subculture that is
anti-staff to provide protection for their self-estn that is especially vulnerable because of
incarceration. Infraction behavior generally cetsbf behavior consistent with the anti-staff
inmate subculture. Importation theory contends pinetprison experiences, particularly
those involving the adoption of criminal values anler personal characteristics affect
inmate adjustment to prison. Prison misbehaviarnssult of pre-prison experiences and/or
personal characteristics supportive of such behavmportation theory tends to focus on
imported characteristics that would account forateons in the inmate subculture (typically
variables such as race, ethnicity, and gendergiaboontrol theory, as it applies to prisons,
is sometimes referred to as “informal” social cohtrAccording to informal social control
theory, attachment and commitment to conventiottedrs and societal institutions give

people (including inmates) a “stake in conformitsich that they refrain from behavior that
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may jeopardize the respect or the relationshigf itdesignificant others or of societal
institutions.

Importation theory contends that characteristickhefindividuals imported into the
prison at the time of incarceration are importandetermining what infraction behaviors are
committed there. This includes both the subcultvabue and belief systems ingrained
within the individual, captured by the proxies ate, social class and age, as well as, the
bonds to conventional society, social control iatlics, captured by marital status and level
of education. Clearly there are additional valaed beliefs derived from marital status and
education imported into the prison by the individudowever, marital status and education,
as achieved statuses, clearly demonstrate aniornahtie, initiated by the individual, made
between the individual and conventional societyleefncarceration. Therefore, although
marital status and education are “imported”, thiégch behavior by different processes.
Informal social control theory implies that thesmts to conventional society impact
infraction behavior despite their formation prioribhcarceration, as long as they remain in
tact during incarceration. Therefore, the soaeltol indicators (e.g., marital status and
education) go beyond what is intended by the bammise of importation theory and instead
are considered separately as measures of sociab@ithough there is, admittedly, overlap
between these theories.

In recent years, some researchers (e.g., Wooldrésgigffin, and Pratt 2001) have
focused on measures of informal social controhay aipply to the inmate’s experiences in
prison. For example, one of the informal sockaracteristics that may affect an individual
in prison is a bond to conventional others (e.@rrrage partners). This dissertation

discusses these attachment bonds, as well as corantibonds (especially prior educational
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attainment) as informal social control variabl&acial bonds to conventional society, such
as marriage, or educational attainment levelsaadtarriers limiting inmates’ participation in
infraction behavior in prisof.

All three theories -- importation, prisonizationdasocial control theories -- will
contribute to the current research to explain wimgates commit different types of
infractions. These theories themselves draw upomoad range of prior theories.
Prisonization theory, for example, is based in parself-esteem theory (Rosenberg et al.
1965; Kaplan 1975; Cohen 1955; see discussion Belbwrthermore, prisonization and
social control theories draw upon more generalribe®f socialization. The current
research draws upon these and other theoretichtitras to help interpret differences in the
types of infraction behaviors that the prisonemsigot. For instance, prisonization theory’s
propositions about the “pains of imprisonment” efiieg inmate behavior overlaps with
strain theory by contending that the “pains of irmpnment” create a stressful environment
that inmates must cope with. Also, cultural consege often used to interpret the effects of
race and social class variables on infraction bielhawWote that the goal of the current
research is not only to test the predictive aboitgach, but to also clarify whether there are
different causal processes involved for differeritaction types. Finally, one issue that will
be central to the modeling of several types ofaction behavior is whether inmates

specialize in the infractions they commit or papte in a range of different infractions.

*It should be noted that some others have also skstlprocesses of formal social control in theopri@mith
1984). However, in the current context no varialzlee available to measure uniquely formal so@atrol
processes. For example, others have measuredtthd & which inmates participate in rehabilitativ
programs (a measure of their exposure to conveation “pro-staff’ subcultures in prison). No sutieasures
are available here. It is assumed that althoutfopistaff attempt to institute rules and regulagito promote
conformity to conventional values, we have no measiithe effectiveness of their efforts other tiiam
infraction behavior itself. Thus, no claim is mdu®e to capture aspects of formal social controtgsses.
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The current research argues there are theoretigabns to assume there will be a degree of
specialization.
Prisonization Theory

In 1940 Clemmer introduced the process of prisdrnaaor adaptation to the prison
culture. This process plays itself out as inmgtaslually begin to understand what
constitutes acceptable behavior in the prison enment. Specifically, Clemmer defined
the concept of prisonization as “the taking ongrieater or lesser degree, the folkways,
mores, customs, and general culture of the peratgntl940: 299).” An assumption of
prisonization theory is that inmates experiencexdure of frustrations, deprivations and
mortifications that come with living in a “totalstitution” (Goffman 1961; Sykes 1958).
Thus, it is assumed inmate behavior is shapeddpiison community. This happens as
inmates learn, through socialization, how to “ggpr@priately” in prison — by conforming to
the values and rules of the inmate subculture. cimsequences of prisonization, for
Clemmer, meant that criminality blossomed and gifegned which “. make the inmate
characteristic of the criminalistic ideology in theson community (Clemmer 1940:300).”

Expanding on Clemmer’s work, Sykes (1958) provittelgroundwork for this
model by asserting that the conditions of incarti@neare so painful that the prisoner must
create an entirely new social outlook in orderéaldvith prison conditions. Inmates being
deprived of many basic needs, such as liberty,naumy, material goods and heterosexual
relationships, results in a prison subculture ewmglwithin the institution. Sykes argued that
these deprivations are inherent in imprisonmentgdneral, all inmates experience what it
feels like to have their individual identities pped from them when they enter prison. This

common experience creates a shared sense of sgfteat produces an inmate subculture
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(Sykes and Messinger 1960). Specifically, chaksnig prisoners’ self-image and self-
esteem resulting from these “pains of imprisonmésdd to the creation of the subculture.
Also, because of the structure of the prison, imsatalize that they cannot resolve the
problems they are confronted with by themselvestelad, the inmate learns that s/he is just
one of many similarly situated prisoners who steacemmon problem in trying to adjust to
confinement.

An implicit contention of prisonization theory isat strain causes inmates to
misbehave within prison. Misbehavior can be exp@diin part as a reaction to the strain
experienced in prison, such as the strain of cenfient, loss of freedom, and discomfort.
Note that this contention is grounded in the broati@in theories of crime/delinquency
outside of prison, which have tended to focus eveleclass individuals and their tendency
to commit crime. Formally, Merton (1938) explainedne as one reaction of lower-class
individuals to the strain brought about by valuettural means they could not obtain.
Cohen (1955) also explained crime as one reacfitower-class adolescent males dealing
with the strain of an inability to gain status awteptance in conventional society. Strain
theory, as proposed by these early theorists, &éas imfluential to prisonization theory’s
contention of “the pains of imprisonment” causitigis, and thus, misbehavior (Johnson
and Toch 1982; Lombardo 1982). Prisonization théoalso much like the cultural strain
theory of crime behavior in that they posit thesgamce of subcultures centering around
different behaviors (Cloward and Ohlin 1960). Véhohen (1955) focused on a single
delinquent subculture, Cloward and Ohlin saw seé\sracultures depending on the
illegitimate opportunities in their neighborhoodBhis relates to the prisonization theory

notion that some prisons may be influenced by tegglence of different forms of
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infractions which could affect the chances thatititkvidual inmate will participate in
specific types of infraction behavior.

A basic premise of prisonization theory is that@mg can be “prisonized” and thus
commit infractions consistent with the norms of itm@ate subculture. In regard to
specialization, such factors seem to point to ardity of deviant behavior as a possible
response. However, prisonization theory notionspetialization are not so straightforward.
On the one hand, the theory contends that therpasotext is ripe for prison misbehavior
and suggests that inmates will engage in a widietyaof offense types. On the other hand,
the theory also seems to imply that inmates arevated to commit more of some types of
infractions than others. For example, becaushetdnti-staff’ orientation of the prison
subculture, one might expect that there would beenrdractions committed against
correctional staff. According to Sykes, the prisoibculture by its very nature harbors
negative attitudes, values and self concepts tkeanhaesistance to the prison administration
and staff (Paterline and Petersen 1999; Sykes ass$ilger 1960; Thomas 1977).
Prisonization theory contends that inmates intezadhese beliefs. Prisonization, or to
become “prisonized”, means inmates have takenismihy of thinking and being. If this is
true, then we might expect prisonization to bgttedict infractions against correctional
staff. However, it may also be the case that sucbppositional culture and negative
attitudes lead prisoners to be aggressive (Cam,Zra Van Dine 1997; Harer and
Steffensmeier 1996), attack other inmates or \eotdher prison rules.

Also, since prisonization theory posits that mahthe “pains of imprisonment” are
due to the presence of other inmates (who thresdeh other at times) then one might expect

a prevalence of infractions of inmate-on-inmatdance. The prisonization model proposes
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that prison is stressful and offers oppressive itimms which lead to inmate aggression
(Sykes 1958; Sykes and Messinger 1960). In fabhgs been argued that under certain
conditions violence is used as a means to redusgote (Bowker 1985). Exploitive and
predatory behavior toward inmates is a way for storgeal with the “pains of
imprisonment” (Poole and Regoli 1983). If thignse, then prisonization theory would also
predict inmate-on-inmate violence and conflict.thrs case, the inmate subculture would
increase the chance of such violence. This isupnably because the anti-staff oriented
subculture also is one that values “physical pr@vestoughness as an alternative value
system to the staff “conventional” value system.

Finally, if we continue with the notion that inreatare motivated to commit more of
some types of infractions than others it may bectse that there is more than one type of
subculture that evolves from the common “painsygdrisonment.” If different subcultures
evolve within a prison, then it would be likely th@isons with a high prevalence of certain
types of infractions would provide a normative cii®to encourage more of those same
types of infractions (whatever they might be).

In sum, prisonization theory contends that pristeni$ often so difficult that inmate
behavior is an adaptive response to the realifiesmfinement. Therefore, examining the
influences indigenous to the prison setting alléovsan understanding of inmates’ attitudes,
values and behaviors. Such influences could kesared by variables indicating factors
such as being housed in a high custody level, lgasémved a lot of time or being housed in a
prison where the average time served by all theatemis high, having one or more prior
incarcerations or being housed in a prison whegeetls a high percent of inmates with one

or more prior incarcerations or being in a prisathva high prevalence of certain infraction
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types. In fact, many of these conditions have heseal to operationalize prisonization
theory in previous research and will also be testd@e current research.

In support of prisonization theory, research haswshthat inmates in higher custody
levels commit more rule violations than inmatesdsalin lower custody levels (Harer and
Steffensmeier 1996; Stephan 1989). SpecificallgChrkle, Miethe, and Drass (1995)
found that security levels are positively relate@ssaultive behavior. Steinke (1991) and
Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando (2002) found that inshatenore secure custody levels are more
likely to commit infractions against correction&f§. According to prisonization theory,
because inmates in higher custody levels are nesteated and monitored more closely than
inmates in lower custody levels, they commit maoifeaictions as a way to deal with deprived
conditions in higher security environments.

Other prisonization measures that have been usgewous research are time served
and number of prior incarcerations. In regardumber of prior incarcerations, some
researchers have found support for a positiveiogistip between the number of disciplinary
infractions and number of prior convictions (Gaggtand Howsen 1986; Johnson 1966;
Wolfgang 1961). However, others have found no suppr the relationship between
inmate misconduct and number of sentences sernael 1861; Zink 1958). Prisonization
theory predicts that more prior incarcerations lgachore infractions. This is because
inmates with more prior incarcerations would beextpd to be more deeply “prisonized”
and, therefore, commit more rule violations as & twadeal with the “pains of
imprisonment” and act on their anti-staff beliefs.

Time served also influences the frequency of dis@py infractions. Much research

has found that those serving short terms of incatiom yielded higher rates of disciplinary
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infractions than inmates with longer sentencesn@vehe early years of confinement
(Flanagan 1980; Porporino 1986; Zamble 1992; Zi&8). Other research, however, has
found either no relationship between length of ineeation and frequency of infractions
(Brown and Spevacek 1971; Sorensen and Wrinkle ;18@éfgang 1961) or that those
imprisoned for a relatively long period of time leaa higher frequency of infractions
(Goetting and Howsen 1986). Prisonization theooyd contend that inmates who have
served more time would be more likely to commitactions because such inmates have had
more time to become “prisonized”. Having becomeeafprisonized,” adopting the values

of the inmate subculture resisting confinement laacbming anti-staff, it would be more

likely that an inmate would misbehave.

Prisonization theory also contends that inmatesrditeenced by aggregate-level
factors, such as percent of a prison with inmatéls meore than one prior incarceration or the
average time served of all inmates in a prisonfadn, the basic premise of prisonization
theory is that the inmate subculture is importadontextual effects are generally recognized
as an important aspect of what influences behagidong history of research shows that
crime and delinquency vary across neighborhoodogoml settings (Shaw and McKay
1942). More recently, Sampson (1991) has showtrthleae are structural characteristics of a
neighborhood that produce contextual effects oividdal behavior. Recent studies
continue to support the use of contextual measaresminological research (Elliott et al.
1996; Rountree and Land 1996; Sampson, Raudenduogttarls 1997). Therefore, the
addition of prison-level measures in the curreseagch is necessary to better explain

infraction behavior.
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The current research argues that the percentagenates with more than one prior
incarceration within a prison or the average timeved of all inmates in a prison is likely to
impact the normative climate of a prison resulim@ lesser or greater number of infractions
occurring, depending on the make-up of the pridéor. instance, prisonization theory would
expect that more infractions would be committed prison with a higher percent of inmates
with more than one prior incarceration. This isdigse prisonization theory contends that
inmates with more prior incarcerations will be mtpasonized” -- therefore, in a prison
with a higher percent of inmates with more than pner incarceration, the inmate
subculture would reflect the presence of more tprigzed” inmates, regardless of their
individual incarceration history. In such a prisea would expect to see more inmates who
have adopted the anti-staff values and are registnfinement, leading to more infractions
being committed. Prisonization theory suggeststtitepercentage of inmates with more
than one prior incarceration within a prison isrelageristic of the prison environment that
impacts inmate behavior.

In regard to the aggregate measure average timedsef all inmates within a prison,
prisonization theory would lead to the expectatiwat more infractions will be committed in
a prison where the average time served is highis is because prisonization theory
suggests that inmates who have served more tiléevinore “prisonized”. In a prison
where the average time served is higher than @fsons, we would expect that more
inmates would be “prisonized” within that prisomgoeared to other prisons, impacting the
normative climate of the prison to be more antftstad thus leading to more infractions. It
is worth noting that at this time such aggregatelléactors as percent of inmates with more

than one prior incarceration and the average teneesl of all inmates in a prison has not
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been widely examined in the research (See Frazg®) 20 hese factors are examined in the
current research, despite having not been adeguatted to date, because they make
theoretical sense.

A few other aggregate measures of interest arprinealence of different types of
infractions within a prison. Some contend that enmie infractions would be present in a
facility that had more violence among inmates dyirircarceration (Snortum and Bodal
1985; Wooldredge 1991). Thus, it is important that prevalence of different types of
infractions within a prison be tested in the cutmesearch (these types are introduced in
chapter four). This dissertation argues that gooitant aspect of a prison setting is the
prevalence of different types of infractions contedtand contends that there is variation
across prisons in the prevalence of the diffenginaiction types. According to prisonization
theory, the prison environment is a key factorfiecing inmate adjustment and the
prevalence of different types of infractions ardraportant aspect of any prison
environment. Looking at these measures, the peacalof different types of infractions,
will allow for the examination of the degree angeyof misbehavior within each prison and
their effect on inmate behavior.

In conclusion, since the time of its conceptions@mization theory has received
mixed support. Many early studies yielded findisgpportive of the theory (Berk 1966,
Garabedian 1963; Goffman 1961; Sykes 1958; Tif@g9). Recent findings, however, are
inconsistent (Akers, Hayner, and Gruninger 1974,Zhao, and Van Dine 1997; Ellis
1984; Goodstein and Wright 1989; Leger 1978; Li@@0; McCorkle, Miethe, and Drass
1995; Poole and Regoli 1983; Smith 1984; ThomasZamgiraff 1976). Despite inconsistent

empirical support, prisonization theory has ha@aormous impact on what is now known
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about prisons, and is criticized more for beingpmgplete than for being false. A significant
criticism of prisonization theory is that it igngrpre-prison experiences and their impact on
inmate adaptations to confinement. Importatiomthevas offered in light of such criticism.
Importation theory takes into account individuée kxperiences, such as race, age,
socioeconomic status, and attitudes on influenpimgpn behavior.

Importation Theory

According to importation theory inmates bring vapattitudes, and beliefs from
their outside lives into the institution, and tlaghe primary base from which prison culture
is formed (Carroll 1974; Irwin and Cressey 1962;,0lbs 1977). Importation theory views
prison adjustment as dependent on the influenpeesXxisting characteristics of the
individual, especially the degree to which the widlial adheres to “criminal” values prior to
incarceration. In other words, prison misbehaisa result of the characteristics of inmates,
such as ideas, attitudes and behaviors they infggont outside of prison. Attributes
imported into the prison, such as race and solaak¢care potentially important factors in an
inmate’s adjustment to prison, because they arectaistics that predate confinement and
represent values, attitudes and beliefs (Irwin @reksey 1962).

Irwin and Cressey (1962) believed that the inmatieovas part of a more general
code, which exists outside of prison and is impmbnt¢o the prison. They observed that
different subcultures brought certain values artthb®r patterns with them, and that the
inmate culture was influence by these subcultwdern a new one within prison.
Specifically, they contributed to importation thedry describing three types of prisoners
whose personalities strongly influence prison geltthe thief, the convict and the square.

The thief mistrusts all authority and is usuallyeavcomer. The convict has spent many
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years in institutions and is fairly comfortabletive prison setting. An inmate falling under
this type will try to use the prison system forgmaral gain. Finally, the square lacks an
extensive criminal background and tends to disagsohim/herself from the general prison
community.

Irwin further identified several patterns of inmaiehavior, each one driven by the
inmate’s personality and values. For instanceetlaee those who have adapted to prison,
follow the rules and generally do whatever is neagsto speed up their release and then
there are “disorganized” criminals who find it ingstble to adapt to prison culture on any
level. Wellford (1967) also found that how muchiinduals adhered to “criminal values”
prior to incarceration determined prison adjustment

Importation theory points to different types of iatas and different types of
infractions that may be committed as a result efgmison characteristics or values. In
general, this theory contends that inmates witfeght pre-prison characteristics will
commit certain types of infractions, indicatingegdee of specialization. The importation
model suggests that specialization will be evidetause there are certain individuals who
will import attitudes and behaviors that are gaimgush them towards specialization.
Research that has found support for offense speaii@n outside of prison is the basis of
this contention. If individuals were offense spdists outside of prison, they would also be
expected to be offense specialists inside prison.

There is much prior research that has detectedsd#fepecialization on offenders
outside of prison (Armstrong et al. 2004; Britt 098ursik 1980; Deane, Armstrong, and
Felson 2005; Durham 1988; Guerette, Stenius, an@dlMe 2005; Holland and McGarvey

1984; Kempf 1986; Schwaner 1998; Tunnell 1988)r ikstance, several studies focusing on
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arrest data find specialization (Blumstein and @oh@79; Bursik 1980; Lattimore, Visher,
and Linster 1994; Moitra 1981; Rojek and Ericks@82; Smith and Smith 1984; Wolfgang,
Figlio, and Sellin 1972). Some find that specwtiian is strongest for property offenses,
including burglary and theft (Lattimore, Visherdaninster 1994). Other researchers have
found support for violent specialists (Brennan, Kiel, and John 1989; Schwaner 1998).
Specifically, Lynam, Piquero, and Moffitt (2004 )uiad evidence of violent specialization.
In the classic study of the Philadelphia birth ablxy Wolfgang, Figlio, and Sellin (1972)
only weak evidence of specialization was claimexnlyéver, three re-analyses of the
Philadelphia data (Cohen 1986; Stander et al. 1R8&pf 1986) found specialization to be
greater than originally thought. A recent studyllsane, Armstrong, and Felson (2005)
claims support for specialization because theydatmat violent offenders are more likely to
engage in additional violent offenses and nonviotéfenders are more likely to engage in
additional nonviolent offenses. They argue thatrétason offender specialization has not
been detected more often than it has is becauseak methodology. Even more recently
Sullivan et al. (2006) also finds support for spézation. They state, “the evidence here
suggests that short-term offense specializatiowisa methodological artifact but rather a
reflection of an enduring empirical reality” (20@22). In sum, the support for offense
specialization outside of prison leads the curreséarch to contend that there are certain
inmates who have a tendency to specialize in tfesés they commit, and that they will
import this tendency into prison and be likely pesialize in the infractions they commit.

In general, previous research has found much stifggamportation theory (Cao,
Zhao, and Van Dine 1997; DelLisi 2003a; Harer amdf&ismeier 1996; Poole and Regoli

1983; Sorensen, Wrinkle, and Gutierrez 1998; Wriff1). Common measures of
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importation theory tested in the research are i@ge, social class, and presenting offense.
According to importation theory, the charactersid age, race and social class carry with
them certain beliefs, values and attitudes. Atitne of incarceration, the individual imports
these beliefs, values and attitudes into the prisidre current research uses age, race and
social class as proxies for cultures and valuesrted into prison that affect behavior. For
instance, the cultural model maintains that crisna product of conformity to a distinctive
culture. The basic idea is that crime stems frommative conflict within society. In a
complex society there are many groups with argudiffgrent norms, some cultures
sanction lawful behavior and some cultures sanatidawful behavior. Within each group
individuals are consistently associating with tleéitions that support lawful or unlawful
behavior, which ever the group they belong to dnesind thus are likely to act in terms of
them (Kornhauser 1978). Note that this is veryilsinto the notions of differential
association theory, which proposes that delinquentgarned, as is any other behavior,
through associations with significant others arfdrence groups (Sutherland 1947). More
specifically, through interacting with others, adlividual learns techniques for engaging in
delinquency and definitions of the law, which indduattitudes, norms, beliefs and
rationalizations about lawbreaking. These defbnisi of the law are cultural aspects of crime
and delinquency that individuals import into prisomd affect infraction behavior.
Therefore, the current research tests these mea@ge, race, social class and
presenting offense) and adds a few aggregate nesaswot commonly tested, to examine
their effects on prison infractions. Prior resédnas established age as a correlate of prison
misbehavior. In fact, the relationship between ag@é misconduct among prison inmates is

very similar to the age crime curve of rule bregkimthe general population. More
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specifically, the inmate’s age at data collecti@naddock 1996; Ellis, Grasmick, and Gilman
1974; Goetting and Howsen 1986; Jensen 1977; Jah8®6; Light 1991; Myers and Levy
1978; Toch, Adams, and Grant 1989; Wolfgang 196apl\dtedge, Griffin, and Pratt 2001),
age at commitment (Coe 1961; Flanagan 1983) andtdgst sentencing (Zink 1958) have
all been shown to be inversely correlated with mgluct among prison inmates.
Theoretically many researchers explain this refetop in much the same way as the broader
age-criminality relationship (Zink 1958; Wolfgan§@l; Johnson 1966; Ellis, Grasmick, and
Gilman 1974; Flanagan 1983). For instance, som@rlogists such as Gottfredson and
Hirschi (1990) argue that the association betwegnaamd crime is inexplicable with social
science variables and contend that the age crilagorship can only be explained by the
biology of aging itself. Others have attempte@xplain the age crime relationship in terms
of support for the idea that something is beingarngd into prison. However, it is unclear
what, exactly, is being imported. Perhaps differearmative processes are at work in
younger and older individuals. In a study by Jan(d®77), he argues that his research
supports the idea that there are age-related nmem@ientations that affect behavior in
prison. He claims that age differences in ruldations are due to differences in norms and
values. For instance, it may be that older pebpiee a better understanding of social norms
than younger people. It is also possible thatralugividuals import more “life experience”
into prison which may make them more likely to conf to the rules and have more respect
for correctional authority.

Race, measured at the individual level does nottaie as consistently with
misbehavior as does age. Research, however, epssate just as often. The argument is

that African Americans import values supportivevmience into the prison, therefore
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making them more likely to commit violent infraatitypes. Harer and Steffensmeier (1996)
contend that a higher rate of violence in prisorAlrycan Americans is due to cultural
differences. There is much ethnographic reseanchfocan Americans outside of prison
which supports the view that inner-city African Aneans hold more favorable attitudes
toward the use of violence (Anderson 1994; Rainmwb®&0; Suttles 1968). The results from
guantitative research are mixed. A greater prapef® violence among African Americans
compared with whites is reported by some (CazeaadeStraus 1990; Wolfgang et al.
1985), whereas other studies report no racial diffees (Ellis, Grasmick, and Gilman 1974;
Finn 1995; Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando 2002; Johid$&6; Shoemaker and Williams 1987;
White 1980; Wolfgang 1961; Wright 1989) after sthtial control variables are introduced
into the models. However, because it has beenthaétevels of violence in the larger
society are higher among African Americans thanegithe current research predicts that
African Americans will commit more acts of violeniceprison than their white counterparts.
When looking at prison research several studidd fiiredings with no significant
difference in the rate of misconduct by black ardte&vinmates (Ellis, Grasmick, and Gilman
1974; Finn 1995; Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando 200Bndon 1966; Shoemaker and Williams
1987; White 1980; Wolfgang 1961; Wright 1989), wehiithers report higher rates for blacks
than for whites (Coe 1961; Flanagan 1983; Goetimd) Howsen 1983; Goetting and
Howsen 1986; Harer and Steffensmeier 1996; MyedsLanwy 1978; Ramirez 1983). After
reviewing the research it is argued that this diserepancy could be the result of one or
more processes. First, this discrepancy can blaierp in part by a study conducted by
Poole and Regoli (1980), which introduced the idhes racial discrimination might be to

blame. This research supported the idea that l@adkvhite inmates reported equal
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occurrences of rule breaking; however, blacks weoee likely to be written-up. Therefore,
they argue that it is not so much that being blaekls one to commit more infractions, but
that being black leads one to be scrutinized mtien@nd, therefore, observed and reported
committing more rule infractions. Second, thiscdépancy could be because of the different
outcome measures used. Depending on whetherdbaroh is looking at misbehavior in
general or breaking infraction behavior into typmg;h as severe infractions versus minor
infractions, or violent versus non-violent infrawts, may lead to different racial effects. For
instance, Hare and Steffensmeier (1996) founditlaaks were more likely to commit

violent infractions, whereas, whites were morellike commit drug/alcohol offenses. Cao,
Zhao, and Van Dine (1997) found that blacks wereentikely to commit severe rule
infractions, but found no racial difference for miinule infractions. Finally, Wright (1989)
found that black and white inmates had the samegeenumber of assaults on inmates and
staff, but black inmates had a significantly greatember of disruptive infractions, such as
fights and arguments. Note that these findingpstghe idea that a typology of infraction
behavior is necessary to better grasp the radettadn infraction behavior. These racial
differences might not be detected if all infracBomere grouped together.

At the aggregate-level, the current research exasrtime percent of inmates in a
prison who are African American to better underdtte collective effect of imported
characteristics of inmates on individual misbehaviib is plausible that if race has individual
effects on prison misbehavior, that race may halleative effects as well (at the aggregate-
level). In other words, if individuals do imporailues and beliefs that affect prison
adjustment, as importation theory suggests, themdéxt logical step is to test the collective

effect of these imported characteristics on inmatiélsin a prison. For instance, there are
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theorists that contend that there is a subculttivgotence (Messner 1983; Wolfgang and
Ferracuti 1967, 1981). An early subculture of emale thesis offered by Wolfgang and
Ferracuti (1967) argued that violence is more comarmmong groups whose subcultural
attitudes, norms and values favor aggressive solsitio problems. Such cultural arguments
can be logically extended to contend that attitudesms and values also exist that favor
other forms of misbehavior, such as substance abgsgays of acting within prison.

Regarding race, there are subculture of violeneerths that assert urban Black
America is characterized by high rates of violebeeause a significant proportion of black
males subscribe and adhere to a culture that sasctiolence (Harer and Steffensmeier
1996; Wolfgang and Ferracuti 1981). Importatiogatty states that individuals import these
cultural orientations into prison and this couldectively result in inmates committing more
violent infraction types.

In fact, the ethnic and racial composition of pnisiomates correlates with prison
misconduct. Many have found that racial and etimizalances can be a source of conflict
within prisons, often increasing the occurrencenafate-on-inmate violence (Carroll 1988;
Jacobs 1977; McCall 1995). This point is partidylaalient when considering prison gangs,
as they are often defined in terms of race andi@tiafCarroll 1988).

Previous research has found a relationship betseeial class and inmate
adjustment (Goetting and Howsen 1986; Toch, Adamg,Grant 1989; Wright 1989;
Zamble and Porporino 1988). Under importation the@me can argue that lower-class
inmates bring a set of subcultural attitudes, agthose related to the use of violence to
prison, leading to lower-class inmates committingyennfractions (Irwin and Cressey

1962). It has previously been argued that lowas<inmates from urban settings import

35



values which stress toughness and survival, whachimcrease the number of infractions an
inmate commits (Carroll 1982; Johnson 1976).

If values and norms which condone and legitimatekence are imported into prison
by members of the poor/lower class, it stands asaa that the percent of poor/lower class in
a prison will affect the prison subculture, leadiogn increase in infractions (Luckenbill
and Doyle 1989). For example, Wolfgang’s work emiicide suggests there is a class
linked nature of aggression. In fact, Wolfgang58Pcontends that the relationship between
class and violence is cultural stating, “Quick réso physical combat as a measure of
daring, courage, or defense of status appears @acch#ural expression, especially for lower
socioeconomic class males of both races” (188-18@yording to importation theory, such
values are imported into prison and will affectradtion behavior at the collective level. As
stated previously, the current research conteratdgttts important to consider context when
examining individual-level infraction behavior dete are possible “contextual” imported
effects that will impact inmate behavior.

The literature examining the relationship betwesssenting offense and committing
infractions within prison in general shows that ates whose presenting offense is for a
violent crime have higher infraction rates andraee likely to engage in assaults on other
inmates (Flanagan 1983). Specifically, some rebelaas found that prior violent criminality
was the best predictor of prison offending (DeP803; Harer and Langan 2001; Leonore
1993). Other research has examined past histatyugf misuse and infraction behavior and
found that a history of drug use best distinguishae breakers from those who do not break

the rules (Jiang 2005; Main and Gudjonsson 200®)te that some researchers have found
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no association between current offense and prisomsgronduct (Coe 1961; Goetting and
Howsen 1986; Liqun, Zhao, and Van Dine 1997).

In conclusion, importation theory has received adydeal of support in explaining
inmate misbehavior in prison. However, some arpaeimportation and prisonization
theories are still lacking in explanation by natkng at the impact of social controls on
infraction behavior (Wooldredge, Griffin, and Pra@t01). Although importation theory is
infrequently used when examining infraction behauits potential theoretical contribution
must not be ignored.

Social Control Theory

The most well known control theory is Hirschi’'s G2 social bond theory. In short,
Hirschi explains individual crime/delinquency areault of weak individual bonds to
conventional society. Social bonding theory asstdt the weakening of bonds to
conventional order result in individual misbehaviofhis occurs because the individual has
no stake in conformity (Hirschi 1969). There avarfbonds which are predicted to constrain
individuals from misbehaving: (1) emotiorattachmento parents, peers and conventional
institutions; (2)commitmento long-term educational, occupational, or otr@mnentional
goals; (3)involvementn conventional activities, such as work and hebpand (4peliefin
the moral validity of the law. Any of these fouwrimls can independently influence
crime/delinquency; however, Hirschi did posit thas to conventional society by means of
any of the four bonding elements made it more yikkat an individual would be tied in
other ways as well.

According to social bonding theory, misbehaviomigst likely when there is an

absence of significant relationships with convemicothers and institutions, such as being
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single as an adult or having little to no educati@pecifically, the theory suggests that
misbehavior would be most likely when an individigahot attached to family and not
committed to getting a good education. For exampsn inmate is not married this would
be an indication that the family bond is not aerggras it could be and will not control
behavior. This also means that if an inmate isri@@rthen marriage would indicate a
stronger family bond, and according to social bngdheory, the inmate would be less likely
to commit infractions because they would not warlet their significant other(s) down. The
bond to family means the inmate cares about higdmeily’s expectations and is sensitive to
their opinions. Committing an infraction in prisaould be a violation of society’s
conventional norms and would go against their fgiigxpectations. Of course, one cannot
forget that the inmate already violated societgawentional norms by committing an
offense which resulted in his/her incarceratiorowldver, it may be that the bonds have
power in prison because inmates recognize thatdheds are their only tie to conventional
society and they do not want to sever them comlglete

An inmate’s commitment to education is also an irgod bond. In this case it may
be that education is an investment in conventisnalety and committing infractions in
prison may be perceived as further jeopardizingitheestment, keeping in mind that
imprisonment has already jeopardized it somewhaadly. In fact, to the extent that there is
a rational component to the commitment bond, tle abcommitting an infraction cannot be
greater than the perceived benefit of not comngjtéin infraction. Depending on the severity
of the infraction committed, the cost could be gjrederms of time in lock-down, or loss of
a prison job. According to rational choice theomgrpretations of social control theory, the

inmate weighs the pros and cons of committing &nadtion and if the investment in

38



education is worth more than the “pro” of gettingaifight or disobeying staff rules, then the
inmate will not misbehave. According to a moreehtity” based or “socialization”
interpretation of social control theory, the offenavith more education is more “socialized”
and does not participate in infractions becauskdsanternalized the normative constraint
against doing so. Note that this interpretatiomenaosely resembles importation theory.
Either through rational choice or through socidl@a the more educated offender would be
expected to refrain from infractions, relative e {ess well educated.

Of course, because the proposed research is aldeading with a group of people
who have committed a crime severe enough to resiitarceration, it is evident that social
bonding is already weakened to an extent. Howelierdegree of bonding may shed light
on whether an inmate is likely to commit a certgme of infraction and whether the
infractions someone commits within prison will beedse or specialized. In general, social
control theorists do not believe individuals spkzgin the deviant behavior they commit.
However, the current research argues that basedaal control theory notions that it seems
plausible that there may be instances of spectadizan certain situations. For example,
inmates who are married, have a family, or hadbanben arrested, may be constrained from
committing serious deviant behaviors in prison.wideer, already having demonstrated that
they are capable of committing deviant acts, thay not be able to escape the temptation of
committing further deviant behavior in the formiofractions with less serious
consequences. In fact, it seems likely that these bonded to society would be likely to
engage in more diverse behaviors, including seromgs, and those more bonded, if caught
misbehaving, would be more likely to specializeammitting less serious types of

infractions (hence, less diverse forms of infracsio
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Previous research of social bonding theory hasigdly been supportive, especially
research measuring the elements of attachmentanohitment in relation to delinquency
outside of prison (Cernkovich and Giordano 1987st€io and Vowell 1999; Hindelang
1973; Hirschi 1969; Jensen 1972; Junger and Mdrs8aVr; Krohn and Massey 1980;
Marcos, Bahr, and Johnson 1986; Rankin and Kerd;138mpson and Laub 1993a).
Although most empirical tests of social bond thelmalye been used to explain juvenile
delinquency, the current research seeks to exglerent types of infraction behavior
within prison. This is most similar to more recesgearch that has begun to apply the notion
of social bonds to explain adult criminality (Bumtet al. 1998; Horney, Osgood, and
Marshall 1995; Lasley 1988; Laub and Sampson 19%98)s research has found that adult
criminality is inhibited by strong social ties tororentional others and institutions, such as
family and work.

Within the prison literature, marital status andeation and their relationship to
infraction behavior have been examined. Unfortelyaprison researchers seldom employ a
social bond perspective to interpret their effelotd,instead simply examine their effects as
correlates of infraction behavior. The currenesesh uses a social bond theory
interpretation, which makes the results more megnin When marital status is examined
research has found greater involvement in miscaramnong unmarried inmates than those
who are married (Cao, Zhao, and Van Dine 1997; EB®b; Schnur 1949-1950; Myers and
Levy 1978; Flanagan 1983; Toch, Adams, and Gra8®)L9However, inconsistency appears
when looking at the research conducted by Wolfgd8¢1) and Goetting and Howsen

(1986), who found no association between maritdlstand misconduct.
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Educational achievement is another correlate thatppeared often in the research.
When educational achievement is examined it apghatshe results are mixed. Many
studies have found no association between edueh@dtainment and prisoner misconduct
(Zink 1959; Myers and Levy 1978; Goetting and How$686). Other studies that have
found a relationship, but the results are not aast with one another. Schnur (1949-1950)
yielded results of a positive correlation betwega at completion of education and prisoner
misconduct. However, Toch, Adams, and Grant (19@®)d that having a high school
degree was related to lower infraction rates. Fir#95) also found that inmates who had a
high school education had lower non-violent infilaetrates than inmates without a high
school degree.

Researchers generally apply traditional socialrobmiheory at the individual level. It
is argued here that it can also be applied atah&egtual level. Wooldredge, Griffin, and
Pratt (2001) claim that informal social controlsynogerate at the aggregate-level in their
examination of prison crowding as an inhibitor ofdt control over inmates. One source of
support for looking at social control at the aga@tedevel stems from social disorganization
theory, which is based on the idea that informalaaontrol processes operate on an
aggregate level, and that variations in these gs®®can explain rates of crime and
delinquency (Shaw and McKay 1942). The currergaesh examines the effect of the
percent of a prison population that is relativalyhty educated on infraction behavior.
Generally, the literature suggests that prisonadamic and vocational education programs
help decrease prison rule violations (Gerber amddfr 1995; McCorkle, Miethe, and Drass
1995). However, not many researchers have exanpireedrison education at the aggregate

level on inmate misconduct. Using social bond thessertions, it is expected that a higher
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percent of inmates with more education would desgaaisbehavior. If a larger percent of
inmates show more commitment to conventional sp&ietause of their educational
investment, it is hypothesized that the contraéadication will operate at the aggregate level.
In other words, a prison with a higher percentagaare educated inmates would positively
affect the prison environment by leading to fewdractions committed because there are
more inmates committed to conventional societygtoge, more inmates with more control
over their behavior as a result of their strongerds to conventional society. This
environment may help prevent an individual inmatenf committing an infraction.
Conclusion

Prisonization, importation and social control thes are all used to guide the current
research and interpret the findings yielded fromahalysis. The goal is to use all three
theories together to explain infraction behaviSpecifically, the analysis will examine what
theoretical measures predict the different infactypes. Also, the theories shed light on
whether inmates will specialize in the infractidghey commit or commit a number of
different infractions. In short, prisonization tng proposes that inmates will become
“prisonized” in prison, taking on the customs antture of the prison, and commit a range
of different infractions as a way to deal with daeiment. Yet, it is also implied that there
might be specific forms of infractions directed imgathe staff, as well as violence against
other inmates, especially in the more custody-te@facilities. Importation theory contends
that inmates will import characteristics and valtresn outside of prison that will affect
whether they will commit infractions or not. Ingaerd to specialization, if an inmate
specializes in criminal behavior outside of pristhren it is believed that they will specialize

in the infractions they commit inside prison. HRipasocial control theory proposes that
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inmates more bonded to conventional society witlegmmmit infractions within prison
because they have more to lose if they do, likeeitablished bonds to conventional society.
In regard to specialization, the current researghes that inmates more bonded to
conventional society will be less likely to comnmifractions, in general, but if they do, they
will commit less serious types of infractions, dhdse less bonded will commit a range of

different infractions (serious and non-serious).
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Chapter Three
Data and Methods

Introduction

As discussed in chapter one, the focus of thidysisithreefold. First, a typology is
constructed of infraction behavior within North Glama prisons; second, the extent of
infraction specialization is examined through tlse of a Markov model; and third,
individual and aggregate level predictors are useatktermine if the predictions of infraction
behavior vary across type and to help validatertiraction typology. Past research focusing
on infraction typology construction or on infractispecialization within prisons has been
limited (Barak-Glantz 1983; Craddock 1996; DeLiBD8; Steinke 1991). However, there is
considerable support for criminal behavior spezalon outside of prison and these results
seem relevant to the expectation that there wilfecialization inside prisons as well (Britt
1990; Bursik 1980; Cohen 1986; Deane, ArmstrongFfaeidon 2005; Durham 1988; Kempf
1986; Piquero et al. 1999; Rojek and Erikson 182iwaner 1998; Smith and Smith 1984;
Stander 1989; Tunnell 1988). Further, previousaesh supports the conclusion that context
has an effect on inmate behavior (Owen 1998; PamieRegoli 1983; Thomas and Zingraff
1976; Wooldredge, Griffin, and Pratt 2001); therefdierarchical linear modeling logistic
regression will be used to identify the differemttors affecting types of infraction behavior
at both the individual level and the prison level.

The current study employs three research techsigploratory factor analysis,
Markov modeling, and hierarchical linear modelingistic regression. Specifically, the
exploratory factor analysis plays a central roléypology construction—essentially

providing a degree of empirical validation as toatvbpecific infraction violations co-occur
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with others (across the infraction careers of timeates). Markov modeling is used to assess
the degree of infraction specialization by exangram inmate’s infraction career;

specifically, looking at back-to-back behavior &esf it is the same. Finally, hierarchical
linear modeling logistic regression allows an as&lyf the role of different individual-level
characteristics, such as race, age, and educatwaaaious prison-level variables, such as
percent of a prison that is African American, irpkning each type of infraction. Such
analysis will further help validate the typologyinfraction behavior. If the different types

of infractions have different predictors -- and gredictions are congruent with previous
research on specialization -- then this would fersupport the need to differentiate between
types of infraction behavior. The remainder o§ttihapter discusses the data source utilized,
explains how the data are structured for each ndetxplores each of the above methods in
more detail and also introduces the measures ofithuél- and prison-level variables.

Study Population and Sample Design

Data

Before discussing the different methods utilizedhie current research in detail, it is
appropriate to introduce the data used and didoowshe data were organized to carry out
the three different procedures mentioned abovéofamalysis, Markov modeling, and
hierarchical linear modeling logistic regression.

The data used for this analysis comes from thelNGarolina Department of
Corrections (NCDOC) inmate computer records fro@71® 1998. These data are
continuously collected by the state of North Cavalfor all persons who come into contact
with NCDOC. Access to these data to carry ouptiesent research, was given by Dr.

William R. Smith. The data were received in SP&#&&t, contained within multiple files.

45



By linking offender information using the offenddentification number (CIDORNUM), a
unique data set was created. CIDORNUM is a unideetification number assigned to all
persons who enter the correction system. A peassonly ever assigned one number; even if
that person enters prison multiple times they kekp the same identification number.

Using these data has allowed analysts to captumnegi@phic and correctional
experience type information about offenders undersupervision of the NCDOC to study
different research questions. When an inmatedmstrs the system s/he goes through a
diagnostic process which lasts two weeks, whenath $me the NCDOC learns about the
inmate through evaluation and interviews. It isioly this time that demographic
information (i.e., class and education attainmabtut the inmate is learned. There is no
simple standard form where such information as,reess, age and education is collected.
Some things about an inmate, such as an inmaisared age, are learned from court
information compiled by NCDOC during this diagnogtirocess.

Correctional type information, such as infractieosnmitted within prison is the
main focus of the current research. This infororats collected officially each time a
correctional officer writes-up an inmate for misheior. During the time of data collection
for the current research there were 54 infracttbas an inmate could be reprimanded for
ranging in degree of seriousnésSpecifically, there are four classes of offensesjing
from most serious (class A) to least serious (dgssA few examples of Class A infractions
are seize or hold a hostage, commit an assaultstaffanember or commit an assault on
another inmate. Such offenses carry the harshessipments (i.e., more days in disciplinary

segregation, more lost privileges). A few example€lass E infractions are failing to keep

® A complete list of infractions can be found in Amalix G
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living quarters in a clean and proper condition &nlihg to observe the standards of
personal hygiene. Less serious offenses sucteas ttarry the least severe punishments.
Within the current sample the five most commondafions committed are disobeying an
order (Class C), using profane language (Classubstance possession (Class B),
unauthorized leave (Class C) and unauthorizeditmtéClass D).

When an inmate first enters the department of ctams they are given a handbook
that states the rules and regulations of the priddrese rules and infractions are defined by
the Department of Correction policies and proceslufEnere is a management team within
this department that periodically reviews the inendisciplinary procedures, with input
allowed from corrections staff, to decide if arradtion is no longer necessary or if a rule
should be added. This type of decision goes thr@ughain of command where an
infraction is eventually taken out of the handbooladded.

Unfortunately, there are definite limitations tongsdata that are collected officially.
The focus of the current research is on infractmamitted within prison. However,
because this information is collected officiallgete is potential bias that could sway the
results of the analysis. For instance, correctioffecers could single out types of inmates,
based on race, class, or age, and more closelgrszeutheir behavior or turn a blind eye to
problem behavior. Further, correctional officer®ne prison might have different ways of
dealing with problem behavior --for example, givigrbal warnings instead of writing up
misbehavior officially, than correctional officersanother prison. There is most definitely a
dark figure to keep in mind: infraction behavioatlyoes undetected or is overlooked by
correctional staff. Such limitations could potafiyi influence the results of the current

research making conclusions of the current reseguektionable. These limitations
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notwithstanding, using official data is very commuorihis area of study and it has been
verified that using official data are reliable aradid (Craddock 1996; DeLisi 2003b;
Farrington et al. 2003; Hindelang 1978; Hindelahgle1979; Kazemian and Farrington
2005; Kirk 2006)’

The data used for the present research includesmiation on all males incarcerated
for some point in time within the year 1997. Thieans that the length of time of
incarceration varies from inmate to inmat&or the practical purposes of defining a sample
it was decided to select all inmates in prisorhatrhidpoint of the year. The date selected to
define the sample is July 1, 1997. Characteristidhe inmates are aggregated to define
contextual characteristics in certain parts ofahalysis, so it was thought that a July 1
sample would most accurately represent the Nortblda prison population at any given
time. Previous research shows that this datepigesentative of the prison population in the
year 1997 (i.e., anyone in prison at any pointd87). Frazee (2003) analyzed aggregate
data at three points in time in 1997 and foundtatssically significant differences between
descriptive statistics and correlations acrossethiesee points in time. She concludes that
the characteristics of the prison and the aggrguapelation are fairly stable. Therefore,
July 1, 1997 is a representative picture of thegoripopulation in the year 1997.

Further, the analysis only includes male inmates@rsons housing more than 50

inmates. There are three reasons to justify rengpf@male inmates from the sample. First,

® Self-reported inmate infractions are not withdweit own measurement problems (Hewitt et al. 186
Voorhis 1994; Wooldredge 1991). The problems arereporting by inmates to toughen their imageratas-
reporting by inmates because they are trying te Hieir misbehavior burden self-report data.

" For example, an inmate’s stay that started in Z#@Dcontinuous throughout 1997 is going to be nacber

than that of an inmate who entered prison in 1986antinuous throughout 1997; however, both insate
would be included in the current sample if theyevier prison in July %1997.
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they made up less than 9 percent of the North @arpkrison population during the study
period. Second, in North Carolina women prisoeesnot usually placed in different
facilities based on custody classification. TRkislifferent from male offenders. Therefore, it
would be extremely difficult to examine the imp#tt custody classification has on
infraction specialization, which is an importanpast of this research. Third, previous
research has shown that the rates of misbehawatitierent for females inmates compared
to male inmates (Craddock 1996; Stephan 1989)tamakibeen argued that they experience
prison differently as well (Heffernan 1972; Ower&® In regard to only including
facilities housing more than 50 inmates, theretacereasons to justify this decision. First,
there are 16 facilities only housing an averagé3inmates during the study period.
Housing such a small number of inmates indicatasttiese institutions are very different
from institutions housing more than 50 inmatesud8ing such “small” facilities is not an
interest of this research. Therefore, 16 facgitieere removed from the analysis, leaving 80
male institutions in the analysis. Second, thellemgacilities do not have the same diversity
of inmates and contextual level aspects, as dtatger facilities.
The Structure of the Data

As stated above, the data used for the currenarelsés based on all inmates who
had a prison stay over July 1, 1997 and captutesfedctions committed during the time
served of the current sentence during the stayoirexiaps with the July*ldate. More
specifically, two versions of this data were usedider to carry out the different methods
proposed (the methods will be discussed in depthamext sections of this chapter). One
version was used to conduct the factor analysiswaake the Markov model and the other

version was used to run the hierarchical linearaggjon logistic regression models. The
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focus of the first version was on the infractiomeza of an inmate with more than one
infraction® The entire infraction history of these inmatebéing used for the factor analysis
and Markov modeling. Note that each inmate is eapresented once. Inmates with no
infraction or only one infraction are excluded fréms version of the data. Although both
methods use the same people, the unit of analysigferent. The unit of analysis for the
factor analysis is the inmate, whereas, the uréinaflysis for the Markov model is the
transition from one infraction to the next within mmate’s infraction career. This means
that for the factor analysis the focus is on alih# infractions committed during an inmate’s
stay in prison. The goal of this analysis is te gehe infractions group together statistically
or co-occur in the careers of inmates. For thekdhamodel the focus is specifically on the
order in which different infractions were committégring an inmate’s prison stay. The
order in which infractions take place refers totia@sitions from committing the first
infraction to the second infraction, the secondaiction to the third infraction, and so on,
until all transitions are captured. In short, fiedent data file is used for the factor analysis
component and the Markov model of the researchithased for the third method used by
the current research-- regression analysis.

The second version of the data was used to ruhi¢inarchical linear regression
logistic regression models. This data set includegtes with no infraction and inmates
with one or more infractions. Here the unit of lgas is the individual, although it is
possible for an individual to be represented inda& set more than once. In fact, an inmate

is represented in the data set once for each gepaf@action committed. Because the focus

8 The n of this subsample is 6,197. This means@H#7 inmates had more than one infraction. Téguency
statistics for this sample can be seen in AppeRdixn general, the results resemble the frequstatistics for
the entire sample used for the HLM analysis.
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is on behavior types and not types of people tihe @@ analyzed where inmates may have
more than one observation, depending on how mdfereint types of infractions they have
committed. For instance, an inmate will be courtteide if they have committed an “A”
infraction and a “B” infraction or if they have comitted two “A” infractions. Forty-three
percent of the sample has at least one infracfidre total number of observations used is
39,236. The decision to use a dataset where aaténcould be counted more than once was
also made because in instances where an inmat®imasitted more than one infraction, it
went against the goal of the current research elwls to predict any infraction-- to

arbitrarily select only one of the infractions b&t inmate’s career to use in the analysis. By
deciding to keep all infractions in the analysis,decision has to be made on how to select
one of the infractions for inmates who have twonare infractions committed. Further,
because the goal of the current research is tagbraay infraction, as opposed to predicting
the first infraction, the decision to focus solelythe first infraction of an inmate’s career
goes against the goals of the research. Therdf@eurrent research argues that it is
preferable to analyze every infraction occurrengliwan inmate’s career even though
admittedly it does violate one assumption of thalysis’ In short, this version of the data is
different from the version previously discussedewghindividual's infraction career

constituted the data base, and each inmate wasserged only one time.

® Although this violates an assumption of regressinalysis that the variables be measured “indepetyde
models in which individuals are only represented time reveal similar results. Specifically, trengral
patterns seen in the results using the multipleagion file are the similar to the single obséosafile,
which means the same general conclusions can be.ntadther, individuals who had multiple infractto
average about 2.5 infractions, therefore, on aeetiag multiple infraction individuals are only repented two
or three times. Nesting infractions within indivals, where individuals represent a second levahafysis,
was not done in part because of the many indiv&lwéth no or only one infraction.
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General Research Design

Exploratory Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is a statistical technique useddace a set of observable variables
into a smaller number of latent factors. The prynaurpose of factor analysis is to analyze
relationships among a number of measurable enttieh as infraction behavior within
prisons. The underlying assumption of factor asialys that there are a number of
unobserved latent variables or "factors"” that antéar the correlations among observed
variables (Cattell 1952; Kim and Mueller 1978).at8tl for the current context, factor
analysis indicates which of the many specific foohsfractions co-occur with other
specific forms. These specific forms that tenddenccur may be deemed a factor or “type”
of behavior.

The type of factor analysis employed here is exghoy factor analysis (as opposed
to confirmatory factor analysis) using SPSS verdi81®. Recall the data here consists of all
of the infractions committed by each inmate. Thaasne specific types of infractions will
co-occur within the same infraction histories, pdavg a basis for correlations needed to
conduct the factor analysis. The primary purpdsexploratory factor analysis is to
determine the factor structure of a measure aedamine its internal reliability.

Exploratory factor analysis is suggested when tieen® hypothesis about the nature of the
underlying factor structure of their measure. Bxglory factor analysis has three basic
decision points: (1) choosing an extraction meth{@yideciding the number of factors to

retain; and (3) choosing a rotation method (Castatid Osborne 2005).
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The researcher must first decide on the type ahetbn method to use: factor
analysis or principal component analySisThe primary difference between these methods
lies in the way the communalities are used. Ppalatomponent analysis assumes the
communalities are initially 1, or that the totaliaamce of the variables can be accounted for
by means of its components (or factors), and hémetethere is no error variance. Factor
analysis, conversely, does assume error varianekl (Z000; Rietveld and Van Hout 1993).
Principle components analysis is the initial metbbdxtraction employed here. Principal
components analysis is the default method of etitnaen many popular statistical software
packages, including SPSS, and is undoubtedly the¢ cmonmon form of extraction. While
there are some who argue against the use of comizoaealysis (Bentler, and Kano 1990;
Gorsuch 1990), others contend there is virtuallygifi@rence between principal components
and factor analysis, or that principal componentsysis is preferable to factor analysis
(Arrindell & van der Ende 1985; Guadagnoli and ¢eti1988; Rietveld and Van Hout 1993;
Schoenmann 1990; Steiger 1990; Velicer and Jack860). Specifically, Field (2000: 434)
argues, “the solutions generated from principal ponent analysis differ little from those
derived from factor analysis techniques”.

After extraction, the researcher decides how mantofs to retain for rotation.
Retaining either too many or too few factors famatimn can have undesirable effects on the
results. The majority of researchers use the Kaistarion or the Kaiser-Guttman rule to
decide how many factors to extract for rotationgtetho and Osborne 2005). This rule

simply states that the number of factors that ghbelretained is equal to the number of

9 There are more types of extraction methods thesettwo, but these are the most commonly usedi(Fiel
2000).
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factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Theggal components analygsocess
produces eigenvalues, which represent the variacoeunted for by each underlying factor.

The next decision is rotation method. The rotatbaxes is a necessary step for
solutions with two or more factors. Prior to ratat the first axis will lie in between the
clusters of variables and in general the variabiéinot sort well on the factors. The factor
loadings of each variable to be more clearly défgiated by factor when rotated (Dunteman
1989; Fabrigar et al., 1999; Gorsuch 1983; NorR8B35). This dissertation uses promax
rotation. Promax is an oblique rotation (as oppddsean orthogonal rotation) and allows for
the correlation of factors. The promax rotatioadrto fit a target matrix, which has a simple
structure, and this necessitates two steps. Tétestep defines the target matrix, almost
always obtained as the result of a varimax rotattbnse entries are raised to some power,
typically between 2 and 4 (3 was used for the curseudy) in order to necessitate the
structure of the loadings to become bipolar. Tlomsd step is obtained by computing a least
square fit from the varimax solution to the tangetrix. It is argued that an oblique rotation
like promax yields better results than the standatidogonal (varimax) rotation (Dien, Beal,
and Berg 2005; Hendrickson and White 1964).

The current study employs exploratory factor asialyo find dimensions of inmate
infraction behavior for the purposes of construgi@ntypology of infraction behavior from a
sample of inmates with more than one infraction eotted. Finding such dimensions is the
first step in the process of studying specializati©ne often studies typologies for the
purpose of looking at specialization. Many crimowsts define specialization as the
tendency for offenders to commit successive crilracts of the same offense type (Britt

1990, 1996; Bursik 1980; Durham 1988; Piquero €1899; Schwaner 1998; Tunnell 1988).
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The concept of specialization has two implicatitre warrant further discussion.
The first has to do with change of behavior overeti That discussion takes place in another
section. The second implication has to do withdegree of specificity versus generality of
the classification. For example, should relativ@gbgcific behaviors, such as smoking
marijuana be combined with other types of drugussebles to form a more general
“substance use” variable, or should smoking manigulae kept as a separate category? In
this regard there are many possible ways to cagpgeialization in terms of degree of
specificity. Most research on specialization defispecialization as referring to “types” of
offenses being repeated within an offender’s caveeffenders engaging in specialized
clusters of criminal behavior (Britt 1990, 1996;rBik 1980; Durham 1988; Piquero et al.
1999; Schwaner 1998; Tunnell 1988). This is défgrfrom the narrow view of
specialization, which defines specialization as goiting one specific illegal act repeatedly,
such as smoking marijuana. For example, usingmigow view an offender would only be
captured as someone who specializes in crimina\ehif s/he successively smoked
marijuana, to the exclusion of other illegal beloaviHowever, focusing on general
categories of types or clusters of similar behaigdatifferent from this narrow view as
smoking marijuana would not stand alone. Insteathking marijuana would be captured in
the larger cluster of drug offenses. When conadjted this way, specialization occurs if an
individual commits any drug offenses disproportiehato other crime types. The current
research focuses on the specialization of infradiypes, that is to say groups of closely
related offenses. Therefore, infraction specisibra in part, will be examined by

constructing different types of infractions committby inmates.
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The current research utilizes factor analysis beedtus one of the more widely used
methods of data reduction and has proven to béfactige way to cluster data (Costello and
Osborne 2005; Kim and Mueller 1978). The explaratspect of the analysis is especially
important to the research due to the limited amofinésearch in this aréa. Exploratory
factor analysis allowed the current research tothespossibility of reducing 54 infractions
into an undetermined set of factors. A lack ofsistency in the literature as to the exact
grouping of specific offenses also makes exployatactor analysis useful in the current
research. In the literature on criminal behaviatisae of prison it is seen that researchers
have used different criteria or methods for devielgpypologies of behavior. For instance,
some studies use broad classification types suglolnt versus nonviolent offenders
(Brennan, Mednick, and John 1989; Durham 1988; é&tmet al. 1999; Schwaner 1998) or
monetary crime versus crime against a person (@aeef&tenius, and McGloin 2005), while
others utilize more particular classifications @fif to six offense categories (Britt 2000;
Bursik 1980; Stander et al. 1989; Williams and Adn2002; Wolfgang, Figlio and Sellin
1972). Still others identify up to ten or more &fie offense types (Blumstein et al. 1988;
Britt 1996; Chaiken and Chaiken 1982; Farringtamyd®r, and Finnegan 1988). Because of
the lack of consistency in developing differentagpmf criminal behavior, exploratory factor
analysis is the method of choice in the currergaesh to identify empirically derived
categories of infractions.

Once identified, the factors derived from the exalory factor analysis will be
assessed for their validity. The thrust of muckhefanalysis below is to determine if there

is variation in the prediction of each of the typésnfractions, and whether that variation is

1 Research on typology construction of infractiohdgor within prisons is limited, not typology cansction
of criminal behavior outside of prison.
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consistent with general theoretical explanatiord\aith prior research both inside and
outside of prison. This is done by using hierazahlinear modeling logistic regression. The
face validity of the factors, however, is also intpat.

After the factors are formed and types of behaarergrouped together based on
sharing high factor loadings on the same facter, (are highly correlated with the underlying
factor), the next steps are to 1) examine the éxtespecialization of infraction behavior by
using Markov models to track change in an inmatasbehavior to see if successive acts fall
into the same cluster of infraction type and 2)etst individual- and aggregate-level
predictors on each infraction type to determirthéf predictions of infraction behavior vary
across type, further validating the typology ofadtion behavior.

Once the typology of infraction behavior is empatig generated from the factor
analysis the next step is to see if inmates speeial the infraction types they commit. The
current research uses a Markov model to dete@atim specialization by tracking change
in an inmate’s misbehavior to see if successive fatitinto the same cluster of infraction
type.

Markov Models

Markov models are important in the study of infrastspecialization by allowing one
to examine change in behavior over time. In tles@nt research Markov models are used to
examine the extent of infraction specializationldking at adjacent events in the inmates’
infraction careers. Recall, that this analysis d@ase using a dataset that captures the entire
infraction career of inmates and the unit of analisthe transition from one infraction to

another within each career.
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It was discussed previously that it is common tiingespecialization as the tendency
for offenders to commit successive criminal actthefsame offense type (Britt 1990, 1996;
Bursik 1980; Durham 1988; Piquero et al. 1999; Suiey 1998; Tunnell 1988). When
focusing on change of behavior over time, a re$earcan focus on two successive criminal
acts or attempt to capture all acts in a crimiaker to see if criminal behavior is
specialized. Unfortunately, the later require®mplex analysis and is beyond the scope of
the research done here. In fact, most researdffemse specialization has looked at the
tendency of offenders to commit successive crimaicéd of the same type (Britt 1990, 1996;
Bursik 1980; Durham 1988; Piquero et al. 1999; Sav 1998; Tunnell 1988); therefore,
the focus of the present research is only on tvegessive acts in time. This is to say that
inmate infractions will be examined in “pairs”. Ff@xample, an inmate who committed four
infractions would have three “pairs” to examinee thist infraction with the second, the
second infraction with the third, and the thirdradtion with the forth. Although there are
some limitations to only capturing two successivts at a time, it is a realistic and doable
approach that allows for the continued study aharal specialization.

Utilizing Markov models allows for the examinatiohcrime-type switching (or
change over time) of successive criminal acts efsime type in such a way that meaningful
results can be reported. Many researchers havkeMiagkov models to examine change over
time of criminal careers and found it to be a usefadel (Blumstein et al. 1986; Smith and
Smith 1984; Stander et al. 1989; Wolfgang, Figha &ellin 1972). Therefore, analysts can
be confident in utilizing this established methogtudy change over time.

Markov models (or transition matrices) are welltedito examine specialization over

time, within the limits of examining adjacent ev&(that is the nth, and n+1 event, where n
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is the first, second, third, etc. infraction in thféender’s career). For the present research
transition matrices are used to determine whetifemdtion-type switching is a Markov
process. In a first-order Markov process, theaiction type of the second infraction citation
depends, at most, on the infraction type of the ediately preceding infraction citation and
is independent of all other prior offense types.other words, the Markov process is
particularly useful for predicting various futurgrdbutes of offense switching based on the
prior offense type committed. Infraction-type sshihg is committing one type of infraction,
such as committing a “violent” type of infracticafter committing another infraction type or
the same type of infraction. If the specializatitypothesis is strongly supported, we would
expect the diagonal probabilities of Figure 3.béonear one. As discussed earlier, using
infraction types is important for the continued ei@pment of a typology of infraction
behavior because of the clustering of similar typilsehavior. Therefore, the focus of the
present research is on infraction-type switching.

The Markov process is simply a matrix of probaig$i indicating the chance of
moving to any state conditional upon the presatedqiSee Figure 3.1 below for illustration).
Using the figure below as a guide, the main diagboan left to right indicates those who
repeat the same crime type. In other words, thgahial probabilities refer to the likelihood
that the next infraction will be the same typelesprevious infraction type, illustrating
infraction specialization. High values for diagbpeobabilities support the argument that
careers are specialized. For example, if an inmétst infraction committed is an
infraction of type “A” (infraction n) and the seabmfraction s/he commits is an “A”
infraction (infraction n+1), then there is suppiont infraction specialization. However, if an

inmate’s first infraction committed is an “A” infcéion (infraction n) and the second
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Infraction n + 1
A B C D Marginal
A X X
: B X X
Infraction
n C X X
D X X

Figure 3.1: Markov Model

infraction s/he commits is a “D” infraction (infré@n n+1), then infraction specialization is
not supported. This kind of movement can also s$igit on the escalation or regression of
crime-types. For instance, if the first infractiocommitted is an “A” infraction, which is
considered non-violent, and the second infractmmmitted is a “D” infraction, which is
considered violent, then there is support for teakation hypothesis. A reverse pattern
might be deemed “regression” in seriousness.

The final column, labeled “marginal” indicates havany movements within each
row have been observed. Because each infractimmitbed is only dependent on the
immediately preceding infraction committed, an inenean have several movements to
report. All movements are captured in the “marfjinalumn. For example, if an inmate
has two movements reported, one being “A” to “Btidhe second being (later in his
infraction career) “A” to “C”, then the marginal loonn for “A” would report “2” (two

transitions). Comparing the marginal to the disd@olumn is another way to try and
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capture the extent of specialization. This is hseaone can see how often specialization is
occurring compared to other types of movement widach row.

The final stage of the analysis is running HLM kigi regression models to
determine if the predictors of the different infiian types vary. This process involves
testing the “construct validity” of the infractiaassification, and is done using hierarchical
linear modeling logistic regression. For exampkestated previously, if there are indeed
different predictors of the different infractiorpigs and these different predictions are
congruous with prior research, it is contended thiatwould be partial validation for the
factors and support the need for a typology ofaiction behavior.

Hierarchical Linear Modeling

Researchers interested in inmate behavior haveestegfor some time that context
plays an important role in affecting inmate behay@wen 1998; Poole and Regoli 1983;
Thomas and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge, Griffin, d&vett 2001). Thus, it is important to
include prison-level variables in conventional ner logistic regression models along with
individual variables. This dissertation will usetarchical linear modeling logistic
regression, a form of hierarchical linear modeliH§ M) logistic regression, to predict the
type of infraction committed by an inmate.

There are five different infraction types as a lestithe factor analysis, introduced in
the next chapter, that are the dependent variabkke HLM logistic regression analysis.
Within each HLM logistic regression model the degesmt variable is equal to 1 if the
infraction of interest was committed, and equatéoo if the infraction of interest was not

committed. Therefore, five different HLM logistiegression models are run, each focusing
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on one of the categorical dependent variabless iBhdone instead of running a multinomial
logistic regression, where all the infraction types run in the same model.

The biggest difference between running a multinbtogistic regression and a series
of binomial logistic regressions is the way theerefice category of the dependent variable is
conceptualized. For the multinomial logistic reggien, each infraction type is compared to
the reference category of “did not commit (anyyaetion”. With a series of binomial
logistic regressions, each infraction type is coragdo the reference category “did not
commit the infraction of interest”. Given the pbaf the dissertation, which is to test and
validate a typology of different infraction behawv{oot to predict the overall occurrence of
any infraction), the latter conceptualization makewe sense. The goal is not to predict any
infraction behavior versus no infraction behavibtrstead, the goal is to predict a certain
infraction type occurring or not occurring. Thened, in the current research the reference
category is made up of all inmates who did not carntime infraction of interest, regardless
of whether or not the inmate committed no infractoy simply committed a different type of
infraction. For example, let us say there areglné&actions --infraction A, infraction B and
infraction C. The infraction of interest is inftaan A. This means the reference category is
made up of inmates who committed no infraction iandates who have committed a B or C
infraction. It simply makes the odds ratio reprégbe odds of committing a certain
infraction over not committing the infraction oténest. The overall goal is to know the
odds of the infraction of interest occurring versus infraction of interest not occurring. It
should also be noted that the reference categdheibinomial logistic regression models is
heavily driven by “true” zeros, or elements thairesent “no infraction committed”. In the

entire sample, 57% of the inmates have “no infacdommitted”, meaning that the

62



reference category will always be primarily compdof “true” zeros, regardless of which
specific infraction type is being predict&d.

In the present analysis, HLM logistic regressiongsd to estimate the effects of
individual-level and aggregate-level variables anleof the infraction types constructed
through the factor analysis procedure outlined altive specific infraction types and their
components are introduced and explained in detale following chapter). As discussed
above, a central part of the present researchdgfeyentiate the infraction types. Therefore,
separate models are estimated for each infraggmanitlentified. The focus of the current
research is to validate the typology of infractbmhavior. This is done by analyzing each
infraction type separately.

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) logistic regréss allows researchers to
combine level-1 (individual-level) and level-2 (gon-level) variables in the same regression
equation and has proven to be very useful in a wédleety of sociological research
applications. With the introduction of statistisalftware to estimate multilevel models in
the mid-1980s, social science researchers havedi®eno more accurately test conceptual
models that have recognized the multilevel strctirsociety for many years. Hierarchical
modeling has become one of the most popular rdséants used to test for both individual
and contextual level effects at the same time.hiieelly, the HLM program, by Bryk and
Raudenbush, allows researchers to nest smallex (@mitevel-1 units, such as inmates in the
current study) within larger units (level-2 unigsich as prisons in the current study) and

calculates a slope, intercept, and error termdcheof the larger units. In doing this, HLM is

12 Although the make-up of the dependent variablegwakpossible to conduct multinomial logistic ression,
the current research argues that at this time aunbthod is beyond the scope of this researchaggksts
future research take on this challenge.
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able to allow for estimation of effects such ttreg error terms for the level-1 units are not
assumed to be the same for the entire sample nhytar those nested within the same level-
2 unit. This allows analysts to control for theigace in one unit while calculating that of
the other (Bryk and Raudenbush 2002, 1992).

The present research uses HLM logistic regressigraitially validate the infraction
typology and study theoretical predictors of thigedent infraction types constructed. The
use of HLM logistic regression is important in thesearch because of the implicit hierarchy
and structure of the data. This method allowsdsting the clustering of individuals within
higher-level units, such as prisons. In HLM, nelaships among variables at a given level
are expressed, and further these models specifywhaables at one level influence
correlations occurring at another level. HLM Idisegression also separates between-
group effects from within-group effects. This irapes the estimation of effects within
individual units as well as allowing for the te$timeractions. Level-1 variables may be
modified by level-2 effects; therefore, testing émoss-level interaction effects is an
important part of the present research (Bryk anddeabush 2002, 1992).

The current research uses HLM logistic regressaanddel cross-level interactions
between random level-1 variables and level-2 végmim order to better explain differences
in infraction type behavior. It is important to keathe distinction between random effects
and fixed effects. In multilevel regression modédsel-1 intercepts and slopes are typically
assumed to vary randomly across groups. Becaube assumptions about their error
distributions, their variances are termed “randam®fficients.” In HLM logistic regression,
variances for the intercepts and slopes are estariat default (meaning that the coefficients

are assumed to be random). The researcher, howmasgethe option of setting the variance
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to be zero and testing a model in which it is assdithat the intercepts and slopes do not
vary randomly across groups. Instead their vagas@ssumed to be zero, and they are
assumed to be constant across groups. This atfypreferred to as “fixing the intercepts”
or “fixing the slopes”. Chi-squareg?) tests are calculated in order to determine whetiee
intercepts and slopes should remain random or ehétiey should be fixed (Raudenbush
and Bryk, 2002; Raudenbush et al., 2004).

For the current research, slopes that do not vayixed. Further, cross-level
interactions were tested on all level-1 variables tvere not fixed. When testing for cross-
level interactions, level-2 variables were testdith the random level-1 variables such that
level-2 variables from each of the theories wetterexdl simultaneously, and the statistically
significant ones kept in the mod&l.

Finally, the issue of centering will be discuss€kntering is a complex issue and

should be done with caution. In all models, leVelariables are grand-mean centelfed.

13 When the HLM models were tested the first timegty was given to aggregate-level variables asgedi
with importation theory (e.g., “percent African Ar@an” and “percent lower/working class”) over gdc
control theory (“percent with more than high schdiploma”) over prisonization theory (“percent wijthior
incarcerations” and the prevalence of infractioramges). Note that these results were simildngadsults
presented in this dissertation. So, for all Ielefariables not fixed, the level-2 importation adles were the
first to be put in the model. The level-2 impadatmeasures were examined first because it wagtitdhat
individual's characteristics brought with them itk@ prison from the community (race and classkevtiee
most important because of the chance of their un@pntribution to the current study. While imptida at the
individual level has been studied extensively, ingimon is very infrequently examined as a contaktu
variable. If the chi-square test indicated thatstope of the level-1 variables still had variatwbe explained,
then the level-2 social control variable was testesiee if it predicted the level-1 variable. Exaimg social
control at the contextual is also done infrequentigking this, again, a unique contribution of thierent
research. Finally, if there was still variancétoexplained the level-2 prisonization variablesentested.
Prisonization measures are often examined at theggte level and have received substantial suppontas
assumed that the level-2 prisonization measuresdimiable to explain any variance left over afiaving
tested the level-2 importation and level-2 soctaitool variables in the models.

% Look to Appendix A to see a table where modelsewan when level-1 variables are group-mean cehtere
In general the results of the group-mean centereel1 variables are similar to the results ofgrend-mean
centered level-1 variables. It is seen that theecfewer statistically significant level-2 effefts the grand-
mean centered models. This is because the grand-cemtered models are more conservative in their
estimations due to the fact that it provides aealation for the differences between prisons. Foiables
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This means that each individual score is subtraicted the average score of the entire
sample. Grand-mean centering the level-1 variadlEs means the parameter estimates
reflect a combination of person-level effects aathpositional effects (Kreft and de Leeuw,
1998). The level-2 variables are also grand-meaeced, resulting in the intercept
reflecting the average group (Bryk and Raudenbi8@82; Hofmann and Gavin, 1998; Kreft
and de Leeuw, 1998; Snijders and Bosker, 1999)tefiag issues for level-2 predictors are
essentially the same issues faced in any regredsitve value of “0” for a predictor is not
meaningful, the intercept will not have a meanihgiterpretation and the estimate may lack
precision. When these conditions exist, as thelgate, centering is advisable.
Research Questions

The primary research question of this dissertagsdhis: Is the typology of infraction
behaviors valid, at least as evident from its catstvalidity (an empirical question)? There
are two ways that one might proceed to answemtestion. One would be to specify a
priori how the predictive model for infraction typewill be different for that of infraction
type B, and different from that of infraction ty@e and so forth, for as many infraction types
as are proposed. The primary difficulty with thipriori approach is that there is not a clear
body of research on which to make such predictionthe specific categories of infraction
behavior that is uncovered here in the factor amalyLacking such a specific source of
research against which to make such specific hgseth a second procedural choice is
made. General models will be tested for each®frfraction types described below, and
the results interpreted relative to the literatomeboth infraction and criminal behavior to see

if the results are similar to that which otherséndaund and consistent with general

whose coefficients are quite different between grmean and grand-mean models, this indicateslibat is
an uneven distribution across prisons.
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theoretical considerations (this will be discussedetail in chapters 5 and 6). In general, it
is expected that by incorporating measures of przstion theory, importation theory, and
control theory infraction occurrence can be baitederstood. However, to be noted is that
because of the lack of detailed research withis dneéa, some aspects will be exploratory in
the sense that post hoc interpretations for (omagjethe validity of the typology will be
presented.

The overriding hypothesis of this research is thate is a degree of specialization in
infraction behavior. Support for specializatiorséen in part by the construction of a
typology of infraction behavior. Recall, that @dyogy of behavior assumes that there is a
degree of specialization. More explicitly, the gept research questions who is likely to
commit a certain type of infraction and under weratditions different infraction types will
be observed. In other words, are there certaiplpew different types of contexts where
different infraction types are more likely to b@pounced? Proponents of importation
theory would contend that the type of infractiom&@eor in which an inmate engages will be
affected by individual-level characteristics (eigmate’s race and class) that are imported
into the prison by the inmates. Importation thewould also contend that prison-level
characteristics (e.g., percent of a prison thaffican American and percent of the prison
that is poor or lower class) will also affect irdtimn behavior.

Derived from prisonization theory, it is assertedttprison characteristics at the
individual level (e.g., custody level) will bettgredict infractions directed at correctional
staff and inmate-on-inmate infractions. Furtheis thought that prison characteristics at the
prison level (e.g., percent of inmates with mosm@ntbne prior incarceration and average time

served of all inmates within a prison) will alsatiee predict infractions directed at
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correctional staff and inmate-on-inmate infractio®sisonization theory asserts this is
because the inmate subculture is one in which iesn@thibit negative attitudes, values and
self-concepts that are in opposition to the prigdministration and staff. Further, such
deprivations also provide the incentive for expl@tand predatory behavior toward inmates
as a means of reducing the “pains of imprisonmefitierefore, prisonization should
strongly predict infractions directed at correctibgtaff and inmate-on-inmate infractions.
Also, derived from prisonization theory we can estge see higher rates of each infraction
type at the individual level in contexts where thexa greater prevalence of the same
infraction type committed at the aggregate le\rr example, we would expect to see that
there will be a higher rate of type “A” infractiomemmitted by inmates in prisons where
there is a greater prevalence of type “A” infracia@committed. The specific infraction types
identified by the present research will be presgmehe next chapter.

Derived from social control theory, it is expecthdt inmates who are more bonded
to conventional others or institutions will be |lé&ely to commit infraction types of a more
serious and violent nature. This is becauseassimed that the more serious and violent
infraction types have harsher penalties and ind&afislmore bonded to conventional society
have more to lose if they commit these types afirtions, such as their bonds to
conventional society. Of course, because the meghoesearch is already dealing with a
group of people who have committed a crime sevieoaigh to result in incarceration, it is
evident that social bonding is already weakeneaghtextent. Finally, also derived from
social control theory, we would expect that ther lve fewer infractions of all types
committed in prisons where there is a higher pareaemmates with more than a high school

education. This is because it is contended thmaias with more education have more

68



control over their behavior, leading to a contexivhich there is less hormative support for
infraction behavior and fewer infractions committed
Individual-level Variables

The descriptive statistics provided below are daled from the multiple observation
data. Recall from the discussion at the beginointpe chapter that this is the dataset used
for the hierarchical linear modeling logistic regg®on analysis presented in chapters 5 and 6.

Dependent Variables

There are five dependent variables that will beoshiced in the next chapter due to
the fact that they are empirically derived from thetor analysis. Since the dependent
variables are not introduced until then, the desiee statistics for the infraction types are
not presented at this time. Instead, the desce®iatistics for the dependent variables are
presented in the beginning of the hierarchicaldimmaodeling logistic regression results in
chapter 5. Recall, that one dataset was usec#decthe infraction typology and another
dataset was used to examine predictors of eachciidn type. Because of the different
datasets the descriptive statistics for the infoactypes are best understood in the context of
the dataset being used by the HLM logistic regogssi

Independent Variables

Independent variables include age, race, individoalal class, presenting offense,
marital status, education level, custody level, hanof prior incarcerations, and time of
sentence already served. All of these variablgs baen found to influence inmate behavior

(See chapter 2 for a complete discussion).
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Table 3.1: Individual-Level Variables (n=39,236)
Variable Mean SD Min Max IQR

Independent t Variables

I mportation

African American (O=white, 1=AA) .66 .48 0 1 1

Poor/Lower Class (0O=Middle/Upper, 1=Poor/Lower) .84 .37 0 1 0

Age 31.26 9.01 18 66 13

Presenting Offense Serious/Violent .48 .50 0 1 1

Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent A1 31 01 0

Presenting Offense Moderate/Non-Violent .22 42 01 0

Presenting Offense Drugs .19 40 0 1 0

Social Control

Married (O=Not Married, 1=Married) 15 .35 0 1 0

Education Level (0=0 Thru"8 1=Some H.S., 1.32 .80 0 3 1

2=Complete H.S., 3= More Than H.S.)

Prisonization

Custody Level (0O=minimum 3, 1=minimum 2, 251 1120 4 1
(2=minimum 1, 3=medium, 4=close)

N Prior Incarcerations (Capped at 6) 102 149 0 6 2

Time Served (Years) .76 1.00 O 14.22 .67

Age, race, an individual’s social class and preegrdffense are all considered
importation variables. As seen in Table 3.2, ag& ¢continuous variable and the sample has

a mean age of 31.26 years. The standard deviati®m®1 years indicates that age varies

'3 Interquartile ranges of zero are due to the infezy of some characteristics (i.e., more than @&#¥mates
did not specialize in committing a dominant, defiavasive, minor, or substance abuse infractialhijrf the
poor/lower class, and are not married).
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widely. The interquartile range is 13 with the muom age being 18 and the maximum age
being 66. Age was winsorized at 66 because ofevsif Less than half a percent of the
population is over the age of 66. The race vagialds recoded into a dummy variable,
indicating that the inmate was black (coded as tt"\vhite (coded as zero). Since white and
black inmates make up approximately 98% of the IN@@rolina prison population,

including other race/ethnic categories is not usafd they were excluded from the analysis.
As seen in Table 3.2, 66% of the male inmates laekb Individual class refers to an
inmate’s socioeconomic status that was createdaimhommy variable, indicating poor/lower
class (coded as “1”) and middle/upper class thereat category (coded as zero). Eighty-
four percent of inmates in this study fall withiretpoor/lower class category.

An inmate’s presenting offense is measured to caphe importation theory idea
that people will do in prison what they do in tl@ranunity before they went to prison.
There are 281 different presenting offenses repteddan the sample. In order to make a
useful measure out of these offenses, four categ@ere constructed to match as closely as
possible the seriousness degree of the differéraaimon types of interest (the infraction
types will be introduced in the next chapter). é&dtowever, that a direct match is not
possible, because the offenses that one can camaisitle of prison which lead to
incarceration do not directly match the offensed &#n inmate can commit within prison.

For instance, there are very minor infractions taat be committed within prisons, such as
illegal clothing and fake illness, which has no ohatg offense outside of prison that would
result in incarceration. Specifically, the foutegories created are labeled: presenting

offense serious/violent, presenting offense sefifmrsviolent, presenting offense drugs, and

8 Winsorized means that there were so few inmates itne age of 66 that they were recoded to 66ewgnt
undue influences of those “extreme” values.
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presenting offense moderate/non-violent (the retecategory in the HLM logistic
regression modelsy. The presenting offense categories range in sam&ss, in regard to
harm to others, from most serious (presenting sieserious/violent) to least serious
(presenting offense moderate/non-violent). Fotaimse, first degree murder, rape and
assault are all offenses captured in the “presgmifense serious/violent” variable.
Offenses such as fraud, embezzlement, and forgergagptured in the “presenting offense
moderate/non-violent” variable. “Presenting offensoderate/non-violent” was chosen to be
the omitted category because such offenses arédeoed least serious and not extreme
compared to the other categories. As seen in TaBle18% of the sample has a presenting
offense serious/violent, 11% has a presenting efeserious/non-violent, 22% has a
presenting offense moderate/non-violent and 19%ahassenting offense drugs.

Marital status and education level are both comsmtlsocial control variables.
Marital status was recoded into a dummy varialvldicating married (coded as “1”) or not
married (coded as zero). Inmates who reportedgbairrently married are coded as married
while inmates reporting they were divorced, widowseparated, single, or unknown are
coded as not married. As shown in Table 3.2, 15#ade inmates report being currently
married. Education was originally reported as itiooious variable indicating the highest
level of schooling completed. This was recoded atank order variable with 4
sociologically relevant categorié$. The four categories created were no high school
(representing 0 though 8 years of completed edutatioded as “0”), some high school

(representing 9 through 11 years of completed adugaoded as “1”), completed high

7 A table that indicates the specific presentingu$ies that make up each category can be founddanilix
H.

18 Models were run when education was left in itgiorl metric and results were similar.
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school (representing 12 years of completed edutatimded as “2”), and more than a high
school education (representing 13 or more yeac®wipleted education, coded as “3”) . The
mean educational level is 1.32. The modal categotywhich means most inmates report
having some high school education. The standariien of .8 indicates substantial
variation in the variable.

The three variables considered prisonization végbare custody level, number of
prior incarcerations and time of sentence alreadyesl. The higher or more restrictive the
custody standard, the more “prisonized” the offenslsupposed to be, according to the
theory. Those with prior incarcerations, as wslttdose who have served more time on the
current incarceration, are more likely to have bexgposed to the influences of the inmate
subculture. There are five different custody Isvelose, medium, minimum 1, minimum 2,
and minimum 3. The classification levels are is@mding order of perceived public safety
risks presented by the inmate. Inmates in closéody are seen as presenting the highest
risk while inmates in 3 minimum are assumed togmethe least risk. As seen in Table3.2,
the mean custody level is 2.51 with a standardadien of 1.12. The modal category is the
medium custody level. The number of prior incaatiens is highly skewed; there are a few
cases with high numbers of prior incarcerations, gince it is likely these few cases would
constitute “unduly influential cases”, the numbé&pnor incarcerations an inmate could have
is capped at six. That is, the variable is “wimged” at six (Fox, 1991:34). Only 3% of
inmates had six or more prior incarcerations. dWerage number of prior incarcerations is
1.02 with a standard deviation of 1.49. In regarthe length of a sentence already served

(in years), the average time served is .7627 (2§8)d The standard deviation is one year.
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Prison-level Variables

The contextual variables used in this analysiddasigned to identify characteristics
of the prison context and examine the effect thafdrison context may be having on
infraction specialization. In other words, thegmet research aims to answer the question,
“is there an environment or context where a typméction is more or less likely to
occur?” Itis argued that contextual factors wifluence the different types of infractions
committed. To answer the question posed, thetutisinal level variables that are used in
the present analysis are percent black, percemtlpaer class, percent with more than a
high school education, percent with a prior inceatien, mean of time served, and the
prevalence of dominant, defiant, evasive and mimoactions™®
To be noted is that all of the variables, excepttie prevalence of the different types of
infraction measures, are also tested at the indalitvel?® Custody level is not tested at the
aggregate level because of multicollinearity witistody level at the individual level. By
controlling for the individual-level effects resebers can examine the effect of the context,
which is arguably measuring a subcultural effdtts argued that these prison-level effects
yield information about the subculture of a prissogial interactions within prison, or the
normative climate of an institution that is affectibehavior. For example, there could be
something about a prison subculture comprisedhadla proportion of black, poor/lower
class inmates with a high percentage of inmates pribr incarcerations that makes it more

likely that an inmate will commit a certain typeiofraction.

9 The prevalence of substance abuse infractionstitested because of multicollinearity.

2 The married and age variables are not testeceatdregate level because of multicollinearity.
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Table 3.2: Characteristics of North Carolina Prisors (n=80)

Variable Mean SD Min  Max IQR

Independent Variables

I mportation

Percent African American 61.51 14.32 14.29 83.15
Percent Poor/Lower Class 80.32 5.81 62.35 90.R32
Social Control

Percent with More Than H.S. Education 8.33 3.40 16.33 3.06
Prisonization

Percent with Prior Incarceration 4435 9.27 18.%9.62 8.65
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions 477 88.42 6:25217.8 122.0
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions -6.30 97.02 4.26 237.0 140.0
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions -2.73 97.11 3:84310.7 120.0
Prevalence of Minor Infractions -3.48 9954 -34A93.6 105.9
Average Time Served (Years) .62 .24 A1 1.34 .27

As discussed previously, there are 80 North Caaahistitutions used in this study.
This excludes facilities housing less than 50 ireggjails, and female facilities. Table 3.3
summarizes descriptive variables for the 80 Norholina prisons included in this study.
All characteristics are reflective of facility catidns on July 1, 1997.

Two importation variables at the aggregate levell®ing measured: percent African
American and percent poor/lower class. Both thregrg African American and percent
poor/lower class variables are considered impamatariables because they are proxies for

attitudes that inmates bring with them into thespni (attitudes associated with race and
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class) and are expected to impact the inmatessorpby helping to create/influence the
nature of the inmate subculture (for complete dismn see chapter 2).

The racial make-up of a prison, or more specifictle percentage of a prison
population that is African American, could haveedfect on the normative climate of a
prison. The social cohesion or solidarity formézhg racial lines, or lack thereof, could
impact the prison culture, causing a type of inftacto occur more often. For instance,
Jacobs (1977) examined the solidarity of black ir@®mand how it served to create problems
for prison authorities. Others since Jacobs h&seaid particular attention to a racial
subcultural effect, above and beyond the individeaél effect (Carroll 1982). As shown in
Table 3.2, on average a prison population is 61.8196an American. The standard
deviation of 14.32 indicates a considerable amofimairiation among prisons.

The second importation variable is the socialsmposition of a prison, measured
by the percentage of a prison population that @/fmwver class. This aggregate-level
variable allows the research to capture any suln@lleffect that social class has on the
different infraction types committed. As seen able 3.2, the average prison population is
80.32% poor/lower class. The standard deviatidn®1 indicates that there is not as much
between-prison variation as there was for the per&&ican American variable -- however,
there is enough to warrant examining its effects.

The percent of inmates with more than a high skldocation in each prison is used
as a social control measure. Theoretically, atnevidual level it is hypothesized that
inmates more bonded to conventional others wileigs likely to commit the types of
infractions that are violent and serious. One wayeasure this bond is to use the amount

of education an individual has. The current reseéocused in on the category “more than a

76



high school education” because the kind of expegeand/or training from more advanced
education is interesting. Advanced education cpokskibly imply greater stakes in
conformity. Derived from social control theory, re@ducation is one way to be more
bonded to a conventional institution, presumabédylieg to less misbehavior. At the
aggregate level, it is assumed that education in&ffact on the prison climate or
“subculture”. It could be the case that an inibtuwith a high percentage of inmates with
more than a high school education results in air@mwment where inmates are more
committed to conventional society, have more resfoedhe prison rules, and the authority
of correctional staff so do not commit violent as&ttious infractions. As shown in Table 3.2,
the average prison population is comprised of 8.88#%mates who have more than a high
school education. The standard deviation is 3ntficating moderate variation among
prisons.

The prison-level variables measuring prisonizati@ory are percent with a prior
incarceration, average time served and the presalehdominant, defiant, evasive and
minor infractions within a prison compared to otpasons. These variables are indicators
of prisonization theory because they are measuliifigrent aspects of the prison
environment that may affect inmate behavior. IRetance, it is argued that a prison with a
higher percent of inmates with a prior incarcera@md/or a higher prevalence of dominant
infractions committed compared to other prisons @fégct whether an inmate is likely to
commit a certain type of infractiorAs seen in Table 3.2, the average prison population
comprised of 44.35% inmates with at least one pnicarceration. The standard deviation of

9.27 indicates a wide range of variation amongomss The average amount of time already
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served by inmates in years is .62 (226 days). st&edard deviation is .24 indicating a
degree of variation among prisons.

The four infraction prevalence variables were @ddty first, aggregating the number
of occurrences of each infraction type (infractigpes will be introduced in the next
chapter). Then, a regression was conducted fdr iefr@action type count as a dependent
variable, with one independent variable, the totahber of infractions of all types. Third,
the residual for each infraction type from that &tpn was standardized. Finally, the values
of the standardized residuals were multiplied b§ t®achieve a metric that was more
generally comparable to other variables (of coursdtiplying by 100 simply moves the
decimal point over two places and results in cgoesingly lower unstandardized
regression coefficients in the subsequent analysigmputing the standardized residual for
each infraction type allows one to capture the glience of each type of infraction within an
institution compared to all other infractions cortted within the same institutict.

The average prevalence of the different types foh@tions ranges from -6.30 to 4.77
across types (or .063 and .048, respectively,rear zero — since they are averages of
standard scores). The average prevalence of datimfeactions within a prison is 4.77
with a standard deviation of 88.42. The mean pese® of defiant infractions within a

prison is -6.30 with a standard deviation of 97.@ally, the average prevalence of both

2L Refer to Appendix B to see results for using tia@dardized residual method compared to usingithgls
percent of inmates who have committed a specifiagtion type. That appendix demonstrates thatebalts
are generally similar, but overall the results ssmewhat stronger using the standardized residoats, so
those are presented and discussed in the mainRexther, it is argued that the standardized vedidcores are
a better measure for the current research becanseanly takes into account the prevalence oheafraction
type within a prison compared to all infractionsrouitted within that prisons, but also comparedht® t
prevalence of that infraction compared to othesqns by standardizing the score across prisoremdaid
residual scores were created for the Level-2 itifsagrevalence variables, but not for any of theeo Level-2
variables, because the Level-2 infraction prevaderariables are aggregates of the dependent vesiadot
opposed to truly “independent” predictor variables.
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evasive and minor uncooperative infractions withjorison is about -3 with a standard
deviation of 97.11 and 99.54 respectively.
Bivariate Relationships between Independent and Psbn-level Variables

The zero-order correlation results for all theiafalles used in this study are presented
in Table 3.3. In general, none of the variable=dus this study are strongly correlated to
one another. There are, however, many weak to ratedeelationships between the different
variables. Conventionally, relationships that@asidered weak are significantly correlated
between .01 and .25, while relationships that aresiclered moderate are significantly
correlated between .26 and .45 (Frankfort-Nachm@mgsLeon-Guerrero 2002). It should
also be noted that no one variable is stronglyatated with any of the five dependent
variables.

Individual-Level Variables

When all the individual-level independent variabéee put into a correlation matrix
the findings reveal that none of them is stronglgrelated with any other, but many have
weak correlations -- similar to those reportedriopresearci? The strongest correlation
seen at this level is between age and number or ipgarcerations (.28). A positive
correlation is to be expected; the older an inntagmore time to accumulate prior
incarcerations. The second strongest relatiorishhptween custody level and “presenting
offense drugs” (-.23). This negative correlatindicates that inmates in higher custody
levels are less likely to have a presenting offéhaeis drug related. Two relationships are

tied for third strongest, the relationship betwesrital status and age (.21) and between

%2 Note that there are seemingly high correlatioria/ben the presenting offense variables; howeveallréhat
they are mutually exclusive categories of the saan@ble, so they cannot be usefully interpreted.
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Table 3.3: Correlation Coefficients of Independen¥ariables (h=39,238)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1 AA. 1.00

2 Poor .08** 1.00

3 Mar. -.12**  -04** 1.00

4 Edu. .07** - 11 05** 1.00

5 Prior .03** -.08**  .03** -.01* 1.00

6 Cust .05** A -.06**  -13**  06** 1.00

7 Tm -.01 .07 .02** -.05**  -.00 1 1.00

8 Age -.11**  -.06** .21** A .28** - 14% 14%* 1.00

9 % 22%* .06** -.08**  -.03** -03** | 14* .04 - 17 1.00
AA.

10 % L 14 -.04** 07 -02% 37+ 14 -.08** A4x* 1.00
poor

11 % -.03**  -.03**  .09** .16** L =27 - 03% 32 -12x -21**  1.00
Edu.

12 % -.01**  -01* .06** .Q7** A7 A7 .06** .26** - 07 -.02*  46** 1.00
Prior

13 Prev -.02**  02** .00 -.04**  02* .18** L15%* .01 -.09**  16** -16*  .06**
Dom

14 Prev -.00 .04 -.03**  -06** -06** .16** .06** -.08** .01** 27 - 22%% L 3
Defi

15 Prev -.03*  .01** .03** .04 .05** .04** -.06* | 12% -.09%* 03  25% .34
Evas

16 Prev -.01 -.01 .02 .04** .02** -.09** Q3% .08** =03 - 13 2% .05**
Min.

17 Avg. .02** .04 .02 -.02*  01* L15%* 29%* .06** .07 ** 31 -.01 .07
Tm

18 PO .07 .08** .00 -.09*%* - 14% 19% 21+ -.00 W10 1B - 11 04%
Vio

19 PO -.06**  -.02** -02* -00 .04 -.02*%* - 07**  -.09** .04** -.03**  -03** -.03**
NV

20 PO -.09**  -02** -.00 .04 16** .01* -.06*  .01* .01+ -.02% 04 .08**
Mod

21 PO .04 -.08**  .02** .08** =02 -23% - 14%  06** =18 - 15% 12%* - 11
Dru

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21

13 Prev 1.00
Dom

14 Prev .11** 1.00
Defi

15 Prev -.46** - 17 1.00
Evas

16 Prev .01 .00 .09** 1.00
Min.

17 Avg. .42* 1x =21 13 1.00
Tm

18 PO .07 .04 =07 -.04x* 2% 1.00
Vio

19 PO -.04** -.04x* .00 -.01 -.04x* -.33** 1.00
NV

20 PO -.02%* -.06** .02** .01 -.03** -.51** -.18** 1.00
Mod

21 PO -.04** .04 .06** .04** -.09** - 47 - 17 -.26* * 1.00
Dru

*P<.05 **p<.01
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Table 3.3:Continued

Key

1.African American 9.Percent African American 17. Average Time Served (Years)
2.Poor/Lower Class 10.Percent Poor/Lower Class 18. Presenting Offense serious/violent
3.Married 11.Percent w/ more than H.S. Educ. 19. Presenting Offense serious/non-violent
4 .Education Level 12.Percent with Prior Incartiera 20. Presenting offense moder./norevib
5.Prior Incarcerations 13. Prevalence of Domirnafractions 21. Presenting Offense Drugs

6.Custody Level 14. Prevalence of Defiant Intiats

7. Time Served (Years) 15. Prevalence of Evdsifractions

8. Age 16. Prevalence of Minor Infractions

time served and “presenting offense serious/vibleat). Both of these positive correlations
are not surprising.

The two other variables used to measure importatidhe individual level, African
American and poor/lower class, are not highly datesl (.08). The education and married
variables used to measure social control are easndorrelated (.05). Finally, the three
variables used to measure prisonization -- cuskeasl, time already served and number of
prior incarcerations -- are also weakly correlat@&tie strongest relationship is between
custody level and number of prior incarceratiof§).. In other words, inmates in higher
custody levels have had more prior incarcerations.

Prison-Level Variables

The independent variables at the contextual lakxemore strongly correlated to one
another than they are to the individual-level Valea. The strongest relationship is seen
between percent of inmates in an institution withriar incarceration and percent of inmates
in an institution with more than a high school emtian (.46). This indicates that the higher
percentage of the inmates in an institution withriar incarceration, the higher percentage of
inmates with more than a high school educatiorth@lgh this goes against what one might

expect to see, it could be a matter of inaccurgtenting on the part of inmates in regard to
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their level of education. For instance, inmatey tmalisting some sort of training they have
received as years of schooling beyond high schdbé second strongest relationship seen is
between percent of inmates in an institution teafrican American and percent who are
poor/lower class. These two variables are desgghtat measure importation at the aggregate
level and are moderately correlated (.44). Inmgathe contextual variables used to
measure prisonization, there are two relationstiasstand out as having high correlations.
The first is between the average time served amgrivalence of dominant infractions (.42).
This finding shows as would be expected based ion ggsearch on prisonization that time
in prison is a determinant of serious infractiofifie second relationship is between the
prevalence of dominant infractions and the prevadesf evasive infractions (-.46). This
finding indicates that dominant infractions areslékely to occur where evasive infractions
do.
Individual-Level and Prison-Level Variables

There are not any strong relationships betweemtthieidual-level and prison-level
variables. The only variables with moderately styoelationships are those for relationships
that would be expected because of the similarityhefvariables across levels. For instance,
the aggregate variable percent African Americagigsificantly related to the individual-
level variable African American (.22) and the aggte variable percent poor/lower class is
significantly related to the individual-level vabla poor/lower class (.14). Also, the
aggregate variables percent with more than a ligba education and average time served
are significantly related to the individual-levelnables education level (.16) and time served
(.29), respectively. Note that these correlatiresnot strong, so they are capturing different

attributes. The only other relationships that dtant are between the aggregate variable
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percent with more than a high school educationtaadndividual-level variable age (.32)
and between the aggregate-variable percent poa@vlolass and the individual-level variable
custody level (.37).
Conclusion

There are three different methods being utilizethe current research: exploratory
factor analysis, hierarchical linear modeling loigisegression, and a Markov model. These
three methods are used to examine infraction sigeatian within North Carolina prisons.
First, exploratory factor analysis is used to aeatypology of infraction behavior. Second,
Markov Models are created to examine the extentfodction specialization in infraction
careers. Third, hierarchical linear modeling ltigisegression is used to examine what
predicts the different infraction types put forththe factor analysis and to help validate the
typology of infraction behavior. Validation willdseen if there are in reality different
predictors for the different infraction types, iodiing the need to make a distinction between
infraction types. The following four chapters diss the results for each method, starting
with the results for the factor analysis, whichlwitroduce the dependent variables for the
current research, followed by the Markov model ¢bgghen two chapters presenting the

HLM logistic regression results.
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Chapter Four
Factor Analysis Findings

Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the exploydsmtor analysis. As discussed in
the previous chapter, factor analysis is condutddtelp determine the dimensions of inmate
infraction behavior. Specifically, the goal isdonstruct a typology of infraction behavior
that can be used to study infraction behavior antbadNorth Carolina prison population.
The overriding assertion of this research is thgpalogy of infraction behavior within
prisons is a necessary step in order to both betéelict infraction behavior and examine
infraction specialization. After constructing @ojogy of infraction behavior infraction
specialization is tested for, and then, theoretizatlels, such as prisonization, importation
and social control, can be tested to reveal how pinedict different types of infraction
behavior. The results of the factor analysis,mieehod used to empirically derive the
infraction typology, are discussed below.
Factor Analysis

Using SPSS statistical software, exploratory faatwlysis was conducted on a
sample of inmates with more than one disciplinafyaiction recorded by North Carolina
correctional institutions. Four meaningful factarse identified as a result of the factor
analysis: dominant infractions, defiant infractipegasive infractions, and minor
uncooperative infractions (See Table 4.1 below).

The fifth infraction “type,” labeled substance abusfractions, was created after the
factor analysis was done, and is based on the \falgity” of the items and congruence

with past research. The “substance” related ititvas, substance possession and inhale
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substance, were originally clustered with the “doamt” infractions factor. However,
because there has been support in the literatugi@dgte out substance abuse infractions as a
stand alone “type” and to single out inmate-on-itenaolence as a stand alone “type,” it
seemed appropriate to represent these differeastgpbehaviors as separate factors
(Bowker 1980; Fuller and Orsagh 1977; Lockwood 138&rer and Steffensmeier 1996;
Patrick 1998; Steinke 1991; Thomas and Cage 19Vigrefore, the substance abuse
infractions were pulled from the “dominant” inframts type and made into their own
category, which is labeled “substance abuse” itifvas.

As a result of the factor analysis, the focus efd¢hrrent research is on five
dependent variables, because each infraction sypramined separately. Each infraction
type will be closely examined within the chaptersdllow. Whether or not an inmate has
committed one of the five infraction types or noll e studied. The rest of the dissertation
focuses on what type of inmate and in what corgaxh infraction type is committed and
whether inmates specialize in committing infracsion

The pattern matrix components of the factor ang)ysiesenting the factor loadings
for each factor, are presented in Table 4.1. Olyéina@ different infractions cluster together
in a meaningful way. For instance, in regard ®l#vel of seriousness and degree of harm
to self and others, the infractions grouped alonglar lines. There are, however, a few
instances when an infraction seems out of place.ekample the infractions “escape” and
“fight involving weapons” grouped in the minor urogerative infraction type (a less serious
infraction type) and the infractions “unkempt rooarid “unclean body” grouped in the
defiant infraction type (a serious infraction typdf)is important to note that these specific

infractions are rare occurrences
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Table 4.1: Factor Analysis Results (Pattern MatrixComponents}>

Factor 1: Factor 2: Factor 3: Factor 4: Minor
Dominant Defiant Evasive Uncooperative
Fighting C Disobey order Unauthorized leave Unauthorized funds
(.620) (.558) (.784) (.708)
Provoke assault Profane language Unauthorized location | Attempt C Infraction
(.726) (.656) (.756) (.730)
Fighting B Verbal threat No threat contraband | lllegal clothing
(.718) (.791) (.568) (.802)
Assault person w/ Interfere with staff Weapon possession Misuse medicine
weapon (.684) (.511) (.728)
(.549)
Sexual assault Property tampering Barter/trade/loan Lock tampering
(.556) (.508) money (.532)
(.693)
Taking hostages Attempt A infraction Negligently perform Misuse/unauthorized-use
(.459) (.537) duties phone/mail
(.431) (.662)

Assault staff with Gambling Possession money

weapon (.500) (.495)

(.613)

Refuse to submit drug | Violate NC law Leave quit comm. based

breath test (.536) program

(.697) (.547)

Assault staff with Forgery Fake illness

liquids (.633) (.504)

(.540)

Self injury Legal assistance Attempt D Infraction

(.586) (.5675) (.498)

Unkempt room Detonating explosives | Misuse supplies

(.469) (.524) (.496)

Attempt B infraction Escape

(.631) (.550)

Non-threat fire Attempt E Infraction

(.680) (.519)

Threat by fire Fight involving weapons

(.404) (.595)

Unclean body

(.462)

compared to the other infractions within each tgpd are not the driving force behind these
factors. Therefore, they do not invalidate thedes: The labels given to the factors are

designed to capture the nature of the infractidnstered within each factor in regard to both

% The fifth infraction “type” is labeled substandeuae infractions. It is not presented in Tableedause it was
not based on the factor analysis . The two inibastthat fall within the substance abuse “type’ ‘@ubstance
possession” and “inhale substance.”
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the level of danger and the severity of the belravicach factor will now be discussed,
starting with the most dangerous and violent chgsté infractions.

Two factors standout as representing infractioas @ne the most dangerous, violent
and confrontational. These two factors have babeléd “dominant” infractions and
“defiant” infractions. The main distinction betwethese two factors is towards whom the
violent infractions are directed (Patrick 1998).itMHdominant infractions, as defined here,
the violence is directed towards other inmatese [@bel “dominant” was given to
infractions involving inmate-on-inmate violencerédlect the power and dominance inmates
try to gain over other inmates (Wright 1991). A&emsin Table 4.1, dominant infractions
include such behavior as assaulting another inaradefighting between inmates. This type
of violence is distinctly different from violenc@@ disobedience aimed at guards and
corrections staff. Violence among inmates is apartant byproduct of the inmate “pecking
order” in a hierarchy.

For defiant infractions, the violence and hostidévior is directed towards
corrections staff. The label “defiant” was giveniifractions involving inmate-on-staff
confrontations and violence to reflect the fact tha inmates are defying institutional rules
by blatantly being aggressive or rebellious towamasections staff. As seen in Table 4.1,
defiant infractions include such behavior as assaustaff and interfering with corrections
staff. Note that there are also infractions cliestewnithin this factor that are not necessarily
inmate-on-staff violence (i.e., property tamperamgl verbal threat). These infractions are,
however, still acts that are confrontational argistant to corrections staff so are still

considered to be defiant.
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The next cluster of infractions to be discusseatiesfactor labeled “evasive”. The
infractions grouped within this factor are violatgothat, in general, are not considered
dangerous or violent, but instead are seen as oofientational, “sneaky” acts. As shown
in Table 4.1, this type of infraction includes swddts as barter/trade/loan money and
unauthorized leave. Evasive infractions also imgaalculating and scheming acts such as
forgery and gambling. This factor is labeled “ave’to reflect the fact that such offenses
are committed to evade detection, whereas violgheeprimary focus of the previous two
factors, is often done confrontationally.

The final two clusters of infractions to be disaare the least dangerous and
serious of all the types in regard to harm to selbthers. The first type is labeled “minor
uncooperative” infractions. This label was givenrtfractions that are relatively
inconsequential rules violations. As seen in Tdble this factor includes such infractions as
unauthorized funds, illegal clothing, and misussugplies. In general, these infractions are
relatively minor rule violations. Such infractioage seen as minor in part because of degree
of harm to self and others, which is relatively imal, and the overall lack of severity of
punishment received for committing such infractions

The final category of infractions has to do witlegial substances within priséh.

This infraction type is labeled “substance abuselapture the infractions having to do with
substance possession. As with minor uncooperatfiactions, substance abuse infractions
are seen as relatively non-dangerous rule violatidrhe specific form of illegal substance
abuse items are categorized together based omagkerped similarity in the motives to use

or exchange/sell drugs.

% This “type” of infraction is not presented in Tabl because it was not statistically founded.

88



All of the factors discussed above, with the exioepodf the “substance abuse”
infraction type, were “statistically generated’the sense that factor analysis was used to
create these factors -- with the goal of constngcéi typology of infraction behavior.
Whether these classifications of criminal behawie “useful” or not, or theoretically
meaningful, is yet to be determined. Factor ansfffactors” constitutes evidence at first
glance that these forms of behavior should berdjatshed in theoretical or practical
application. Later on in the dissertation prisatizn, importation and control theories will
be used to help decide if these forms of behawaoeldifferent causes.

Many scholars have argued that criminal typologiesimportant to criminological
research to explore different patterns of crimoféénding (Chaiken and Chaiken 1982;
Clinard and Quinney 1967; Gibbons 1965, 1968, 1&ibbons and Garrity 1962; Glaser
1974; Smith, Smith, and Noma 1986). Unfortunateiginy typologies constructed in
previous research often lack validation or empineaification. Further, there is concern
that different researchers construct separate typleshavior so there is no unification in
typology construction. The present research isogafory in nature, because little work has
been done in constructing an empirically derivgebtggy of infraction behavior. However,
with validation and empirical verification, it i®ped that this typology of infraction behavior
is useful to future research.

Validity of a Typology

One type of validation is establishing the fackdity of a typology by asking
whether or not the typology of infraction behauakes logical and meaningful sense (has
“face validity”). Further evidence of face valiglivill be established by looking at other

research to see if similar types of behavior rederttie types presented in the current
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research. A second type of validation is constvatitlity, using theoretically derived
measures to examine whether or not the infracfipag need to be differentiated. Construct
validity is an important tool to evaluate the validf a typology. The typology offered by
the present research will be assessed by thes®tms of validity.

The typology of infraction behavior presented hdwes make meaningful and logical
sense. Each infraction type is markedly diffefeon the other infraction types in regard to
seriousness and harm to self and others. Alsd, ie&@action type is easily labeled, meaning
the infractions clustered together in a way thatwaes similar behavior. The range of the
five types of infraction behavior supports the ideat there are distinct categories of
infraction behavior that vary in degree of serimssand danger to self and others. For
instance, “dominant” infractions are consideredy\aarious and dangerous inmate-on-
inmate conflicts that negatively impact a prisameite due to their confrontational and
aggressive nature. Conversely, “minor uncoopesativiractions, by and large, are not
considered as serious or dangerous, but are insezadas less aggressive and
confrontational with less physical harm to self arigers.

Further validation is accomplished by comparirg shmilarity of the typology
developed here to typologies supported by otheraresers. Here the focus is on whether or
not the typology of infraction behavior formed lmetcurrent research falls in line with
previous typological criminal research. The preésgpology is somewhat new and unique in
that the labels are to some extent different froasé seen in previous typological research.
This typology, however, can be compared to typ@sghat employ different labels and even
to typologies based on criminal behavior outsidpredon. In their research, Harer and

Steffensmeier (1996) examine two groups of infai violent misconduct and
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alcohol/drug misconduct. The labels are diffefenin those of the current research,
however, the violent misconduct type closely masdie dominant infractions type
presented here (infractions against inmates). thaidilly, their alcohol/drug misconduct
type strongly matches the substance abuse infrectigpe laid out above. Steinke (1991)
examines infraction behavior and studies four tygfaafractions: staff, inmate, self and
property. Again, the labels of the different irttian behaviors are different from the labels
in the present research; however, there are somenooalities. For instance, the
“‘dominant” infractions type coincides with Steinkéinmate” type, and the “defiant”
infractions type is similar to her “staff” typen fact, drawing a distinction between
infractions aimed against other inmates and infoastaimed against staff is common.
Patrick (1998), for example differentiates betwaenate-on-inmate and inmate-on-staff
altercations, which is similar to the distinctiomde by the present research between
dominant infraction types (infractions against itesd and defiant infraction types
(infractions against staff).

Typological research on criminal behavior outsifipreson tends to suffer from one
of two noteworthy flaws; either the types are vgeyeral (i.e., violent versus non-violent,
person versus property) with too many criminal #céd can fall within the type, or the types
are very specific (i.e., homicide, drug, and fraad)l are only able to encompass a handful of
criminal acts. So again we see that the infradiypes offered in the present research do not,
in general, necessarily resemble the “types” aohoral behavior laid out in previous work.
There are, however, some similarities in regarcldsters of criminal behavior in the degree
of seriousness or type of harm done by an act.insteince, Bursik (1980) uses four types of

criminal behavior to study specialization: persangalry, personal property, impersonal
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property and other. The five infraction types céfiin the present research do not match
Bursik’s four types in regard to capturing the sdamels of criminal behavior, but they are
similar in differentiating types of behavior basedthe kind of harm done by each type.
Bursik’s personal injury offense type captures #aés are confrontational and directed at
another person, such as murder, rape and assaiudh 8 similar to the “dominant”

infraction type presented here. Further, Bursikipersonal property offense type captures
acts that are not as confrontational and not dickat another person, such acts as theft and
burglary, which is similar to the “evasive” typeiofractions presented in the current
research.

The other type of typology validation to be comesetl is construct validity, which
considers whether or not the typology offered hensistent with theoretical predictions
about who and under what circumstances particypaast of infractions should occur. There
is not yet, however, a formal theory of infractgpecialization from which to draw these
predictions. This is not particularly problemdte the current research because, as
explained in Chapter One, it is not only formallyfuleveloped theories that are relevant to
construct validation. Construct validity is notadished by simply confirming many
predictions in a single study, but instead entsksblishing a pattern of consistent findings
across different studies, making the objectivehefdurrent research to discover some
evidence for (or against) the construct validityttad infraction typology that is proposed
rather than to establish conclusively a typologpehavior.

Instead of simply examining the correlates of miswor, the present research aims
to test different measures of prisonization, imaton and social control theories to predict

different types of infractions committed. As dissad above, this analysis aims to also
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further validate the infraction typology with pdgic interpretations of findings rather than a
priori predictions of specific differences across models. Hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) logistic regression, undertaken in chapteemn@ 7, is the method used for analysis. If
the HLM logistic regression results reveal diffarpredictors for the different infraction
types, this will support the notion that theseanfion types are indeed different, and the
causes of these infraction types are also different
Conclusion

The validity of the infraction types presented abtands support to the idea that
there are different types of behaviors. For instathe infraction type labeled “dominant
infractions” is comprised of serious infractionsattindicate an inmate is having problems
with other inmates and the infraction type labéldefiant infractions” is comprised of
mostly serious infractions that indicate an inmateaving problems with corrections staff.
However, the current research argues that furthkdation is necessary. An important step
is to present the HLM logistic regression resufisshapters 6 and 7, to assess the validity of
the typology constructed by showing whether thesyare influenced by different predictors
in ways that make theoretical sense. It is ardgbadif there are different predictors of the
different types of infractions, then there is supor the idea that there is a need for a
typology of infraction behavior. If the same fastare seen predicting the different
infraction types, then there would be no need tiedintiate between infraction types.
Before presenting the HLM logistic regression fimgs, however, the next step is to examine
infraction specialization. Markov Models will beed in chapter 5 to examine the extent of

infraction specialization among North Carolina prers.
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Chapter Five
Change in Infraction Behavior: A Markov Model
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to build off of fimelings of the previous chapter, the
infraction typology generated from the factor asayand study changes in infraction
behavior over time. Specifically, this analysislesigned to test if inmates specialize in their
infraction behavior. Recall that specializatiorthis tendency to repeat the same offense type
successively. Inthe present analysis speciabzatill only be examined in the narrow
sense of repetition of the same infraction typevatadjacent infraction events (i.e., the
inmate’s first and second infraction, the secorndl third, the third and fourth, etc.). With the
typology put forth by the current research, speadion will be supported if an inmate
commits two dominant, two defiant, two evasive, sutstance abuse or two minor
uncooperative infractions “back to back” (two egetitat occur without another infraction
event occurring in between the two events) .

Support for the specialization claim has been se@nevious research (Blumstein,
Cohen, and Das 1985; Brennan, Mednick, and Johf; Ba#sik 1980; Cohen 1986;
Craddock 1996; Ekland and Ekland-Olson 1991; Hdlland McGarvey 1984; Lattimore,
Visher, and Linster 1994; Martinez 1997; Moitra 19BRojek and Erikson 1982; Schwaner
2000; Stander et al. 1989; Smith and Smith 1984lf¢ysng, Figlio, and Sellin 1972), but is
has also been claimed that offenders do not sjpeeial the criminal behaviors in which they
participate (Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990). Thewbf specialization put forth by
Gottfredson and Hirschi, however, is a rather nawvew. It seems that an offender would

only qualify as a specialist if he/she committeel same narrowly defined offense over and
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over to the exclusion of other offenses. Actuaharal careers (and by implication, inmate
infraction careers) are likely to be more compkchthan that — yet potentially still qualify as
a form of specialization. In the present reseasplcialization is conceptualized more as a
“tendency” or pattern of behavior, rather thannbherow Gottfredson-Hirschi definition. In
fact, the attempt here will be quite limited be@tlse focus is on whether someone
committing one of the infraction types studied hasndency to commit that same infraction
type — or some other type of infraction -- at hes/hext infraction event. Moreover, the
specific type of a “non-repeat” infraction that thenate commits will also be examined to
see if there are tendencies for escalation ongheusness dimension (a relatively less
serious infraction is followed by a more seriougaation), or a regression pattern (a
relatively serious infraction if followed by a lessrious infraction). No attempt will be
made, for example, to categorize an entire infoactiareer of an inmate, or to study more
than the pairs of adjacent infraction events initimeate’s infraction career. Very few
studies of infractions have taken up the questi@pecialization in infraction behavior, and
thus the current study is somewhat unique. Mogh®fBpecialization research cited above is
examining specialization of criminal behavior odespf prison.

The present chapter reports the results from adinder Markov model used to
examine the extent of infraction type specializatiathin North Carolina prisons. In a first
order Markov model, only adjacent infraction eveants studied. Also, the “absorbing state”
condition (here release from prison) is omittedrfrihe model. Although it is difficult to
study change over time, utilizing a Markov modé$daeferred to as a transition matrix),
allows one to examine infraction-type switchingstability. Transition matrices may also be

used to analyze changes in offense seriousneBatithie infraction categories vary in
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seriousness (which they arguably do here). Dejimifraction type progression or
escalation in a Markov process will reveal if afraction type leads to a more serious
infraction type at the next infraction event. Thiisn infraction is the same as the previous
infraction citation, that would indicate a degrdespecialization. However, so too would a
pattern of “progression” or escalation as wellles of regression, constitute a “pattern”, and
thus a form of specialization. Of course, if amate commits two infractions of the same
type successively, the Markov Model will capturesttmovement and there will be direct
support for infraction specialization in the comnrmaaning of the term. Capturing offense
specialization in the narrow sense, as well akeénsense of “progression” or “regression”
using Markov models is common in the specializatitanature (Bursik 1980; Cohen 1986;
Lattimore, Visher, and Linster 1994; Stander el8B9; Smith and Smith 1984; Wolfgang,
Figlio, and Sellin 1972).

Insights from importation, prisonization, and sbciantrol theories lead the current
research to believe there will be some form of gdeation of infraction behavior within
prison. However, in the case of prisonization andal control theories, it could also be
argued that considerable diversity in the infratitareers would be expected, given the
tenets of the theory (to be discussed below). |dbe of importation theory points directly
toward their being specialization in the offendbhavior inside of prison as the theory
implies that certain individuals will import thegndency to specialize in misbehavior inside
prison. Because there is empirical support foresdegree of specialization outside of
prison -- at least importation theorists seem sua® there is -- it is contended that

specialization of infractions inside prison shordélect the tendencies outside of prison.
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That is, this perspective contends that indivichtaibutes “stay with” the individual as
he/she moves from outside to inside the prison.

Recall from earlier discussions that in generappears that prisonization theory
would predict diversity of infraction behavior beisa of the emphasis on the general nature
of deviance that the pains of imprisonment seenfigsi@r. All infractions are in some sense
“anti-staff” in that it is the staff who define theales and their application to the inmates —
and infractions violate those rules. However, érame certain instances when prisonization
theory implies that there are certain environmentsonditions under which certain types of
infractions are more likely. Specifically, for enple, in a prison where there is a high
prevalence of dominant infractions, we would expkat inmates might be more likely to
specialize in committing dominant infractions. 8arly, the prevalence of other infraction
types should foster those same infraction typeéiseaindividual level.

In general, social control theorists do not baiewdividuals specialize in the deviant
behavior they commit. However, the current redeargues that based on social control
theory ideas that it seems plausible that there lmeapstances of specialization in certain
situations. For instance, inmates more bondedneentional society might be more likely
to specialize in the types of infractions they cdtimthe sense that they will tend to avoid
more serious infractions, and, if they commit amyactions, those will be the less serious
types of infractions. On the other side of thingseems reasonable to expect inmates with
weak bonds, who have nothing to lose by devianaweh, to commit a range of different
infractions.

In sum, arguably importation, prisonization andigbcontrol theories predict a

degree of specialization of infraction behavioti{aligh it could also be argued that
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prisonization and social control theories imply siolerable diversity in behaviors). Itis
because of these predictions that it is neceseayamine the extent that inmates specialize
in committing infractions. Using a Markov Modektkurrent research was able to examine
the extent of specialization of infraction behavior

Results

The transition matrix capturing the different irdti@n patterns of two successive acts
is presented in Table 5.1. (Note that in the mbeeé there is no “absorbing state” such as
desistence or release from prison.) The oversllite strongly support the notion that
infraction behavior is not random, and that subsatjinfraction types can be modestly
predicted from previous infraction types. Infractitype specialization, however, appears to
be somewhat limited. When comparing the diagornaperties in the table, where
specialization would be seen, to the probabilitgoinmate committing a different
subsequent infraction (the last column of the tfgliiés seen that the probability that an
inmate will commit a different subsequent infrantie greater for all the infraction types
than an inmate committing two of the same actseuts/ely. However, this does not mean
that infraction specialization is entirely absent.

When comparing the diagonal property to the matgsecond to last column in the
table), it is seen that the diagonal values reptege highest probabilities in each column
for three out of five infraction types — and thegpresent the second or first highest
probabilities four out of five times (except forasiwe where only 13% of the times is an
evasive infraction followed by another evasive asfron.) Dominant infractions represent
the strongest evidence of specialization, whereetigea .245 chance that the next infraction

will be of the same type, compared to a .094 chémaeany infraction would be a dominant
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Table 5.1: Transition Matrix for Five Infraction Ty pes

Dominant Defiant Evasive Minor Substance | # of Average probability | Probability of
Abuse transitions of transition transition to a different

initiating from | initiating from subsequent infraction
infraction type | infraction type

Dominant .2445 .1040 .3953 .1435 1127 683 .0943 5557

Defiant .2036 2724 .2159 .1830 .1250 3737 .5161 2767

Evasive .0815 5571 .1335 .1014 1264 1558 .2152 665.8

Minor .1824 .0957 4073 .2143 .1003 658 .0909 .7857

Substance | .1769 .1140 .3339 .1934 .1818 605 .0836 8182.
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infraction. Thus, the probability of repeating@mnant infraction is over two and a half
times more likely if the inmate had a dominantaction as his last infraction than if one did
not take the most recent past infraction into adersition. This indication of specialization
is an interesting finding considering that dominiafitactions are among those of most
concern in a prison context.

The infraction type that is next strongest in teohsvidence of specialization is
minor uncooperative infractions where there islal.€hance that the next infraction would
be of that same type. This is .124 higher themtlarginal value of .091. Thus, repetition of
a minor uncooperative infraction is almost twicerenlikely to happen than is a minor
uncooperative infraction in general.

Finally, substance abuse infractions also show siegece of specialization. Here
there is a .182 chance of a substance abuse iofridting repeated on successive events,
while substance abuse infractions constitute abgint percent of all infractions
(approximately a .10 difference). This is modestport for the idea that inmates specialize
in substance abuse infractions. Also, it shoelchbted that a substance abuse infraction is
quite likely to be followed by a different infrach type (.818).

Of the remaining two infraction types, defiant adtion and evasive infractions, the
case for specialization can be made for the defidraction type. The probability of
committing two successive defiant infractions i822the second highest probability in the
defiant column. Compare the .282 probability t8,Avhich is the probability of committing
a different infraction -- either dominant, evasiw@nor uncooperative or substance abuse --
after having committed a defiant infraction (agassuming no absorbing state is included in

the model). On the surface, this seems to inditeteinmates do not specialize in
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committing defiant infractions. At the same timsgce approximately 52% of all transitions
initiate from a defiant infractions, the odds ofyaubsequent infraction being somewhat
“randomly” distributed across infraction types (ileeing similar to the “marginal”
probability of an infraction of a given type), istrall that unexpected. The results here
suggest that their “commonness” makes for a ladpetialization: inmates are about as
likely to commit any type of infraction not haviegmmitted a defiant infraction as they
would if they had committed a defiant infractiohhe “general” nature of what are called
here defiant infraction types may be an indicatlmat some inmates have problems with
corrections staff that are unresolved, resulting wariety of infraction possibilities at the
next infraction event. In other words, if inmatefsrelations are tense at one point in time
and result in the inmate committing a defiant iofian, they will continue to be problematic
in the immediate future, resulting in that inmateésne propensity for committing an
infraction type as would be the case if no defiafriction type had been committed. This is
consistent with the prisonization theory notiont inanates are anti-staff, and anti-staff
attitudes may be manifested in a variety of ways.

The evasive infraction type on the surface lendddhst or no support to the
specialization hypothesis. The probability of comtimy two successive evasive infractions
is .134, compared to .866, which is the probabditgommitting a different infraction after
having committed a defiant infraction. The appnoaie 13% chance of repeating an evasive
infraction is roughly .082 lower than the margimalue of .215. Thus, repetition of an
evasive infraction is about 40% less likely to hapghan is an evasive infraction in general.
It should be noted, however, that evasive infraxgtiby their very nature are likely to go

undetected, making this category of infraction sehme difficult to compare to the other
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categories. That is, there is likely to be a cdesable number of evasive infractions not
detected and thus not included in the model.

Another way to examine specialization is to seettreor not there is evidence of
“escalation” in infraction careers. That is, otiete does an inmate first commit less serious
types of infractions and then escalate to comngittiore serious types of infractions
(Blumstein et al. 1986)? In the case of the mtestrty serious infraction category, dominant
infractions, it would appear that there is slighidence in support of the escalation
hypothesis because two of the probabilities irfitis¢ column of Table 5.1, minor
uncooperative infractions at .182 and substanceeaimiractions at .177, are somewhat
larger than their marginal probabilities in them®d to last column, which are .090 and .084,
respectively. The probabilities found in the ficelumn for defiant infractions (.204) and
evasive infractions (.082), however, are quitetddsis than their marginal probabilities of
516 and .215, respectively. So there is someseeil to support the hypothesis that certain
relatively less serious offenses are a “springlbo@rthe most serious infraction category in
the case of defiant infractions. Also, an evagmeaction may also lead to a dominant
infraction, but indirectly, since an evasive infran is somewhat more likely to be followed
by a defiant infraction, which in turn is more like¢o be followed by a dominant infraction.

Another way to look for escalation effects is te gehe least serious infraction
category (here minor uncooperative) leads to meress infractions. As stated above, there
is a propensity for those who have committed a mimzooperative infraction to have
dominant as a next infraction type, .184 compaoeithie .091 marginal probability (in the
second to last column) for a dominant infractiog@meral. There is additional support

found in that evasive infractions are more comnidha prior infraction is a minor
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uncooperative, .407, which can be compared to2h® marginal probability. Finally, there
is also some tendency for those who have commati@thor uncooperative infraction to
have substance abuse as a next infraction type,cdmpared to the .084 marginal
probability.

As for “de-escalation” or regression in terms @ geriousness of the infractions,
there is evidence that those who start out witbraidant infraction are quite likely to move
on to evasive infractions, .395 compared to a r@akginal probability. Although
speculative, it is tempting to see such a movernetween infraction events as a result of the
punishments given for the dominant infractions.eSdpunishments may serve as a deterrent
to further dominant infractions. However, the oWienayh probability, .245 of repeating a
dominant infraction (second only to the probabibfitransitioning to an evasive infraction),
suggests that deterrence (in the sense of destgteray not be an explanation for every
inmate. Yet, since evasive infractions are gengththse that the inmate does to avoid
detection, there may be something to the deterrargrement. If there is a deterrent effect
here, in essence, the evasive infractions sulsstituta repeated dominant infraction.

Since it is not clear how the seriousness of sohtleeocategories should be ranked, it
is difficult to make sense, relative to the regi@s®r escalation hypothesis, of the tendency
for substance abuse infractions to be followed\masee infractions (.334, which is .119
more than the marginal probability of an evasiveaiction.)

The far right column in Table 5.1 indicates thatdwery infraction type, it is more
likely that a different infraction type follows #te next infraction event than a repeat of the
same infraction type. For all infraction type< tiesults indicate that inmates are more likely

to commit two different infraction types back tockdahen they are to specialize and commit
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two infractions of the same type. But, as was s@dédmevasive infractions, the probability of
progressing from either a dominant, minor uncodpexar substance abuse infraction to a
different infraction type is not evenly distributeth fact, inmates who first commit either a
dominant, minor uncooperative and substance alnfiseiion are most likely to go on to
commit an evasive infraction, with probabilities.895, .407 and .334, respectively —
compared to the .215 chance that a given infraationld be an evasive one. It is difficult to
claim this finding is entirely supportive of theé\delopmental” theory of specialization
because, although moving from minor uncooperatvevasive is consistent with escalating
from a less serious to a more serious type ofatifva, this cannot be said with the move
from substance abuse or dominant to evasive. Thwertom dominant infractions to
evasive infractions shows a clear regression, m@&saalation, in the seriousness of the
infraction. The move from substance abuse infoastito evasive infractions does not
indicate an obvious regression or escalation ilssness because, although the infraction
types are unmistakably different in their natunese infraction types are not clearly different
in their level of seriousness. Perhaps the mowv#sive infraction types from other
infraction types can be best understood as innaatagting to the prison environment over
time. Committing a dominant infraction -- whiclearharacterized as serious violent
confrontations between inmates, including assattit &weapon and sexual assault -- can be
interpreted as a sign of an inmate’s inability dguat to the prison environment. The same
can be said of substance abuse infractions, whiablve illegal substance possession or use.
It makes sense that over time, as they become coonéortable and familiar with the prison
environment and how it functions, inmates would maway from committing such serious

and obvious rule violations for which they are aitncertainly going to be caught and
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reprimanded. Recall that evasive infractions aoeertisneaky” in nature, and include
violations such as gambling, forgery, and possessimon-threatening contraband. It can
be argued that these types of violations are atteompthe part of the inmate to make prison
life more feasible. The move from minor uncoopgeinfractions, which are relatively
trivial issues including misusing items such asr@® mail, medicine or supplies, or wearing
illegal clothes, also seems reasonable. It mdiesretical sense that, over time, inmates
would become more familiar with what is allowed avitat is not and therefore not make the
same “novice” mistake they made at first. Alsar¢his the possibility that evasive
infractions are turned to because of the punishsniatt were given out for the other
infractions at the previous infraction. The inmatay take on more covert misbehaviors
rather than suffer further punishment or inconveogefor a dominant, minor uncooperative,
or substance abuse offense.

In summary of Table 5.1, one could say that ieets some support for infraction
specialization. When comparing the diagonal prigeof the different infraction types to
the average probability of committing an infractigime second to last column in the table), it
is seen that there is a degree of specializaWith the exception of defiant and evasive
infractions, the diagonal value, showing that &raiction was committed twice in
succession, is greater than the average probabildtgmmitting the same infraction.
Specifically, the probability of committing two ceecutive dominant infractions is .245,
whereas the probability of any one infraction bedogninant is .094, the probability of
committing two consecutive minor uncooperativeantrons is .214, whereas the probability
of any one infraction being minor uncooperatived®1, and the probability of committing

two consecutive substance abuse infractions is \iB@reas the probability of any one
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infraction being substance abuse is .084. Thesdtsandicate that committing the same
type of infraction successively is more likely th@amdom chance.

Another way to look at the specialization issumisee in each row where the second
largest probabilities are. With the exception diatg (where the diagonal is the highest
value in the row) and substance abuse infractisvheile the diagonal is the third highest
value in the row), the number in the diagonal (Whgthe cell showing that two successive
infractions of the same type were committed) issbeond largest number in the row. The
diagonal cell value for dominant is .245, whichigades that the probability of dominant
infraction specialization is second only to thelability of moving from dominant to
evasive (.395) and is at least .10 higher thamptbbability of transitioning from dominant to
defiant, substance abuse or minor uncooperativie diagonal cell value for evasive is .134,
which indicates that the probability of evasivaaation specialization is second only to the
probability of moving from evasive to defiant (.35 and is higher (although not by much)
than the probability of transitioning from evasteedominant, substance abuse or minor
uncooperative. The diagonal cell value for minocapperative is .214, which indicates that
the probability of minor uncooperative infractigmesialization is second only to the
probability of moving from minor uncooperative teasive (.407) and is at least .03 higher
than the probability of transitioning from minoragoperative to dominant, substance abuse
or defiant.

Conclusion

The Markov model presented and discussed in tlaptehn revealed three major

themes about inmate infraction behavior. The fingjor theme revealed in the findings is

that there is a modest degree of specializatigmison misconduct. If the specialization
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hypothesis were strongly supported, we would haypeeted the diagonal probabilities of
Table 5.1 to be near one, and this is not the wétbethe current research. Of the five
categories of infractions presented here, oneefribre interesting transitions is the
dominant to dominant transition as it involved tapetition of a serious violent offense.
This finding lends support to previous research liag found support for violent specialists
(Brennan, Mednick, and John 1989; Schwaner 1998).

The current research does not claim strong supmospecialization, but instead
supports the claim of “limited specialization” mfiaction careers. This is similar to Bursik
(1980), Rojek and Erikson (1982), Smith and Snii®84) and Farrington, Snyder, and
Finnegan (1988) finding evidence of only limiteésjalization in offending. The
conclusion here is somewhat consistent with thertes discussed. All three theories
presented in the current research — prisonizaitiopgrtation, and social control — arguably
predict instances of specialization as well asame instances, of versatility.

The second major theme revealed in this analysigisinfraction behavior is not
random. This can be seen when looking at the chainggecialization occurring compared
to the average probability of a certain type ofacfion being committed. Of the four
infraction types where specialization did not htéhe highest probability of occurring, the
probability of specialization was still higher thdoe average probability of that infraction
being committed for dominant, minor uncooperatind aubstance abuse infractions (with
the exception being defiant infraction, where tiegdnal probability of .272 was the highest
in the row, but still lower than the marginal prbbdy of .516). Specifically, if the first
infraction is dominant, the probability of the néxfraction being either dominant or evasive

is .640, if the first infraction is evasive, thepability of the second infraction being either
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evasive or defiant is .691, if the first infractimnminor uncooperative, the probability of the
second infraction being either minor uncooperativevasive is .622, and, finally, if the first
infraction is substance abuse, the probabilitthef¢econd infraction being either substance
abuse or evasive is .516. Without a doubt, infoadbehavior is not random and the second
infraction type committed is not independent of fing, even in instances where
specialization does not appear to be the casaurd-tgsearch is needed to more fully
understand in which particular instances speciatinas occurring and in which particular
instances versatility is occurring. As it standsvnthe results indicate that infraction
behavior is not completely random and specialiratiannot be ruled out.

The third major theme revealed in this analysasnisinmistakable trend of inmate’s
moving towards committing evasive infractions frother infraction types. If the first
infraction type committed is dominant, minor uncergiive or substance abuse then, the
probability of the second infraction type committezlng evasive is considerably greater
than the probability of either specialization owvaadcing on to another infraction type. If the
first infraction type is either defiant or evasitiee probability of the second infraction being
evasive is second only to the probability of itfgedefiant, and is still noticeably larger than
the probability of it being one of the other threfaction types. This pattern was somewhat
unanticipated, but, in hindsight, not necessahilycking. It makes sense that over time,
inmates would move away from committing serious abdous rule violations and
inconsequential noncompliance to evasive infrastiovhich seem to represent the midpoint
of seriousness, somewhere between the violendeeafdminant and defiant infractions and
the triviality of the minor uncooperative infraati® However, the mechanisms involved

here are not clear. It may be that inmates movey dmean infractions for which punishment
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is more likely to ones where it is less likely: esvacts. Some indirect support is found for
this in that inmates who are defiant at the fifshmy two infraction events (and thus less
likely to care about punishment) are no more likelgommit an evasive infraction at the
second infraction event than inmates at randommatas who commit any infraction type
other than defiant are more likely to choose evaaawthe second infraction type — perhaps
because they are sensitive to the punishmentseoeeses for committing the more overt
types of infractions than evasive ones.

The goal of the next two chapters is to examineadheof different factors -- both
individual and prison level -- in predicting thecoicrence of dominant, defiant, evasive,
minor uncooperative and substance abuse infrattmes. An assumption of the simple
Markov model is that the infraction type of the @ed infraction citation depends only on the
infraction type of the immediately preceding infian citation. However, because this
assumption is limited and has been challenged &alsalding (Blumstein et al. 1986;
Spilerman 1972), further analysis is necessaryaonene what systematically is associated
with committing an infraction of a given type. idthypothesized that different factors
(individual and contextual characteristics) wilcaant for the occurrence of the different
infraction types and that the results would helpgabdate the typology of infractions that
were derived from the earlier factor analysis. é\thiat the current research does not model
the transition cells of the Markov model, but sasdwhat predicts whether someone commits

an infraction by modeling the marginals.
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Chapter Six
HLM Findings for Individual-level Predictors

Introduction

This chapter discusses the individual-level (Iel)ehierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) logistic regression results for the five ia@tion types derived from the factor
analysis. The five infraction types that are theus of this analysis are: dominant
infractions, defiant infractions, evasive infractsp minor uncooperative infractions and
substance abuse infractions. Table 6.1 preseada$criptive statistics for the five
infraction types. The descriptive statistics tog dependent variables are calculated from the
dataset where inmates may be represented moretican depending on how many
infractions they have. For example, if an inmais two infractions, then that inmate is
going to be represented twice in the dataset. IRfecan earlier discussion in chapter 3 (the
methods chapter) that the HLM logistic regressioalygsis uses this multiple observation
file.®

The descriptive statistics show that the most comtype of infraction committed is
a defiant infraction. Specifically, this typeiafraction has been committed 7,789 times in
the current study. Forty-seven percent of allaafions committed are defiant infractions.
The second most common type of infraction commiideglvasive infractions. Twenty-one
percent of all infractions committed are evasiveaictions. In this case, 3,453 evasive

infractions have been committed. Twelve percerdliahfractions committed are either

% Although this violates an assumption of regressinalysis that the variables be measured “indepetyde
models in which individuals are only represented time reveal the same general patterns. Nesiinactions
within individuals, where individuals represente&end level of analysis, was not done in part bezad the
many individuals with none or only one infraction.
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Table 6.1: Dependent Variable Descriptive Statiste (n=39,236)

Variable Mean SD Min  Max Frequency

Dependent Variables

Dominant Infractions .05 22 0 1 2,011
Defiant Infractions .20 .40 0 1 7,789
Evasive Infractions .09 .28 0 1 3,453
Minor Uncooperative Infractions .05 .22 0 1 1,945
Substance Abuse Infractions .04 .19 0 1 1,536

dominant infractions or minor uncooperative infrags. The frequency seen for these
infractions types is 2,011 for dominant infractiars 1,945 for minor uncooperative
infractions. Finally, nine percent of all inframtis committed are substance abuse
infractions, which equal 1,536 substance abusadtibns being committed. Note that 57%
of the sample has no infraction.

The aim of the analysis in this chapter is to exshe role of different individual-
level factors in predicting the occurrence of tive infraction types. Specifically, there are
five dependent variables. For each dependenthlarane indicates an inmate has
committed that infraction type and zero indicatest in inmate has not committed that
infraction type. (For example, when examining daanit infractions 1= committed a
dominant infraction and 0=not committed a domiriafraction)?® It is hypothesized,
generally, that there are different individual-lefaetors that bring about the occurrence of

the different infraction types. The results aredu help validate the typology of infractions

% Using a categorical dependent variable meangtikatero category is made-up of inmates who have no
committed the infraction type of interest as wsllimmates who have committed one of the otherdtifsa
types. The current research argues that the z¢egary is meaningful with the majority of inmates/ing
committed zero infractions. Specifically 57% of ttample has committed zero infractions.
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that were derived from the earlier factor analydibe extent to which the different types of
infractions have different predictors (or predistanith regression coefficients of
substantially different magnitudes) would help @ate the claim that offenders tend to
“specialize” in some forms of behavior more thaneos. Such predictions need be in
general congruence with prior research or elsegbglts could be dismissed as being
peculiar to the sample or to the methodology ofdineent study (prior research could
include some research on behavior outside of prisbor instance, several studies of racial
differences in prison indicate that black inmatessagnificantly more likely than white
inmates to be involved in violent conflicts withthastaff and other inmates (Bowker 1980;
Fuller and Orsagh 1977; Lockwood 1980). Heretypelogy includes violence with a
“type” of infraction against staff and a “type” wffraction against other inmates. If it is
found that blacks are more likely to be involvecach of these types of infractions, then it
can be said that the results are consistent with prsearch and partially validated as a
result. For example, Harer and Steffensmeier (1896d that black inmates have
significantly higher rates of violent behavior, bodver levels of alcohol and drug
misconduct than whites. They interpret their firgh as lending support to the importation
model of prison adjustment. If such results amegally consistent with what it reported in
the current analysis, then again one can say thierduanalysis is partially validated.

This chapter is laid out in two parts. The firattpof this chapter presents the HLM
logistic regression results of each infraction typemodel of the individual-level predictors
of each infraction type is presented separateiythé second part of the chapter a

comparison of the five infraction types is discuksé# is at this time that the partial validity
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of the infraction typology, based solely on theiwudlal-level predictors, is discussed. Also,
throughout this discussion the theoretical intagirens of the results are presented.

In the next chapter models with both level-1 (indbal characteristics) and level-2
(prison characteristics) predictors, as wells ezssslevel interaction effects are presented
and discussed. After presenting the HLM logistigression results for the full models
(level-1, level-2 and cross-level interaction ef§dor each infraction type, partial validation
of the typology of infraction behavior will be disgsed further.

In the current chapter, each table presenting thd bgistic regression results for an
infraction type displays the unstandardized cosedfi; standard error, exponentiated
coefficient and the interquartile range effectsR)Qor all predictors. Since the dependent
variable is dichotomous, the coefficient reports ¢thange in log odds of the predictors
bringing about the outcome, while the exponentiataefficient simply represents the odds
of the occurrence of the event to its non-occureas measured by the dichotomous
dependent variable, for each one-unit increaskdnmndependent variable. For simplicity,
when a coefficient is discussed in the text of thapter it will be the exponentiated
coefficient.

The IQR effect represents a way to further staridarithe independent variables.
The IQR effects are the result of first, calculgtthe IQR by subtracting the‘?@ercentile
from the 7% percentile for each independent variable. Secthredregression coefficient of
each variable is multiplied by the IQR and thittk tesult is exponentiated. The IQR effects

allow one to compare the strength of coefficiemt®ss variables with different metrics

" An exponentiated coefficient represents the propoincrease/decrease in the odds of a dependeiable
event and thus represents a form of standardizatiat one gauged to a one unit change in the enaftthe
independent variable. The IQR effect representaraardization of an independent variable in tlzaitables
are comparable in terms of “low” and “high” valu@s"™ and 7%' percentiles).
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within each model and is used to examine which oregsare the strongest predictors (See
Quillian 1995, for further discussion on the usé@R effects). IQR effects are considered
more stable across samples than are standardizatibniques that use standard deviations
(such as Beta’s in OLS regression). UnfortunatatylQR effect cannot be calculated for
dummy variables, but to allow for comparisons,he tolumn labeled IQR effects, the
dummy variable effects are presented for such bsa A dummy variable effect is the
change in the dependent variable when the indepéndeable changes from zero to one.
Thus, within the results section IQR effects (tffea on the dependent variable of a change
from the average low to average high value onrldependent variable) will sometimes be
compared to dummy variable effects.

Each model discussed below presents the result® aélationship between one of
the five infraction types and the eleven individlelel variables. As discussed in Chapter 3,
there are eleven independent variables that areeptunalized within the three different
theories, importation, prisonization or social cohtheories. Specifically, the independent
variables are age, race, individual class, mast&tus, education level, custody level, number
of prior incarcerations, time of sentence alreaglyad, and the presenting offense variables:
presenting offense serious/violent, presentingnsieserious/non-violent and presenting
offense drugs. Age, race, individual class, amdptesenting offense variables are all
considered importation variables. Marital statng aducation level are both social control
measures. Finally, the three variables considernsdnization measures are custody level,

number of prior incarcerations and time of sentealceady served (years).
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Dominant Infractions

Individual-level Predictors (Level-1)

The first infraction type discussed is the ocaucesof dominant infractions
(1=dominant infraction committed, O=dominant infran not committed). Although not the
most common type of infraction committed, it is amgahe most serious type of infraction
behavior. As mentioned previously, dominant infiiats are defined as violent and
confrontational -- indicating an inmate is havinglent interactions with other inmates.

Table 6.2 presents the results of the HLM logistigression model predicting
dominant infractions. The variance componentsierHLM logistic regression model with
only level-1 variables included shows that 62% etil®een prison variation is explained by
this model. Because the dependent variable iothamous there is no explained variance at
level-1. HLM logistic regression provides estinsaté the level-2 variance componéfit.

Chi-square tests were run to determine whethevdhables included in the model
should be estimated as fixed coefficients or randoefficients. Only one level-1 variable,
custody level, was found to have varying effectalbthose tested. In the following model,
the effects of the variable indicating custody l€gé= 176.9524, p<.001) were estimated as
random coefficients while the effects of all othariables were estimated as fixed
coefficients. This indicates that there is sigr@fice variation in the slope for the variable
custody level across prisons; therefore, crosshieteractions will be tested with this
variable, as discussed in the next chapter.

Note that throughout the analysis the magnitudeke&ffects are presented in

relative terms — that is, in terms of the oddsarhmitting a type of infraction to the odds of

2 A table reporting the actual variance componemtimers for the intercept and slopes with randonceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix. F
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Table 6.2: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Occurrence of a Dominant Infaction During Current Prison
Stay (n=39,236)

Level-1Main Effects

Variables Coef. Se Exp. IQR
(Coef.) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American AB61x** .0631 1.594 956
Poor/Lower Class .0149 .0532 1.015 13.0
Age -.0269*** .0044 .9735 .7049
Presenting Off. Serious/Violent .0224 .0593 3.02 1.023
Presenting Off. Serious/Non-Violent  -.0071 065 .9930 .9930
Presenting Off. Drugs -.2935%** .0721 7457 .7457
Social Control
Married -.0592 .0629 .9426 .9426
Education Level -.0857*** .0220 9179 97
Prisonization
Custody Level A304*** .0353 1.538 1853
N Prior Incarcerations .0123 .0159 1.012 1.025
Time Served (years) .2150%** .0234 1.240 1.183
Intercept (log odds) -3.386 (.0338)

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
not committing that type of infraction. An altetive way to describe effects in logistic
regression is to report the actual probabilitieewever, here the relative probabilities are
reported in terms of odds of the outcome occurinigy not occurring as a result of a one unit
change in the independent variable.

Table 6.2 shows three importation indicators ageiicant predictors of committing
a dominant infraction -- an inmate’s race (Africamerican), age and presenting offense

drugs. Note that the dummy variable effect forrdee predictor indicates that it is the

2 The number in parentheses is the log odds of cttinmia dominant infraction when all the indepertden
variables are zero (all variables are centereldeattean).
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strongest among all level-1 predictors. Being édn American increases the odds of
committing a dominant infraction by 59%.

Age is negatively related to committing a dominiaiftaction. Younger inmates are
more likely to commit dominant infractions than @ldnmates. The relationship between
race and age and committing a dominant infractsan the expected direction and similar to
what has been found in previous research. Prevesearch shows that African Americans
and younger inmates are more likely to displayemtbehavior within prison (Bowker 1980;
Ekland-Olson, Barrick, and Cohen 1983; Fuller amga@h 1977; Harer and Steffensmeier
1996; Lockwood 1980; Porporino and Zamble 1984; Wémoand Parker 1982; Wooldredge
1991).

When looking at the three presenting offense véaglonly “presenting offense
drugs” is significantly related to committing a dmant infraction. The direction of this
relationship is negative. Recall that the comarigroup is presenting offense
moderate/non-violent. Therefore, inmates whosegming offense is drug related are less
likely to commit a dominant infraction than inmatesose presenting offense is not
relatively serious.

Table 6.2 shows that the social control variablgcation is negatively related to
committing a dominant infraction. An increase @ueation level decreases the odds of
committing a dominant infraction by approximate®s.8 However, the IQR effects indicate
that education is the weakest of the individuatipr®rs that are statistically significant.

The prisonization variables custody level and tsaeved are both positively related
to committing a dominant infraction. The IQR etemdicate that custody level is a much

stronger predictor of committing a dominant infrantthan is time served. In fact, custody
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level is the second strongest predictor of comngta dominant infraction with race being

the strongest. Interpreting the IQR effects, amaase in custody level, from the average low
security to the average high security levels, iases the odds of committing a dominant
infraction by 54%. In regard to time served, ar@ase in time served from the average low
to the average high, increases the odds of conmgigtidominant infraction by 18%.

Defiant Infractions

Individual-level Predictors (Level-1)

The second infraction type to be discussed i®ttarrence of defiant infractions
(1=defiant infraction committed, O=defiant inframtinot committed). As mentioned
previously, defiant infractions are the most commygoe of infraction committed. It is also
one of the most serious types of infractions irardgo harm done to others and threat to the
prison staff. Defiant infractions are defined esaus, violent, confrontational, and directed
at corrections staff.

Table 6.3 shows that nine of the theoretically\sdiindividual-level predictors
tested are significantly related to committing &aile infraction. The variance components
for the HLM logistic regression model with only vl variables included shows that 65%
of between prison variation is explained by thisdeid® Chi-square tests were run to
determine whether the variables included in theehedould be estimated as fixed
coefficients or random coefficients. In the folloy model, the effects of the variables
indicating ageX?=153.7018, p<.001), custody levef£146.4948, p<.001), time

servedy’=201.7486, p<.001), and presenting offense senmisht (x°=161.9581, p<.001)

30 A table reporting the actual variance componemtimers for the intercept and slopes with randonceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F.
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Table 6.3: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Occurrence of a Defiant Infaction During Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1Main Effects

Variables Coef. Se EXxp. IQR
(Coef.) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American 2417 .0302 1.273 1.273
Poor/Lower Class 1517xx* .0342 1.164 1.164
Age -.0423*** .0022 .9586 5770
Presenting Off. Serious/Violent -.0453 .0409 585 9558
Presenting Off. Serious/Non-Violent  -.0264 D46 9739 .9739
Presenting Off. Drugs -.2903*** .0447 .7480 .7480
Social Control
Married -.1338*** .0347 .8748 743
Education Level -.0477x** .0127 .9534 .9534
Prisonization
Custody Level A4304*** .0224 1.538 1.538
N Prior Incarcerations .0473%** .0083 1.048 1.099
Time Served (years) .2916*** .0233 1.339 1.257
Intercept (log odds) -1.733 (.178%)

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
were estimated as random coefficients while thectffof all other variables were estimated
as fixed coefficients (their chi square values wesestatistically significant). This
indicates that there is significant variation ie glope for the variables age, custody level,
and time served across prisons; therefore, crass-ieteractions will be tested with these
variables, as discussed in the next chapter.

The importation measures African American and poa®r class are both positively

related to committing a defiant infraction. Beiffsican American increases the odds of

31 The number in parentheses is the log odds of cttinmia defiant infraction when all the independent
variables are zero (all variables are centereldeattean).
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committing a defiant infraction by 27%. Being pb@wer class increases the odds of
committing a defiant infraction by 16%.

The importation measure age has a negative retdipnvith committing a defiant
infraction. The IQR effects indicate that age &ranger predictor of committing a defiant
infraction than race or class and is the secomhgést predictor of all the level-1 predictors.
An increase in age from the %o the 7%' percentile decreases the odds of committing a
defiant infraction by 58%. The relationship betwelefiant infractions and race, class and
age are consistent with results presented in thature examining conflicts between
inmates and staff (Ekland-Olson, Barrick, and Coh@83; Fuller and Orsagh 1977;
MacKenzie 1987; Porporino and Zamble 1984).

The importation variable “presenting offense druigsiegatively related to
committing a defiant infraction. This indicatestinmates who have a presenting offense
that is less serious in nature (presenting offemsderate/non-violent) are more likely to
commit a defiant infraction than an inmate whosespnting offense is drug related.

Table 6.3 also shows that married and educatiewel | the two social control
indicators, are both negatively related to commgtta defiant infraction. Married inmates
and inmates with more education are less likelyoimmit a defiant infraction. According to
the IQR effects, these two variables are amongvitakest predictors of committing a
defiant infraction. However, the social contro$@siated with marriage has a stronger effect
on committing a defiant infraction than education.

The three level-1 prisonization variables area8itively related to committing a
defiant infraction. Custody level has the strongéfct of all the level-1 measures on

committing a defiant infraction. Specifically, tH@R effect can be interpreted as follows: as
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the custody level of an inmate increases from ttezagge low value to the average high
value, the odds of committing a defiant infractioarease 54%. The time served variable
has the fourth strongest impact of all the levekdasures on committing a defiant infraction.
In this case, the odds of committing a defiantdofion increase approximately 26% as time
served increases from the"2percentile to the #5percentile. The number of prior
incarcerations variable is one of the weakest pteds overall, only increasing the odds of
committing a defiant infraction by 10%. The IQReets indicate that besides age and race,
the prisonization variables “custody level” andfé served” are the strongest predictors of
committing a defiant infraction.

Evasive Infractions

Individual-level Predictors (Level-1)

The next infraction type to be discussed is ewasifractions (1=evasive infraction
committed, O=evasive infraction not committed).akive infractions are the second most
common type of infraction committed. Recall theagve infractions are not defined as
dangerous or violent, but instead are devious,cunirontational acts.

Table 6.4 shows that seven of the theoreticallwedrindividual-level predictors are
statistically significant predictors of committiagy evasive infraction -- four importation
measures and all three prisonization measuresgmécant predictors. The two social
control measures, “married” and education leved,raot statistically significant predictors of

committing an evasive infraction. The variance poments for the HLM logistic regression
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Table 6.4: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Occurrence of an Evasive Iméction During Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1Main Effects

Variables Coef. Se EXxp. IQR
(Coef.) effects

Level-1

Importation

African American - 1756%** .0407 .838 .8389

Poor/Lower Class 1877x+* .0435 1.207 1.207

Age -.0399*** .0033 .9609 om

Presenting Off. Serious/Violent -.0637 .0458 833 .9383

Presenting Off. Serious/Non-Violent  -.0104 049 .9897 .9897

Presenting Off. Drugs -.3398*** .0530 7119 .7119

Social Control

Married -.0033 .0495 .9967 .bo6

Education Level -.0139 .0209 .9862 .9862

Prisonization

Custody Level .3689*** .0195 1.446 1.446

N Prior Incarcerations .0389** .0130 040 1.081

Time Served (years) .1804*** .0183 1.198 1.152

Intercept (log odds) -2.722 (.068%)

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
model with only level-1 variables included showattB7% of between prison variation is
explained by this modéi.

Chi-square tests were run to determine whethevdhables included in the model
should be estimated as fixed coefficients or randoefficients. In the following model, the

effects of the variable indicating agé£102.8040, p<.05) and presenting offense

serious/violent)(2=128.4170, p<.001) were estimated as random caafte while the

%2 The number in parentheses is the log odds of cttimmian evasive infraction when all the indeperiden
variables are zero (all variables are centereldeattean).

33 A table reporting the actual variance componemtimers for the intercept and slopes with randonceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F.
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effects of all other variables were estimated sdficoefficients. This indicates that there is
significant variation in the slope for the variablge across prisons; therefore, cross-level
interactions will be tested with these variablesgdescussed in the next chapter.

The importation variables African American and age negatively related to
committing an evasive infraction. The exponendateefficient indicates that the odds of
white inmates committing an evasive infraction 566 greater than that of African
American inmates. As discussed above, there ig@stm the literature for the idea that
African Americans are more aggressive in prisomwiher inmates and with staff than
whites (Bowker 1980; Carroll 1974; Fuller and Otsd§77; Harer and Steffensmeier 1996;
Lockwood 1980; Wooden and Parker 1982). HoweWweretis not as much agreement on
whether whites or African Americans commit morgactions in general (Goetting and
Howsen 1986; Petersilia and Honig 1980; White 1980 know so little in part because
previous research has grouped all infractions tegednd has not broken infractions up into
different types of behavior. As seen in the presealysis so far, when infractions are
clustered into types, African Americans are makelli to commit the serious, violent and
confrontational infractions (dominant and defiarftactions) and whites are more likely to
commit non-confrontational infractions (evasiveraations).

The importation variable “poor/lower class” is goaly related to committing an
evasive infraction. Poor/lower class inmates a8 2nore likely than middle/upper class
inmates to commit an evasive infraction. This iiiidis consistent with previous research
looking at rule infractions in general, which shawat lower class inmates are more likely to
misbehave in prison (Flanagan 1983; Goetting angdda 1986; MacKenzie 1987;

Petersilia and Honig 1980; Wright 1989).
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When looking at age, the IQR effects indicate #g# is one of the strongest
individual-level predictors of committing an evasiwmfraction. Younger inmates are more
likely to commit an evasive infraction than oldemates.

The importation variable “presenting offense diugslso significantly related to
committing an evasive infraction. This variablenegatively related to committing an
evasive infraction. These results indicate thatates who have a presenting offense that is
moderate/non-violent (the referent category) areenikely to commit an evasive infraction
than an inmate whose presenting offense is dragee|

In regard to the prisonization variables, Tablke$hows that inmates in higher
custody levels, with more prior incarcerations arh have served more time are more
likely to commit an evasive infraction. Custodydeis the strongest individual-level
predictor of committing an evasive infraction. TIRR effects indicate that as the custody
level of an inmate increases from the average lalvesto the average high value, the odds
of committing an evasive infraction increase 459%ior incarcerations and time served are
the weakest individual-level predictors overalhelodds of committing an evasive
infraction increase approximately 15% as time sginereases from the $Hercentile to
the 78" percentile. The number of prior incarcerationsalde, the weakest predictor
overall, indicates that inmates with prior incaet@ns are more likely to commit an evasive
infraction.

Minor Uncooperative Infractions
Individual-level Predictors (Level-1)
Minor uncooperative infractions are the next infian type discussed (1=minor

uncooperative infraction committed, O=minor uncaagige infraction not committed).
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Minor uncooperative infractions are one of the teasious types of infraction behavior and
include such behaviors as unauthorized funds allelpthing, and misuse supplies. This
type of infraction is not as common as some ofotier types; however, this could be
because these infractions are so minor that trepféen not detected or written up.

Table 6.5 shows that six of the eleven level-Dbtbtcally derived predictors are
significantly related to committing a minor uncoogié/e infraction -- four importation
measures (poor/lower class, age, presenting offegrsgus/non-violent and presenting
offense drugs) and two prisonization measures @dydevel and time served). Neither of
the social control measures are statistically §icamt predictors of committing a minor
uncooperative infraction. The variance componéartthe HLM logistic regression model
with only level-1 variables included shows that 568the between prison variation is
explained by this modéf.

Chi-square tests were run to determine whethevdhables included in the model should be
estimated as fixed coefficients or random coeffitse In the following model, the effects of
the variables indicating custody levgf£116.8460, p<.01) and time served=148.4653,
p<.001) were estimated as random coefficients vithéeeffects of all other variables were
estimated as fixed coefficients. This indicatest there is significant variation in the slope
for the variables custody and time served acrassms; therefore, cross-level interactions
will be tested with these variables, as discussdlda next chapter.

Age and poor/lower class are two of the importatieasures that are statistically
significant predictors of committing a minor unceogtive infraction. According to the IQR

effects, age is the third strongest predictor afigotting a minor uncooperative infraction.

34 A table reporting the actual variance componemtimers for the intercept and slopes with randonceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F.
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Table 6.5: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization Factors
Predicting the Occurrence of a Minor Uncooperativdnfraction During Current Prison
Stay (n=39,236)

Level-1Main Effects

Variables Coef.
Level-1

Importation

African American .0648
Poor/Lower Class 1371

Age -.0304***

Presenting Off. Serious/Violent -.0206
Presenting Off. Serious/Non-Violent ~ -.2505***
Presenting Off. Drugs - 4110%**
Social Control

Married -.0498
Education Level .0329
Prisonization

Custody Level .3014***
N Prior Incarcerations .0079
Time Served (years) .3409***

Intercept (log odds)

Se

.0453
.0599
.0028
.0608
607
.0862

.0580
.0259

.0315
.0135
.0255

-3.120 (.0442)

Exp.
(Coef.)

1.067
1.147
9701
9®7
7784
.6629

.9514
1.033

1.352
1.008
1.406

IQR
effects

1.067
1.147
.6735
.9796
7784
.6629

5148
.033

1235
1.016
1.306

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

The IQR effects indicate that as an inmate’s ageemses from the 250 75"

percentile, the odds of a minor uncooperative ctfom decrease approximately 33%. The

poor/lower class variable is the weakest of theifigant level-1 predictors of committing a

minor uncooperative infraction. The odds of a gloarer class inmate committing a minor

uncooperative infraction are 15% greater thanahatiddle/upper class inmates. The

directions of these relationships are consistetit pievious research examining deviant

% The number in parentheses is the log odds of cttinmia minor uncooperative infraction when all the
independent variables are zero (all variables anteced at the mean).
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behavior within prison (Flanagan 1983; Goetting biodvsen 1986; MacKenzie 1987,
Petersilia and Honig 1980; Wright 1989).

Two of the three presenting offense importationaldes are significantly related to
committing a minor uncooperative infraction: “preieg offense serious/non-violent” and
“presenting offense drugs”. Both predictors argatieely related to committing a minor
uncooperative infraction. These results indicht &in inmate whose presenting offense is
less serious in nature is more likely to commitiaonuncooperative infraction compared to
an inmate whose presenting offense is serious/mant or drug related.

Table 6.5 shows two prisonization measures sigmtiy related to committing a
minor uncooperative infraction: custody level amdet served. As we have seen previously
for the other infraction types, custody level is #irongest level-1 predictor. Both custody
level and time served are positively related to @otting a minor uncooperative infraction.
Thus, inmates in higher custody levels and who Isaveed more time of their sentence are
more likely to commit a minor uncooperative infiaat
Substance Abuse Infractions

Individual-level Predictors (Level-1)

The final infraction type to be discussed is saibs¢ abuse (1=substance abuse
infraction committed, O=substance abuse infraationcommitted). Table 6.6 shows that six
theoretically derived level-1 measures are statilyi significant predictors of committing a
substance abuse infraction — two importation messwume social control measure, and three

prisonization measures. The variance componentiéoHLM logistic regression model
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with only level-1 variables included shows that 268the between prison variation is
explained by this modéf.

Chi-square tests were run to determine whethevdhables included in the model
should be estimated as fixed coefficients or randoefficients. In the following model, the
effects of the variables indicating custody leyé(116.9216, p<.01) and time served
(x?=180.8330, p<.001) were estimated as random céafficwhile the effects of all other
variables were estimated as fixed coefficientsis Tiidicates that there is significant
variation in the slope for the variables custodgt ame served across prisons; therefore,
cross-level interactions will be tested with theadables, as discussed in the next chapter.

African American and age are two importation meesunegatively related to
committing a substance abuse infraction. Thesdtseimidicate that white and younger
inmates are more likely to commit such an infrattioan African Americans and older
inmates. As discussed previously, the effect oé @n committing any infraction is not clear
from previous research; however, there has begoosufor the finding that whites are more
likely than African Americans to commit substanbege infractions (Harer and
Steffensmeier 1996; Thomas and Cage 1977). Theelf@@Rts indicate that the race measure
is the second strongest overall predictor -- custedel being the strongest -- of committing
a substance abuse infraction.

All three presenting offense measures, “presertffense serious/violent”,
“presenting offense serious/non-violent”, and “@r@g offense drugs” are negatively

related to committing a substance abuse infractiimese results indicate that inmates whose

3 A table reporting the actual variance componemtimers for the intercept and slopes with randonceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F.
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Table 6.6: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization Factors
Predicting the Occurrence of a Substance Abuse Infiction During Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1Main Effects

Variables Coef. Se EXxp. IQR
(Coef)) effect
Level-1
Importation
African American - 4075*** .0390 .6653 653
Poor/Lower Class -.0012 .0328 .9988 .9988
Age -.0255%** .0018 .9749 7178
Presenting Off. Serious/Violent -.0969** .0298 083 .9084
Presenting Off. Serious/Non-Violent  -.2356*** 4856 .7901 .7901
Presenting Off. Drugs -.3256%** .0400 7221 7221
Social Control
Married -.1520*** .0413 .8590 .8590
Education Level .0175 .0197 1.018 18.0
Prisonization
Custody Level .3630*** .0204 1.438 1.438
N Prior Incarcerations .0750%** .0091 1.078 1.162
Time Served (years) .2939%** .0227 1.342 250
Intercept (log odds) -3.156 (.0436)

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

presenting offense is less serious in nature are tikely to commit a substance abuse
infraction compared to inmates whose presentingns# is serious/violent, serious/non-
violent or drug related. Surprisingly, offendersordmter prison for drug charges are less
likely to have a drug infraction in prison than sednmates in the referent category.
Table 6.6 also shows that the social control measwarried is negatively related to

committing a substance abuse infraction; howewgesegn by the IQR effects it is one of the

3" The number in parentheses is the log odds of cttinmia substance abuse infraction when all the
independent variables are zero (all variables anteced at the mean).
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weakest level-1 predictors. The IQR effects intidhat the odds of a married inmate
committing a substance abuse infraction are 14%othen unmarried inmates.

The three prisonization variables, custody leveiher of prior incarcerations, and
time served, are all positively related to commgta substance abuse infraction. These
results indicate that inmates in higher custodglewvho have more prior incarcerations,
and who have served more time are more likely torad a substance abuse infraction than
inmates in lower custody levels, who have feweoipncarcerations and who have served
less time of their sentence. Custody level issthengest level-1 predictor of committing a
substance abuse infraction. Number of prior ine@tions and time served fall in the middle
of the strongest and weakest predictors in thesngth of predicting the occurrence of a
substance abuse infraction.

Comparison of Five Infraction Types and Theoreticalinterpretation

When examining all five infraction types it is appnt that there are a few measures
that are consistently strong predictors of misb&raguch as custody level, a prisonization
measure, and age, an importation measure. Howeeanalysis also yielded many results
that support the argument that there are manyrdiifees as well. To make it easier to “see”
the differences, Table 6.7 shows the results dgam each of the Tables, 6.2 through 6.6.
One way to compare the five infraction types istamine the effects of each of the
independent variables on the different infractigpess. Beginning with race (African
American) at the individual level, one can see thate are rather large differences in the
participation of African Americans in the differanfraction types. Net of all the other
variables in the models, African Americans are munce likely than others to commit

dominant infractions, slightly more likely to comndiefiant infractions, and substantially
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Table 6.7: HLM: Summary of Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Five Infraction Types (n=3%36)

Dominant Defiant Evasive Minor Substance
Importation Exp. Coef. Exp. Coef. Exp. Coef. Exp. Coef. ExpefCo
African American 1.594**= 1.273%** .8389*** 1.067 6653***
Poor/Lower Class 1.015 1.164%**= 1.207*** 1.147* 988
Age .9735%** .9586*** .9609*** .9701%** .9749***
Presenting Offense
Serious/Violent 1.023 .9558 .9383 .9796 .9084**
Presenting Offense
Serious/Non-Violent .9930 9739 .9897 &6 7901 %**
Presenting Offense Drugs TA57%* .7480*+* 7¥19 .6629*** 7227
Social Control
Married .9426 .8748*** .9967 .9514 .8590***
Education Level .9179*** .9534*** .9862 1.033 1.018
Prisonization
Custody Level 1.538*** 1.538*** 1.446%** 1.352%** 1438***
N Prior Incarcerations 1.012 1.048*** 1.040%** 1.008 1.078***
Time Served (years) 1.240%*** 1.339*** 1.198*** 1.460** 1.342%*
Intercept -3.386 -1.733 -2.722 -3.120 -3.156

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

less likely to commit substance abuse offensesaiedisas somewhat less likely to commit
evasive infractions than whites.

Theoretically it is argued that the race effecessarpportive of importation theory.
They indicate that race plays different roles fa tifferent infraction types. As such, these
racial differences represent strong support foridea that the different behaviors have
different etiological sources or causes.

For instance, when looking at dominant infractiocen be argued that there are
normative differences between African Americans &hdes in acceptability of violence in
the outside community. According to importatiordhy, the findings of this analysis
suggest that African Americans are importing a prgity to commit acts of violence against

other inmates, in agreement with the subcultunaaénce argument (Irwin, 1985). This
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conclusion is also reached by Harer and Stefferem(&996). Note that the finding of a
greater prevalence of violence among African Anargcis similar to what has been found
outside of prison. For instance, it is seen thaside of prison African Americans are more
likely to commit violent offenses (Fox and Zawit2(3; Maguire and Pastore 2004; Peterson
and Krivo 2005; Pettit and Western 2004; Sampsareloff, and Raudenbush 2005) and
whites are more likely to do certain types of drugygeh as powder cocaine and ecstasy
(Centers for Disease Control 2000; Turner and LI29@3; Yacoubian 2003; Yacoubian and
Urbach 2004).

The second level-1 variable, poor/lower class iy positively related to defiant,
evasive and minor uncooperative infractions — mohithant or substance abuse infractidhs.
The fact that social class predicts evasive, defeamd minor uncooperative infractions (in
that order in terms of magnitude of effect) witlke@ch model, suggests support for some
more traditional social class theories in whichdowlass individuals are more likely to be
motivated to steal (be “innovators” in Merton’s 88) schema), an “evasive” offense, and to
be defiant towards authority (similar to some ofl&tis (1958) “focal concerns” of the lower
class, specifically for the lower class to seekcimment” through defying authorityj. As

for the tendency for lower class inmates to paéte in minor uncooperative infractions,

3|t could be that the absence of a class effectaminant infractions is due to the rather strorfgafof the
African American variable in the dominant infractiequation. Essentially, race takes the placdassc
However, it is not as clear as to why substanceaklwould be unrelated to social class, becaudescase
there is a negative race effect rather than aipesffect. If substance abuse is a responsedmsspecifically
the strains of prison life, then the absence afaificant relationship between social class arfossance abuse
is not surprising. That is, the more immediataiss of prison life take precedence over the merestal
strains of social class.

% Note that prisonization theory also believes ireadtave an anti-staff orientation. That theoryiasgy

however, this is not because the attitude is ingabibut because inmates become “prisonized” areldakhat
orientation.
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that too is similar to participation in “defiantifractions in that the behaviors are in
opposition to institutional rules and regulatioas opposed to acts directed at other inmates).
Thus, the findings regarding social class and atioa types support an importation
perspective and seem generally similar to some $teagding views on the relationship
between social class and specific forms of offegdiehavior.

As for age effects, they are remarkably similapas the infraction types, lending
support for Hirschi and Gottfredsons’(1983) argutaai the universality of the age-crime
relationship. In fact, their remarkably consistefiects are in harmony with general
expectations about aging. Since there are onheramall differences across infraction
types, little will be said about them here.

The final importation measures to be discussedh&r@resenting offense variables.
For each infraction type, an inmate whose presgrtifense is drugs are significantly less
likely to commit an infraction than an inmate wh@sesenting offense is moderate/non-
violent. For the minor uncooperative infractiopay an inmate with either a drug or a
serious/non-violent presenting offense is signiftbaless likely to commit a minor
uncooperative infraction than an inmate whose mitasg offense is moderate/non-violent.
Finally, for the substance abuse infraction typeinanate with a presenting offense other
than moderate/non-violent is significantly leselikto commit the infraction. Theoretically,
importation theory would predict that an inmateregenting offense is likely to match the
infraction committed within prison. The presentoffense results for the current research
are difficult to interpret because they do not apge support this prediction. However, this
may be because the presenting offense variablesoaraeasuring the same behavior as the

infraction types. For instance, there are mangredés that can be committed outside of

133



prison that cannot be committed within prison amm& wersa. So using presenting offense
behavior to predict a certain type of infractiothéeior may not be the best test of
importation theory. Furthermore, these specifsutes do not appear to support the notion of
specialization across contexts (the streets arsomyi

The next variables to discuss are measures ddlsamitrol theory. The results show
that the marital status effect is only significgnetlated to defiant and substance abuse
infractions. These results indicate that the saciatrols of marriage are only significantly
reducing defiant and substance abuse infractibmsuch cases, social control theorists
might contend that married inmates perceive they trave too much to lose to commit such
serious infractions against corrections staff @wfinfractions) and/or committing substance
abuse infractions which come with severe consegsntheoretically speaking, it could be
that their bonds to conventional others controkptil defiant and substance abuse
behavior. There is some literature of crime/dalengcy that suggests that the bonds of social
control theory work differently for different typed behavior that range in seriousness
(Agnew 1985; Burkett and White 1974; Friedman andddbaum 1988; Krohn and Massey
1980). The current findings suggest that thisdteed the case for prison infractions as well.

The other social control measure is education lefzelucation level at the individual
level of analysis has negative effects for the tmast serious infraction types (dominant and
defiant infractions). Again these findings are sistent with the observation that traditional
social control measures are differentially influahon different types of behavior. These
findings also make theoretical sense, in that $coiatrol theory would lead us to expect
controls to work better for more serious infraciphecause they have more severe

punishments that could greatly affect already distadxd bonds to conventional society. The
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results indicate that social control at the indiblevel does not inhibit less serious types of
behavior. It may be the case that social contaotibrs only prevent more serious types of
deviant behavior, behaviors that have more sewarsaerjuences which could more easily
sever social bonds -- such as dominant and defifractions.

A general theme that has become apparent so fam l@loking at the individual-level
predictors of the different infraction types is phasitive relationship between the
prisonization variables and committing each ofdtigerent types of infractions, with
custody level being one of the strongest predictditserefore, at this time the proposition
discussed in chapter two, that in general prisdimadaheory would contend that inmates
would commit a variety of infraction types -- besaunmates exhibit negative attitudes and
values that lead to inmates violating prison rutkegeneral -- is supported. Recall that there
are a few exceptions to prisonization theory’s mteahs on diversity, such as; the theory
seems to imply that inmates are motivated to commoite of some types of infractions than
others. For example, because of the “anti-staiBrdation of the prison subculture, one
might expect that there would be more infractioomitted against correctional staff.
Also, since prisonization theory posits that mahthe “pains of imprisonment” are due to
the presence of other inmates (who threaten eder at times) then one might expect a
prevalence of infractions of inmate-on-inmate wime. However, the findings from the
current analysis are not supportive of these itlegtsprisonization indicators would better
predict infractions committed against correctiostalff and inmate-on-inmate infractions
(because in general they were equally supportial affraction types).

The variable with the strongest effects within eatthe models of predicting the

different infraction types is the custody levelio¢ individual person. This is not surprising,
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as many other studies have found, consistent vasloqization theory, that the custody level
is an important predictor of the amount of prisosbehavior (Harer and Steffensmeier
1996; Jiang and Fisher-Giorlando 2002; McCorklegtiie, and Drass 1995; Steinke 1991,
Stephan 1989). Here, we also notice that the teffecustody level seems particularly great
for the more serious infractions of dominant vi@emnd defiant infractions. It could be that
inmates resort to violence against other inmatesagainst corrections staff as a way to deal
with these severe deprivations in the higher cysprtson settings where an inmate is most
deprived of social interaction, most deprived eefilom and choice, and most fearful of
attack by other inmates. Thus, the findings ohkrgeffects of custody level for dominant
and substance abuse infractions would be consisiémthose expectations.

Turning now to the next level-1 prisonization m@as number of prior
incarcerations, the results show a significantti@hghip with committing a defiant, evasive
and substance abuse infraction. All of the coffits are positive and of a rather small
magnitude. This is somewhat surprising in thates@mevious research has found prior
incarcerations to be an important prisonization snea (Wolfgang 1961; Johnson 1966;
Goetting and Howsen 1986). What the results indiathat substance abuse is found more
commonly among those with more prior incarceratiovtich would be consistent with a
general strain interpretation. Those experientieg‘'pains of imprisonment” more often
may be prone to use substances illegally as ampeSc Both defiant and evasive infractions
are also more likely to occur among the repeateutigrcerated. Perhaps the more
“experienced” inmates commit evasive infractionglsas bartering/trading and engaging in

business activity as a way of getting by in prisoake the more “defeatist” strategy that
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“one may as well be defiant” as an expression @if tthopelessness” endemic to their
repeated prison sentences.

The final prisonization level-1 variable to bealissed is time served. Net of all of
the other variables in the model, inmates havimgeska longer time in prison are more
likely to participate in all of the types of prisarfraction behaviors studied here. The effects
appear to be the weakest for dominant and evasirections, but are fairly strong for the
other three infraction types. On the surface, plaitern with dominant infractions is hard to
explain, as one would expect that “long timers” Vddoe the most “prisonized” and thus
might be more likely to participate in the moreiges (dominant) infractions than other
infraction types. However, some of the mystery misgppear when we consider that
custody level is largely determined by sentencgtlerso the effect of time served may be
confounded with custody level, one of the strongestlictors of dominant infractions.
Conclusion

In summary, when focusing only on the individuatde(level-1) predictors the HLM
logistic regression findings indicate that a tygpyl@f infraction behavior is useful. Further,
from a theoretical standpoint all three theoriggisonization, importation, and social control
— are necessary in predicting infraction behaviarregard to the typology of infraction
behavior presented in this research, the resutiw shat importation and social control
theories are necessary in predicting the diffeirgndction types. Prisonization theory, on
the other hand, does predict misbehavior, but ifierences seem less pronounced.
Prisonization, in general, leads to inmate misbeiiav

It is argued here that the results support the teddferentiate between types of

infraction behavior. For instance, without diffetiating between types the racial differences
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in predicting the infraction types would not haweeh observed. The effect of race on
committing infractions has been a popular topibe Guestion of whether African Americans
or whites commit more infractions has been aské&shokith mixed results. The results
presented here show that the answer is contingewhat type of infraction is in question.
In fact, refer to Appendix D to see that when tepehdent variable is a measure of any
infraction type (a dummy variable of infraction ses no infraction committed), there is no
race effect. Further, there are some interesiiffigrences between the predictions of the five
infraction types when looking at the social contredasures. It is seen from the present
analysis that the social control measures are @rediof committing the more serious types
of infractions (dominant and defiant), but are pdictive of committing the less serious
infraction types (evasive and minor uncooperativE)ese main findings lead the current
research to believe that the infraction typologgnsmportant contribution.

In the next chapter prison characteristics (leyeldtiables and cross-level
interactions are discussed as predictors of edddction type. Such results will further the

discussion on the partial validation of the infracttypology.
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Chapter Seven
HLM Findings for Prison-level Predictors
Introduction

This chapter discusses the individual- and prigwell hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) logistic regression results for the five ia@tion types: dominant infractions, defiant
infractions, evasive infractions, minor uncoopeminfractions and substance abuse
infractions?® The goal of the analysis in this chapter is taraie the role of different
factors — individual, prison and cross-level intti@ns -- in predicting the occurrence of the
five infraction types. It is hypothesized, genbrahat there are different factors that bring
about the occurrence of the different infractiopey. Recall that it was concluded in the
previous chapter that there was partial validatarthe typology of infraction behavior
when only examining the individual-level predictofhis chapter contends that adding
prison-level predictors and cross-level interadienll further help validate the typology of
infractions.

A full model, including individual-level predictorprison-level predictors and cross-
level interactions, will be presented for eachanfron type. Each full model below presents
the results of the relationship between one ofitreeinfraction types and the eleven
theoretically derived individual-level variablesna prison-level variables, and any
significant cross-level interactioi5.However, the focus of this chapter is on thequris

level variables and cross-level interactions farheaf the five infraction types since the

“0The descriptive statistics for the dependent téemare presented at the beginning of chapter six.
*1 Only cross-level interactions were tested, nopa#isible interactions. The basis for this appndachat

there are general theories of human behavior pgsitiat context affects individual level factoramanting
testing for such interactions.

139



level-1 variables were the focus of the previousptér. The nine institutional contextual
variables that are used in the present analysipaaent black, percent poor/lower class,
percent with more than a high school educatior;gerwith a prior incarceration, mean of
time served (years), and the relative prevalenaoofinant, defiant, evasive and minor
infractions. As discussed in chapter three, thiealabes are seen as measures of importation,
prisonization or social control theories. Pergkfnican American and percent poor/lower
class are two importation variables being measaté¢ke aggregate level. The percent of
inmates with more than a high school educatioracheprison is used as a social control
measure. Finally, the contextual level variablessuring prisonization theory are percent
with a prior incarceration, average time serve@fgeand the relative prevalence of
dominant, defiant, evasive and minor infractionthum an institution compared to the
prevalence these infractions committed in all ttreepinstitutions.

Because there has been much interest in using Hightic regression to examine
“cross-level” interaction effects — presumably hesmof the general theoretical orientation
that the context may impact the effect that indiagldievel variables have on the dependent
variables -- focus will be given here to cross-lemteraction effects. To help interpret the
cross-level interaction effects, it is useful tetaiguish between synergistic, compensatory
and buffering effects between the two variable®ived in an interaction effect (Cohen et al.
2003:285). Cohen et al. distinguish between tist-@rder effects (the effects of each
variable that is captured by the coefficient asstecl with the variable) and second-order
effects (the effect measured by the coefficienbassed with the product term of the two
variables). Assuming centered variables, one agritst first-order effects are those

associated with a variable when the other varisbéeverage (zero). Second-order effects
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represent the amount that the first order effecttrbe altered to capture the effect when the
interacting variable has a value of one (one umiva the average). The combination of
first- and second-order effects constitutes theradtion effect. When the first-order effects
of the two variables involved in an interaction sr¢he same direction as the effect of the
product term (that is, all negative or all positsigns), then the result is called “synergistic” -
-implying that the two variables when combined tesua greater probability of the outcome
than the additive effect of each variable. Cohtesi.estate “the whole is greater than the sum
of the parts” (2003:285). For example, intelligerand a good education may combine to
produce better intellectual performance in a “sgrgtic” way. One could say that
intelligence enhances the effect of educationhat ¢ducation enhances the effect of
intelligence on a dependent variable such as oticuah attainment.

A second type of interaction effect is a “compeaosdteffect, where the first-order
effects are of the same direction or sign (bothpagtive or both are negative) but the
interaction effect is of the opposite sign. Foample, having a mother who values
education and a child getting good grades in gsatieol may be positively associated with
choosing a college track in high school, but tiesevariables may have a negative
interaction effect because either getting good egat having a mother valuing education
may be sufficient to lead to being on a collegekna high school. One could say that
having a mother valuing education can “compendatefiot getting good grades or that
getting good grades can “compensate” for not haaingpther valuing education — toward
the common end of choosing a college track in kigiool.

A third type of interaction effect is a bufferinge Here the first-order effects have

opposite signs (one is positive and one is negatarel the interaction term is in harmony

141



with one or the other of the first-order effecEor example, getting good grades (a
dependent variable) may be negatively associatddtive number of hours spent watching
television and positively associated with the nundiéhours spent studying. A negative
second order effect would imply that the benefieidct that the number of hours spent
studying has can be reduced or “buffered” by thalmer of hours spent watching television.
These three terms synergistic, compensatory, afidring will be used to describe the
cross-level interaction effects found in the anialyelow.

Each of the tables below, presenting the HLM lagistgression results for each
infraction type, display the unstandardized coédfit, standard error, exponentiated
coefficient and the interquartile range effectsR)Qor all predictors. Since the dependent
variable is dichotomous, the coefficient reports ¢thange in log odds of the predictors
bringing about the outcome, while the exponentiataefficient simply represents the odds
of the occurrence of the event to its non-occureas measured by the dichotomous
dependent variable, for each one-unit increaskdnmndependent variable. For simplicity,
when a coefficient is discussed in the text of thapter it will be the exponentiated
coefficient. As discussed in Chapter Six the IQieat represents a way to further
standardize the independent variaifeghe IQR effects allow one to compare the strength
of coefficients across variables with different st within each model and is used to
examine which measures are the strongest predi@ersQuillian 1995, for further

discussion on the use of IQR effects). IQR effacesconsidered more stable across samples

2 An exponentiated coefficient represents the propoincrease/decrease in the odds of a dependeiable
event and thus represents a form of standardizatiat one gauged to a one unit change in the enaftthe
independent variable. The IQR effect representaraardization of an independent variable in tlzaitables
are comparable in terms of “low” and “high” valu@s"™ and 7%' percentiles).
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than are standardization techniques that use sthd@aiations (such as Beta’s in OLS
regression).

The layout of this chapter is similar to the preahapter where the first part of the
chapter presents the HLM logistic regression redolt each infraction type, discussing the
prison-level effects and cross-level interactiond the second part of the chapter compares
the predictors of each infraction type and bringthie theoretical interpretation of the results.
Dominant Infractions

Prison-level Predictors (Level-2)

The first infraction type discussed is the ocaucesof dominant infractions
(1=dominant infraction committed, O=dominant intian not committed). Dominant
infractions are defined as violent and confrontadic- indicating an inmate is having violent
interactions with other inmates. Table 7.1 presém individual-level and prison-level
predictors as well as the cross-level interactibeceés of committing a dominant infraction.
Of the nine prison-level variables tested, sixsagaificantly related to committing a
dominant infraction — the social control measure fawe of the six prisonization measures
are statistically related to committing a dominiuftaction. Neither of the importation
measures is statistically related to committinggmhant infraction. The variance
components for the full HLM logistic regression reb{including level-1, level-2 and cross-
level interactions) show that 84% of the betweesqgor variation is explained by this

model®3

“3 A table reporting the actual variance componemtlers for the intercept and slopes with randonrceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F. The vagatomponents for the HLM model with only levelfida
level-2 variables (without cross-level interactipage presented in Appendix F as well.
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Table 7.1: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization Factors
Predicting the Occurrence of a Dominant InfractionDuring Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1 and Level-2 Main Effects and Cross-LUdageractions

Variables Coef. Se Exp. IQR
(Coef)) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American .4898*** .0669 1.632 BB
Poor/Lower Class .0037 .0592 1.004 004.
Age -.0290%*** .0050 9714 .6859
Presenting Offense Serious/Violent 0017 .0595 1.001 1.001
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent .0008 668 1.001 1.001
Presenting Offense Drugs -.3000*** 878 .7409 .7409
Social Control
Married -.0630 .0698 903 .9390
Education Level -.0810%*** .0241 9222 9222
Prisonization
Custody Level .6046%** .0433 1.830 1.830
Percent Poor/Lower Class .0242%** .0053 1.025 1.208
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .0523%** .0095 1.054 1.174
Average Time Served (years) - 7226+ 454 .4855 .8220
N Prior Incarcerations .0146 .0170 1.015 1.030
Time Served (years) 2146+ .0216 1.239 1.183
Level-2
Importation
Percent African American .0070 0064 1.007 1.111
Percent Poor/Lower Class .0162 .0137 6.01 1.135
Social Control
Percent W/ More Than H.S. -.1324%** 2B .8760 .6665
Prisonization
Percent W/ Prior Incarceration .0200** .0072 1.020 1.189
Average Time Served (years) .5426** 2112 1.720 1.159
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions .0025*** .0007 1.002 1.356
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions .0018** .8600 1.002 1.286
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions .0009 .0005 1.001 1.114
Prevalence of Minor Infractions -.0009 .0004 19991 .9091
Intercept (log odds) -3.753 (.0234)

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001
The social control variable education at the agapetevel (percent of inmates with

more than a high school education) is negativdbted to committing a dominant infraction.
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The IQR effects indicate that this variable is $keond strongest level-2 predictor (the
prevalence of dominant infraction being the stratgand the fourth strongest predictor
overall of committing a dominant infraction. TH@R effect can be interpreted as the
education level of a prison increases from tH& @&rcentile to the #5percentile, the odds

of committing a dominant infraction decrease by 33%

Table 7.1 shows that six out of nine prison-lewaiables measuring concepts
derived from prisonization theory are statisticalignificant predictors of committing a
dominant infraction: the percent of inmates witbrer incarceration, average time served
(years), prevalence of dominant infractions, preneé of defiant infractions and prevalence
of minor uncooperative infractions committed witliprison compared to all other prisons.
All five predictors are positively related to comitimg a dominant infraction. These results
indicate that inmates housed in prisons where tiseaehigher percent of inmates with a prior
incarceration, a higher average of time servedglaen prevalence of dominant, defiant and
minor uncooperative infractions committed are mikely to commit a dominant infraction.
The prevalence of dominant infractions variablthes strongest among the aggregate level
prisonization measures. However, when the IQRIaha variables in the model are taken
into account, the prevalence of dominant infractigariable is only the third strongest
predictor. Thus, several other factors are moggmant as predictors of dominant
infractions than the prevalence of them.

Cross-Level Interactions (Level-1 by Level-2)

Table 7.1 presents the significant cross-leveraxttions predicting the occurrence of
a dominant infraction. As discussed in the presiolapter, in regard to the random effects

of the level-1 predictors, custody level was thiy devel-1 variable in this model tested for

145



cross-level interactions. Table 7.1 shows thatazlyslevel interacts with percent poor/lower
class, percent with more than a high school eduecasind average time served (years). In
general, these effects are relatively small, coegbéo several of the effects observed for
other variables.

The IQR effects indicate that custody level isshrengest predictor of committing a
dominant infraction when the level-2 variables z&eo (that is, the level-2 variables are at
“average,” as the variables are grand mean centsodtie mean score is zero). However,
the custody-level effect (an individual-level etfean committing a dominant infraction is
affected, or conditional on, the characteristicthef prison-level variables. For instance,
there is a negative interaction effect betweenclystevel and average time served (years).
Because the main-effects are both in the sametidinewe can speak of a compensatory
effect. This means that inmates in higher custedgls are more likely to commit a
dominant infraction but this effect is weakenegiisons with a higher average of time
served (years). Note that the main effects -- lbatvCohen et al. (2003:285) call the “first
order” effects -- of the variables are quite lafgel and .60 for average time served and
custody level, respectively). However, the negaitveraction effect is even larger (-.72).
Thus, when average time served in a prison is eae gbove average (recall that data are
centered at the mean) and the custody level isgeethe number of dominant infractions
expected in the model is increased by .54 abovedhstant, which is .0234, representing the
log odds of a dominant infraction when all of thdividual-level variables are zero.

In contrast to the compensatory effects just dsedsustody level has a synergistic
effect with percent of poor/lower class inmate$ud, inmates in higher custody levels are

more likely to commit dominant infractions, espdlgian prisons with a higher percent of
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poor/lower class inmates. That is, here “the wi®lgreater than the sum of the parts” in the
sense that the interaction effects of each variatdegreater than their first-order effects
would indicate.

The interaction between custody level and perceat/fpwer class is not a surprising
effect. Table 7.1 shows that custody level andg@rpoor/lower class are positive
predictors of committing a dominant infraction. eTtact that there is a cross-level
interaction between custody level and percent pmwet class helps clarify the theme of
how two sources for the value placed on “physicaly@ss” or “toughness” may interact.
Class and custody level spawns more dominant itdrathan either alone or in additive
combination. No other research, to the knowledgbecurrent researcher, has shown that
class background and custody level have this sistergffect. Moreover, the interaction is
interesting because the two variables are deringd fwo different theories, prisonization
and importation theories. Social class of inméteportation) at the aggregate level results
in an enhanced effect of custody level (prisonagtion dominant infractions. One might
say that such a relationship could be the basisfegrating importation and prisonization
theories.

Finally, an interesting relationship is seen bygbsitive interaction between custody
level and percent of inmates with more than a Bigitool education. It constitutes with what
Cohen and colleagues call a “buffering” effect (2@®5). That is, the generally
“beneficial” effect of having relatively well edutesl inmates is reduced somewhat in the
face of inmates with higher custody levels. Nbwyever, that the effect is relatively small
(.05) compared to the first-order effects for patagd more than a high school education

(-.13) and custody level (.60). Itis not surpristhat the prohibiting effect of relatively
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well-educated inmates is not as strong where tisggeesumably more of an inmate
subculture emphasizing physical prowess and towgghiog inmates in higher custody levels.
In summary, dominant infractions are a serious tyfgafraction committed against
other inmates. Such violent infractions includenaaitting an assault on another inmate with
a weapon or any other means likely to produce yngund fighting or engaging in mutual
physical confrontation. When examining the fulladeb(Table 7.1) the variables with
relatively strong importation theory effects aregand age at level-1. These findings are
also consistent with prior research examining vibtgpes of infractions. Specifically, the
race effect is very similar to that found by Haaed Steffensmeier (1996), which they argue

supports importation theory.

One variable that stands out as having one ofaifgest effects is custody level, a
prisonization measure. It is not only having géafirst-order effect, but it is involved in
three interaction effects. One of the interacteffiects indicates a synergistic effect —
dominant infractions increase beyond that expefrted the first-order additive component
of the model. Particularly interesting is how #ggregate measure of social class interacts
with custody level to heighten dominant infractiodso present is a compensatory effect
where the combination of variables results in tis®inant infractions than found with first-
order effects only: specifically, custody levetaaverage time served. This finding suggests
that to some extent these factors are somewhandaatiin bringing about dominant
infractions such that the presence of one limigsdather in bringing about dominant
infractions. Finally, one buffering effect is faim which custody level lessens the

reductive effect of a relatively well-educated inenpopulation.
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The level-2 prisonization measure prevalence ofidant infractions is also a
relatively strong predictor, third strongest overdlhis finding indicates the importance of
being housed in a prison where there is a highesgmce of inmate-on-inmate conflict on
committing a dominant infraction.

Defiant Infractions

Prison-level Predictors (Level-2)

The second infraction type to be discussed i®tterrence of defiant infractions
(1=defiant infraction committed, O=defiant inframtinot committed). Defiant infractions are
one of the most serious types of infractions irardgo harm done to others and threat to the
prison staff. Defiant infractions are defined esaus, violent, confrontational, and directed
at corrections staff. Abstractly, defiant infracts symbolize rejection of staff authority.
(Recall that is the most common of infraction types

Table 7.2 presents the individual-level and pritewel predictors as well as the
cross-level interactions effects of committing &iat infraction. Six of the nine prison-
level variables tested are significantly relatedammitting a defiant infraction — all the
prison-level predictors for importation and contitidory and two for prisonization theory.
The variance components for the full HLM logistegression model (including level-1,
level-2 and cross-level interactions) show that #8%he between prison variation is
explained by this modéf.

Both of the importation variables at the aggredatel, percent African American

and percent poor/lower class, are positively reléadecommitting a defiant infraction. The

*4 A table reporting the actual variance componemtlers for the intercept and slopes with randonrceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F. The vagatomponents for the HLM model with only levelfida
level-2 variables (without cross-level interactipage presented in Appendix F as well.
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Table 7.2: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization

Factors Predicting the Occurrence of a Defiant Infaction During Current Prison Stay

(n=39,236)

Level-1 and Level-2 Main Effects and Cross-LUdageractions

Variables

Level-1
Importation
African American
Poor/Lower Class
Age
Percent W/ More Than H.S.

Prevalence of Dominant Infractions .00® .0000

Prevalence of Defiant Infractions
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions

Presenting Offense Serious/Violent

Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent

Presenting Offense Drugs
Social Control
Married
Education Level
Prisonization
Custody Level
Prevalence of Minor Infractions
N Prior Incarcerations
Time Served
Average Time Served (years)

Level-2

Importation

Percent African American
Percent Poor/Lower Class

Social Control

Percent W/ More Than H.S.
Prisonization

Percent W/ Prior Incarceration
Average Time Served (years)
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions
Prevalence of Minor Infractions

Intercept (log odds)

Coef. Se
.2464%** .0323
.1592%** .0362
-.0496*** .0024
.0028*** .0008
.0001 .0000
.0601 .0000
68D .0421
-.0247 .0483
-.3166*** 490
-.1344%** .0379
-.0438*** .0137
A4485%** .0243
-.0007*** .0D0
.0515%** .0089
.3372%** .0239
-.4821%** .202
.0076* .0034
.0155* .0078
-.0807*** 126
.0199*** .0058
-.3701 .2282
006 .0006
.0008 .0005
.0009** 800
.0008* .0004

-1.864 (.1551)

Exp.
(Coef))

1.279
1.173
.9516

1.003
1.000
1.000
1.000

.9342

.9756

.7286

.8742
9571

1.566
.9993
1.053
1.401
.6175

1.008
18.0

.9225

1.020
.6907
.9994
1.001
1.001
1.001

IQR

effects

I2
31
.5248
1.009
1.012
1.014
1.012
.9342
.9756
.7286

.8742
9571

1.566
.9286
1.108
1.302
8774

1121
1.129

.7809

1.188
.9045
.9295
1.118
1.114
1.088

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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IQR effects of these variables indicate that theyteth similar in strength in predicting a
defiant infraction. Specifically, the results shthat as the percent of African American
inmates within a prison increases from th& g5the 74' percentile, the odds of a defiant
infraction being committed increases 12%. An iaseein the percent of poor/lower class
inmates from the 2%to the 78 percentile increases the odds of a defiant irifradteing
committed by 13%.

The level-2 social control measure, percent of @& a prison with more than a
high school education, is negatively related to eoiting a defiant infraction. It is also the
strongest level-2 predictor in the model. As thecpnt of inmates with more than a high
school education increases from th& 25 75" percentile, the odds of a defiant infraction
being committed decrease 22%.

Finally, there are three prisonization level-2 ghles significantly related to
committing a defiant infraction: percent of a pnswith a prior incarceration, the prevalence
of evasive infractions committed within a prisordgevalence of minor uncooperative
infractions committed within a prison. All of theepredictors are positively related to
committing a defiant infraction. This means thahates in prisons where there is a higher
percent of inmates with a prior incarceration, arfdgher prevalence of evasive and minor
uncooperative infractions are more likely to comanitefiant infractioff

Cross-Level Interactions (Level-1 by Level-2)

Table 7.2 also presents the significant crossHieweractions predicting the

occurrence of a defiant infraction. As discussethe previous chapter, in regard to the

“5 |t is interesting to note that the prevalenceeffant infractions measure is not significantlyated to
committing a defiant infraction. However, thiskaaf a relationship is probably due to the fact the defiant
infraction type is most common and is most likeigtidbuted more evenly across prisons.
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random effects of the level-1 predictors, cros&lenteractions were tested for the level-1
predictors: Age, custody level, time served andg@néng offense serious/violent. Note,
however, that the sizes of the interaction effactsrelatively small. The presenting offense
serious/violent measure was not significantly esdab any of the level-2 measures. This
means that the presenting offense serious/violemélvle varies significantly across prisons.
However, it does not significantly interact withyaof the contextual level measures
presented here.

The results presented show that age interactspeittent with more than a high
school education, prevalence of dominant infractjgmmevalence of defiant infractions, and
prevalence of evasive infractions. That is, tHeatfof age is conditional on the
characteristics of these four prison-level variabl&lore specifically, the positive interaction
between age and the four contextual variables atelécthat there are two buffering effects
and two compensatory effects.

The two compensatory effects indicate that olderates are less likely to commit a
defiant infraction and that effect is reduced soim&wn the presence of more inmates
(higher percentage) who have more than a high $@tuezation and in prisons where there
is a higher prevalence of dominant infractions cotteal. Note that both of the first-order
effects are negative, reducing the probability de&ant infraction, but the interaction
effects are positive (opposite in sign) indicatdie& compensatory effect. For the first
compensatory effect either age or percent of ingvatth more than a high school education
reduces the likelihood of a defiant infraction regpartially compensates for the other. For
the second compensatory effect it is either aga@ralence of dominant infractions

reducing the likelihood of a defiant infraction.
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Further, the results show that the effect of admuffered or reduced by the
prevalence of defiant and evasive infraction typeach of which has a positive impact on
the likelihood of a defiant infraction. That ish@reas age in the absence of these infractions
has a strong negative effect on the probabilitst defiant infraction, that probability is not as
high in the presence of such high defiant and geasiraction “climates.”

There is also a negative interaction between dyd&vel and the prevalence of
minor uncooperative infractions. Because the reffects of custody level and the
prevalence of minor uncooperative infractions arthlpositive, and the interaction term is
negative, one can speak of a compensatory efflédds means that the prevalence of minor
uncooperative infractions reduces the effect ofanslevel on committing defiant
infractions. Or, in other words, the interacti@tween custody level and the prevalence of
minor uncooperative infractions indicates that itesan higher custody levels are somewhat
less likely to commit a defiant infraction whereta is a higher prevalence of minor
uncooperative infractions than if there was no qu@valence. It could be that if the
normative climate of a prison is one in which minacooperative infractions are one way of
dealing with confinement, then the independentctdfef being in a higher custody level are
not as strong on committing a defiant infraction.

Finally, there is a negative interaction betweasretserved and the average time
served (years). This finding indicates a bufferfigct in that an inmate who has served
more time is more likely to commit a defiant inftiao, but less so in a prison with a higher
average of time served by all inmates in the prisbhis result could correspond to often
heard complaints about management of prisons wahytishort timers”. Essentially, those

who have, say, less than a year of time to servb@nmandated sentence will often disobey
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the staff because they have “little to lose” intttheir release date is unlikely to change as a
result of a defiant infraction. The interactiofeet observed here is especially interesting
because the inmates with relatively long senteacesnore likely to have a defiant
infraction, but that is less true in prisons wigatively many serving long sentences. Stated
another way, those serving a relatively long timegnison with many “short timers” are more
likely to have a defiant infraction. This is sugtiee of a “relative deprivation” effect: the
relatively “long timers” may resent the fact thiag tothers in their prison have so little time to
serve.

In summary, defiant infractions by definition are“appositional” type of infraction
committed against correctional staff and/or ineljgrd for staff authority. For instance,
defiant infractions encompass committing an assault staff member with a weapon or by
any other means likely to produce injury, intenfigrvith a staff member in the performance
of his or her duties, and willfully disobeying @iling to obey any lawful order of a prison
official or employee. Table 7.2 shows that custtedsel, a level-1 prisonization measure, is
the strongest predictor of committing a defiantaofion. The other significantly related
prisonization measures are time served and nunflpgran incarcerations (level-1 variables),
and percent with a prior incarceration and the glence of evasive and minor uncooperative
infractions (level-2 variables). According to @R effects, “time served” is the third
strongest predictor of committing a defiant infrant

All three social control measures are negativelgteel to committing a defiant
infraction. The two level-1 measures, being mdraad education level, are relatively weak
predictors. However, they have the expected impacommitting a defiant infraction. The

level-2 measure “percent of inmates with more thdgh school education” is a stronger
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predictor of committing a defiant infraction (redlug the odds of a defiant infraction by
roughly 22%) than the level-1 control measuresiartde strongest level-2 measure overall.
The strength of this effect indicates the importaatsocial control at the prison level in
combating defiant behavior.

Finally, six importation measures are significargdictors of committing a defiant
infraction. The strongest importation measuresageeand African American (level-1).
Specifically, defiant infractions are more liketylbe committed by younger inmates and
African American inmates. However, the “benefitedfects of aging in reducing the
chance of a defiant infraction are buffered bypghevalence of defiant and evasive infraction
types.

Evasive Infractions

Prison-level Predictors (Level-2)

The next infraction type to be discussed is ewasifractions (1=evasive infraction
committed, O=evasive infraction not committed).aBive infractions are defined as devious,
non-confrontational acts, opposed to confrontatidaagerous or violent acts.

Table 7.3 presents the significant individual-leaetl prison-level predictors as well as the
cross-level interaction effects of committing am&ve infraction. Of the nine contextual
variables tested, five are significantly relate@donmitting an evasive infraction -- two
importation measures and three prisonization measufrhe variance components for the
full HLM logistic regression model (including lev&| level-2 and cross-level interactions)

show that 75% of the between prison variation jga&red by this modéf

“% A table reporting the actual variance componenmtlers for the intercept and slopes with randonrceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F. The vagatomponents for the HLM model with only levelfida
level-2 variables (without cross-level interactipage presented in Appendix F as well.
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Table 7.3: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Occurrence of an Evasive Iméction During Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1 and Level-2 Main Effects dobss-Level Interactions

Variables Coef. Se Exp. IQR
(Coef)) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American -,1933%** .0454 .8242 .8242
Poor/Lower Class 1971 %+ .0526 1.218 182
Age -.0516%** .0046 .9497 5113
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .0025* .0013 002. 1.008
Percent W Prior Incarceration .0016** .0006 1.002 1.014
Presenting Offense Serious/Violent 70D .0548 .9322 .9322
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent  -.0102 .0548 .9899 .9899
Presenting Offense Drugs -.3784*** 646 .6849 .6849
Social Control
Married .0020 .0559 200 1.002
Education Level -.0120 .0228 .9881 .9881
Prisonization
Custody Level 4019%** .0272 1.495 1.495
N Prior Incarcerations .0416** .0145 1304 1.087
Time Served .1967*** .0232 1.217 1.167
Level-2
Importation
Percent African American .0108* .0046 1mo 1.176
Percent Poor/Lower Class .0233** .0091 024. 1.199
Social Control
Percent W/ More Than H.S. -.0218 17 .9784 .9354
Prisonization
Percent W/ Prior Incarceration .0394*** .0072 1.040 1.406
Average Time Served (years) -.2484 .2028 .7800 .9348
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions 010 .0007 .9989 .8745
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions 306+ .0004 9971 .6580
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions .0034*** .0004 1.003 1.502
Prevalence of Minor Infractions .0002 .0003 1.000 1.021
Intercept (log odds) -3.045 (.0476)

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

Table 7.3 shows that the two importation measyressent African American and

percent poor/lower class are positively relatedammitting an evasive infraction. As
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indicated by the IQR effects, both of these measare similar in strength in predicting
evasive infractions. As the percent of poor/lowlass inmates within a prison increases
from the 25 to the 75 percentile, the odds of an evasive infraction eiommitted

increase 20%. The “percent African American” vialgais not quite as strong of a predictor,
increasing the odds of an evasive infraction bemmmitted by 18%.

There are three statistically significant levelfispnization predictors of committing
an evasive infraction: percent of prisoners witbriar incarceration, prevalence of defiant
infractions and prevalence of evasive infractioAs.indicated by the IQR effects, percent of
prisoners with a prior incarceration and prevaleofoevasive infractions are relatively strong
predictors of committing an evasive infraction. féet, the prevalence of evasive infractions
is tied with custody level (level-1) for the str@sg predictor overall. The “percent of
inmates with a prior incarceration” variable and threvalence of evasive infractions”
variable are both positively related to that infrac type. The IQR effect can be interpreted
as follows: as the prevalence of evasive infrastioommitted within a prison compared to
other prisons increases from the"26 75" percentile, the odds of an evasive infraction
being committed increases 50%. When looking ap#reent of prisoners with a prior
incarceration measure, the results show that imramore likely to commit an evasive
infraction in prisons where there is a higher petcé# prisoners with a prior incarceration.

The prevalence of defiant infractions measure gatieely related to committing an
evasive infraction. This means that in prisondwaithigher prevalence of defiant infractions
being committed (infractions directed at correcsigtaff), there are fewer evasive infractions

committed.
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Cross-Level Interactions (Level-1 by Level-2)

Table 7.3 presents the significant cross-leveraatons that predict the occurrence
of an evasive infraction. As discussed in the joev chapter, in regard to the random
effects of the level-1 predictors, cross-level iattions were tested for the level-1 predictors
age and presenting offense serious/violent. Nuie/ever, that the sizes of the interaction
effects are relatively small. The variable pregsgnoffense serious/violent did not
significantly interact with any of the level-2 meass. This means that the presenting
offense serious/violent measure does vary sigmfigacross prisons. However, it does not
significantly interact with any of the contextualel measures presented here.

The results presented show that age interactspeittent with more than a high
school education and percent with a prior incate@na That is, the effect of age is
conditional on the characteristics of these twsgnmtlevel variables. The positive interaction
between age and the two prison-level variable<atds that there is one compensatory
effect and one buffering effect.

The positive interaction between age and percetht nvore than a high school
education is the compensatory effect. This meaaisalder inmates are less likely to commit
an evasive infraction and the effect is reducedesainat in the presence of more inmates
who have more education because education is caapeg the age effect. The second
interaction, between age and percent with a pnicariceration is considered a buffering
effect because the first-order effects of age ardegmt with a prior incarceration have
opposite signs. That is, the effect of age isdrefdl or reduced by a higher percent of
inmates with a prior incarceration. In other worndsthe absence of the percent of inmates

with a prior incarceration, age has a strong negatffect on the odds of committing an
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evasive infraction; however, the odds are not gk m the presence of a higher percent of
inmates with a prior incarceration.

In summary, evasive infractions are a non-confrtoortal, devious type of infraction.
A few examples of such infractions are barter adé; loan or borrow; solicit or engage in
any business activity, be in an unauthorized locasind possessing contraband. The
strongest predictors of this type of infraction #ive importation and prisonization measures.
The social control measures are not as importaotdadicting the occurrence of an evasive
infraction. In fact, the level-2 education measwhkich has been a relatively strong
predictor of the other infraction types, is notistacally related to committing an evasive
infraction.

Four of the importation measures (African Amerigaogr/lower class, age, and
presenting offense drugs) and both level-2 meagpersent African American and percent
poor/lower class) are significant predictors of ooitting an evasive infraction. One of the
strongest predictors is age. Age is negativelgteel to committing an evasive infraction.
However, the effect of age is conditional on tHe@st of percent with more than a high
school education and percent with a prior incataama Of particular interest is the negative
relationship between the race variable and conmmgitin evasive infraction. The results
indicate that whites are more likely to commit ttyige of infraction.

All three level-1 prisonization measures and thesel-2 prisonization measures are
significant predictors of committing an evasiverattion. The strongest of these predictors
are custody level (level-1) and prevalence of esasifractions (level-2). Inmates housed in
higher custody levels and in prisons with a highrewalence of evasive infractions are more

likely to commit an evasive infraction.
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Minor Uncooperative Infractions

Prison-level Predictors (Level-2)

The next infraction type discussed is minor un@vapve infractions (1=minor
uncooperative infraction committed, O=minor uncaagige infraction not committed).
Minor uncooperative infractions are among the |lsasibus types of infraction behavior and
include such behaviors as unauthorized funds allelpthing, and misuse supplies. Table
7.4 presents the individual and prison-level predigas well as the cross-level interaction
effects of committing a minor uncooperative infrant Seven of the nine contextual
predictors are significantly related to committegninor uncooperative infraction — one
importation measure, one social control measurdigagrisonization measures. The
variance components for the full HLM logistic reggen model (including level-1, level-2
and cross-level interactions) show that 89% ofadtsveen prison variation is explained by
this model!’

The importation measure percent African Americapasitively related to
committing a minor uncooperative infraction andhis third strongest level-2 predictor. This
result indicates that inmates are more likely tmot a minor uncooperative infraction in
prisons with a higher percent of African Americamates.

The level-2 social control measure “percent withrenhan a high school education”
is negatively related to committing a minor uncaapige infraction. This result indicates
that a higher percent of inmates with more thargh &chool education is negatively related

to committing this infraction type.

*" A table reporting the actual variance componenmtlers for the intercept and slopes with randonrceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F. The vagatomponents for the HLM model with only levelfida
level-2 variables (without cross-level interactipage presented in Appendix F as well.
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Table 7.4: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization
Factors Predicting the Occurrence of a Minor Uncooprative Infraction During
Current Prison Stay (n=39,236)

Level-1 and Level-2 Main Effects dobss-Level Interactions

Variables Coef. Se Exp. IQR
(Coef)) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American .0537 .0522 1.055 05k
Poor/Lower Class .1397* .0679 1.150 .150
Age -.0313%** .0034 .9692 .6657
Presenting Offense Serious/Violent 16D .0688 .9835 .9835
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent — -.2497* .0682 7791 7791
Presenting Offense Drugs - 4147 96Q .6605 .6605
Social Control
Married -.0480 .0685 .953 .9531
Education Level .0372 .0297 1.038 038.
Prisonization
Custody Level .3640%** .0395 1.439 1.439
Prevalence of Minor Infractions  -.0007* .0003 .9993 .9286
N Prior Incarcerations .0076 .0155 1.008 1.015
Time Served .3871%* .0271 1.473 1.354
Percent W/ More Than H.S. -.0178** .0069 .9823 .9469
Average Time Served (years) -.5190*** 623 .5951 .8687
Level-2
Importation
Percent African American .0119** .0049 1.012 1.195
Percent Poor/Lower Class -.0043 .0075 .9957 .9670
Social Control
Percent W/ More Than H.S. -.0432** 130 9577 .8760
Prisonization
Percent W/ Prior Incarceration .0122* .0050 .01? 1.111
Average Time Served (years) -.0950 1471 .9094 .9746
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions 016*** .0004 .9984 .8228
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions 200+ .0003 .9980 .7565
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions .0014%** .0004 .9986 .8457
Prevalence of Minor Infractions .0026%** .0004 1.003 1.317
Intercept (log odds) -3.169 (.0420)

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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Table 7.4 shows there are five prisonization |&/gkedictors significantly related to
committing a minor uncooperative infraction: percehinmates with a prior incarceration,
prevalence of dominant infractions, prevalenceedfaht infractions, prevalence of evasive
infractions and prevalence of minor uncooperatifeactions. The percent of inmates with a
prior incarceration and prevalence of minor uncoafpee infractions are both positively
related to committing a minor uncooperative infl@et Thus, inmates in prisons with a
higher percent of inmates with a prior incarceratmd a higher prevalence of minor
uncooperative infractions are more likely to comanrhinor uncooperative infraction. The
prevalence of minor uncooperative infractions esdgtrongest level-2 predictor in this model.

The prevalence of dominant, defiant and evasivaatibns within a prison all are
negatively related to committing a minor uncoopegeainfraction. These findings indicate
that a lower prevalence of dominant, defiant arasasre infractions within a prison increases
the odds of a minor uncooperative infraction beiagnmitted.

Cross-Level Interactions (Level-1 by Level-2)

Table 7.4 presents the significant cross-leveradigons predictive of committing a
minor uncooperative infraction. As discussed m pinevious chapter, in regard to the
random effects of the level-1 predictors, cros&lenteractions were tested for the level-1
predictors: custody level and time served. Custedgl interacts with the prevalence of
minor uncooperative infractions. Time served iates with percent with more than a high
school education and average time served (years).

As seen from the IQR effects, custody level isstiengest predictor of committing a
minor uncooperative infraction when the level-2i@bles are zero (that is, the level-2

variables are at “average,” as the variables aaedymean centered, so the mean score is
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zero). However, the custody level effect on cortingta minor uncooperative infraction is
affected, or conditional on the “prevalence of nninncooperative infractions”. Since the
two main-effects are of the same sign (both pasjtitais interaction can be referred to as a
compensatory effect. This means that the prevalehminor uncooperative infractions
reduces the effect of custody level on committingonuncooperative infractions. Or, in
other words, the interaction between custody lanel the prevalence of minor
uncooperative infractions indicates that inmatesigher custody levels are somewhat less
likely to commit a minor uncooperative infractiomere there is a higher prevalence of
minor uncooperative infractions than if there weoesuch prevalence. It could be that if the
normative climate of a prison is one in which minacooperative infractions are one way of
dealing with confinement, then the independentogsfef being in a higher custody level are
not as strong on committing a minor uncooperatieaction. It appears the effect of one
variable compensates for the other in generatimgppmincooperative infractions. That is,
the odds of a minor uncooperative infraction ackioed somewhat by the presence of both a
high custody level and a high prevalence of minaraoperative infractions, relative to the
expected levels if each only had an additive effect

The level-1 variable time served negatively intesadth the percent of inmates with
more than a high school education and averagesened (years). Both interactions can be
discussed in terms of a buffering effect. The tigganteraction between time served and
percent of inmates with more than a high schootatlon indicates that minor
uncooperative infractions are more likely to be oatted by inmates who have served more
time, but less so when there are a higher percemtbigmates with more education. It

appears that the more educated inmates is hawegeficial impact on inmates who have
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served more time, reducing the occurrence of mimeooperative infractions, where
otherwise inmates who have served more time woelddonmitting more minor
uncooperative infractions.

The negative interaction between time served aedage time served (years)
indicates that minor uncooperative infractionsrame likely to be committed by inmates
who have served more time, but less so when teaadiigher average of time served. This
effect could be interpreted similarly to how it wias defiant infractions indicating a
“relative deprivation” effect. It could be thabfig timers” resent the fact that there are other
inmates in their prison who have served less tintetaAus act out by committing more minor
uncooperative infractions.

In summary, minor uncooperative infractions area-gerious type of infraction
violation. Examples of such infractions are possesfunds in the form other than
authorized by Division of Prisons’ Policy, in exsex the authorized amount, or from an
unauthorized source and misuse or use the telegranail without authorization. The
strongest predictors of this type of infraction #ive importation and prisonization measures.
The social control measures do not appear to ba@srtant in predicting the occurrence of
a minor uncooperative infraction.

The strongest predictor of committing a minor un@eE@ative infraction is the
prisonization measure custody level. Inmatesghéi custody levels are more likely to
commit minor uncooperative infractions. This effescconditional on the prevalence of
minor uncooperative infractions. The prisonizateasure time served is also an important
factor -- in fact, it is the second strongest peaadioverall. Inmates who have served more

time in prison are more likely to commit a minorcooperative infraction. This effect is
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conditional on the percent of inmates with morenthaigh school education and average
time served.

The strongest importation predictor of committingngor uncooperative infraction is
age. Minor uncooperative infractions are morelyike be committed by younger inmates.
Interestingly, the African American measure is agignificant predictor. Thus, neither
whites nor African Americans are more likely to aaithis infraction type.

Neither of the level-1 social control measuregasistically related to committing a
minor uncooperative infraction. However, the le2edocial control measure, “percent of a
prison with more than a high school educationtyegatively related to committing a minor
uncooperative infraction. Therefore, it appeased tbhr minor uncooperative infractions,
social control is only effective at the prison leve
Substance Abuse Infractions

Prison-level Predictors (Level-2)

Table 7.5 presents the individual-level and prikewel predictors, as well as, the
cross-level interactions of committing a substaatoese infraction (1=substance abuse
infraction committed, O=substance abuse infraationcommitted). Five of the nine
contextual variables tested are significantly \edab committing a substance abuse
infraction. Measures of all three theories havengpact on this type of behavior. The
variance components for the full HLM logistic reggen model (including level-1, level-2
and cross-level interactions) show that 65% ofadsveen prison variation is explained by

this model™®

“8 A table reporting the actual variance componenmtlers for the intercept and slopes with randonrceffe
coefficients can be seen in Appendix F. The vagatomponents for the HLM model with only levelfida
level-2 variables (without cross-level interactipage presented in Appendix F as well.
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Table 7.5: HLM: Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization Factors
Predicting the Occurrence of a Substance Abuse Infiction During Current Prison Stay
(n=39,236)

Level-1 and Level-2 Mairfédts and Cross-Level Interactions

Variables Coef. Se Exp. IQR
(Coef)) effects
Level-1
Importation
African American -.4567*** .0495 .6334 .6334
Poor/Lower Class -.0025 .0425 .9975 .9975
Age -.0290*** .0024 9714 .6859
Presenting Offense Serious/Violent o7a** .0361 .8980 .8980
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent — -.26%17* .0582 .7697 .7697
Presenting Offense Drugs -.3679*** 583 .6922 .6922
Social Control
Married -.1691*** .0518 .8444 .8444
Education Level .0188 .0251 1.019 019.
Prisonization
Custody Level 4626*** .0261 1.588 1.588
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .03071 *** 700 1.031 1.097
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions Q6 .0002 .9994 .9295
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions .0004* .0002 .9996 .9457
Prevalence of Minor Infractions .0008** .0003 .9992 .9188
N Prior Incarcerations .0823*** .0107 1.086 1.179
Time Served 3977+ .0239 1.423 1.318
Percent African American 0075*** .0018 .9925 .8936
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .0182** .0068 1.018 1.057
Percent W Prior Incarceration  -.0095** .0031 .9905 9211
Average Time Served -.2518 .0934 T774 .9340
Level-2
Importation
Percent African American .0146** .0051 015 1.245
Percent Poor/Lower Class -.0001 0090 .9999 .9992
Social Control
Percent W/ More Than H.S. -.0416* 981 .9593 .8803
Prisonization
Percent W/ Prior Incarceration .0366*** .0087 1.037 1.373
Average Time Served (years) .1809 .2573 198. 1.050
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions .0043*** .0006 1.004 1.689
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions 200 .0005 .9974 .6957
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions .0004 .0006 1.000 1.049
Prevalence of Minor Infractions -.0001 .0005 .9999 .9895
Intercept (log odds) -3.520 (.0296)

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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The importation measure percent African Americapasitively related to
committing a substance abuse infraction. This méla@t inmates are more likely to commit
this infraction in prisons with a higher percentAdfican American inmates.

Table 7.5 shows that the social control measurecre of a prison population with
more than a high school education”, is negativelgted to committing a substance abuse
infraction. Therefore, inmates are less likelgdoonmit this infraction in prisons where there
is a higher percent of inmates with more than & Bithool education.

Table 7.5 shows three level-2 prisonization vagaldignificantly related to
committing a substance abuse infraction: percetit avprior incarceration, prevalence of
dominant infractions, and prevalence of defiantaations. The first two measures (percent
with a prior incarceration and prevalence of domtnafractions) are positively related to
committing a substance abuse infraction. Theadtsaimdicate that inmates are more likely
to commit a substance abuse infraction in prisoitis avhigher percent of inmates with a
prior incarceration and higher prevalence of domimafractions. Note that the IQR effects
indicate that the prevalence of dominant infractiathe strongest overall predictor of
committing this infraction type. Percent with agprincarceration is also a very strong
predictor.

Finally, the prevalence of defiant infractions egatively related to substance abuse
infractions. This finding indicates that substaabese infractions are less likely to be
committed in prisons with a higher prevalence dfaih infractions.

Cross-Level Interactions (Level-1 by Level-2)

Table 7.5 also presents the significant crossHieweractions predicting the

occurrence of a substance abuse infraction. Asigg®d in the pervious chapter, in regard to
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random effects of the level-1 predictors, two leYgiredictors were tested for cross-level
interactions: custody level and time served. Tiigopization measure custody level
interacts with percent with more than a high scleshlcation, prevalence of dominant,
defiant, and minor uncooperative infractions. Thegnization measure time served interacts
with percent African American, percent with morarira high school education, percent with
a prior incarceration, and average time served.

The IQR effects indicate that custody level issheond strongest predictor of
committing a substance abuse infraction when thel{2 variables are zero. The cross-level
interactions show that custody level positivelyenacts with percent of inmates with more
education and negatively interacts with the prawageof the different infraction types
(dominant, defiant, and minor uncooperative). irteractions between custody level and
percent with more than a high school educationyagesce of defiant infractions and
prevalence of minor uncooperative infractions dirbufering effects. The interactions
between custody level and the prevalence of defiadtminor uncooperative infractions
show that substance abuse infractions are morg likdoe committed by inmates in higher
custody levels, but less so when there is a higheralence of defiant and minor
uncooperative infractions. The positive interactio®tween custody level and percent of
inmates with more than a high school educatiorcetess that the generally “beneficial”
effect of having relatively well educated inmatesaduced somewhat in the face of higher
custody levels. Stated differently, higher custtalels “buffer” the beneficial effect of a
relatively well-educated inmate population.

The interaction between custody level and the peexa of dominant infractions is a

compensatory effect. This negative interactiondatgs that inmates in higher custody
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levels are more likely to commit a substance almfsaction, but the effect is less so when
there is a higher prevalence of dominant infraciofhus, to some extent, higher custody
levels or the prevalence of dominant infractions lemd to more substance abuse, but the
effect of one is mitigated by the presence of tifeio

The level-1 prisonization measure time served g interacts with percent
African American, percent with a prior incarceratiand average time served (years). These
interactions are all compensatory effects. Thewbrigs indicate that inmates who have
served more time are more likely to commit a sulistaabuse infraction, but less so in
prisons with a higher percent of African Americahnigiher percent with a prior incarceration
and a higher average time served. Stated diffigreht amount of substance abuse an
individual commits is limited somewhat by the prese of more time served, a higher
percent of African Americans, a higher percent vaitbrior incarceration, and higher average
time served relative to the expectation that eandh loas a singular additive effect. For
example, the amount of substance abuse infractimnmdividual commits is limited
somewhat by the presence of both a high amouminefserved and a high percent African
American, relative to the expectation that eacly bials an additive effect. (Thus, one could
say that “the whole is equal to less than the stitheoparts” Cohen et al 2003:285). The
results show that either percent African Americatirae served increases the odds of
substance abuse infractions, but together thezcesffare less than if either only had an
additive effect.

The positive interaction between time served andgre with more than a high
school education can be discussed as a bufferfagteind indicates that inmates with more

time served are more likely to commit a substarmeesa infraction, but less so in prisons
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with a higher percent of educated inmates. Sdnaba results show that the generally
“beneficial” effect of having relatively well edutesl inmates is reduced somewhat in the
face of higher custody levels when predicting sahast abuse infractions.

In summary, substance abuse infractions inclubletance possession and inhaling a
substance. Measures of all three theories — iraport, prisonization and social control —
are seen to have an effect in some way on the we of substance abuse infractions.

The strongest importation measures are African #gae and age, both level-1
measures. The African American measure is thd gtrongest predictor overall.
Interestingly, whites are more likely to commitubstance abuse infraction than African
Americans, net of the effects of all of the othariables in the model.

Two social control measures are significantlyteddlato committing a substance abuse
infraction: Married (level-1) and percent with mahan a high school education (level-2).
Note that the married measure is only a statisyicajnificant predictor of substance abuse
infractions and defiant infractions. The percem prison with inmates with more than a
high school education is negatively related to cattimg a substance abuse infraction,
however, is not one of the strongest effects. &loee, although social control has an effect
on substance abuse infractions, in general, tleete relatively minor.

The strongest predictors of committing a substatcese infraction are prisonization
measures, specifically custody level (level-1) cpeeat with a prior incarceration, and
prevalence of dominant infractions (level-2). Inasahoused in higher custody levels are
more likely to commit a substance abuse infractibhe custody level effect is conditional

on four level-2 measures. Further, the occurre@fieesubstance abuse infraction is more
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likely in prisons with a higher percent of inmatesh a prior incarceration and a higher
prevalence of dominant infractions.
Comparison of all Five Infraction Types and Theoreical Interpretation

When examining all five infraction types one caa seme similarities and some
differences in the predictors’ effects across icticn types. The question is whether the
differences are pronounced enough to validateypp@agy of infraction behavior. The
current research argues that the results do insigggbrt the validity of the typology of
infraction behavior. Even though there are a fexsom-level measures that are consistent
predictors of misbehavior there are enough sulistadifferences to uphold the infraction
typology. In fact, recall that some similaritieg@ss the infraction types were expected from
the prisonization theoretical perspectiVeA basic premise of prisonization theory is that
anyone can be “prisonized” and thus commit infiadi consistent with the norms of the
inmate subculture. In general, this theory consahdt the prison context is ripe for prison
misbehavior and suggests that inmates will engagewide variety of offense types. Thus,
the fact that “percent with more than a prior icesation”, a prisonization measure, is
significantly related to all the infraction typesnot surprising.

Within this section of the chapter, the goal i®timg in theoretical interpretation to
make sense of the findings and to discuss therdiffgoredictors of each infraction to

illustrate how the typology is validated by theules. To make it easier to “see” the

“9 Although, prisonization theory in general prediatssatility of infraction behavior, there are avfe
exceptions. For instance, the theory seems toyithilt inmates are motivated to commit more of stypes
of infractions than others. For example, becadiskeo“anti-staff” orientation of the prison subture, one
might expect that there would be more infractioosmitted against correctional staff. Also, since
prisonization theory posits that many of the “padhdmprisonment” are due to the presence of oitfrates
(who threaten each other at times) then one mighg& a prevalence of infractions of inmate-on-itena
violence. Finally, if different subcultures evolwéthin a prison, then it would be likely that piss with a high
prevalence of certain types of infractions wouldyile a normative climate to encourage more ofdtszsne
types of infractions (whatever they might be).
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differences, Table 7.6 shows the exponentiatedtseggain from each of the Tables 7.1
through 7.5. One way to compare the five infractigpes is to examine the effects of each
of the prison-level variables on the different adtion types. The cross-level interactions
also need to be discussed at this time. The devsinteractions are interesting because
some of the variables that are the most consiptenlictors of each of the infraction types
are conditional on different level-2 measures.

Discussion of some of the most theoretically indéng cross-level interactions will
be first. When looking at the level-1 predictdrisiseen that age is a consistently strong
predictor of all the infraction types. Howevergamotable difference that will be briefly
discussed is in regard to the defiant infractigretywhich involves buffering effects of
several prison-level measures of the prevaleneamdus infraction types. Where the
various infraction types are more prevalent (defaard evasive infractions), age does not
result in as large of a decrease in defiant infbast This means that age is not as prominent
in decreasing defiant infractions if defiant ané&ve infractions are sufficiently prevalent in
the prisons. However, it should be noted thatheagea rather large negative first-order effect
in the defiant model so there is more age effetise, so to speak, for defiant infractions.
At an abstract level, it seems to make sense giatyand defiant infractions are mitigated or
buffered by the prevalence of defiant and evasifractions in that it suggests relatively low
levels of control over the inmates in those insitius. In other words, it is not surprising
that defiant infractions would be lessening the affiect in such “low control” institutions.

Age is also involved in two cross-level interacgomhen predicting evasive
infractions. The effect of age is reduced by trespnce of more inmates with a prior

incarceration. This means that in a context wikbt @f inmates with prior incarcerations, the
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Table 7.6: HLM: Summary of Effects of Importation, Social Control and Prisonization

Factors Predicting the Five Infraction Types (n=3%36)

Dominant Defiant Evasive Minor Substance
Importation Exp. Coef. Exp. Coef. Exp. Coef. Exp.Coef. Expefo
African American 1.632%**  1.279%*  8242%** 1.055 6334***
Poor/Lower Class 1.004 1.173%*  1.218*** .1150* .9975
Age 9714**  9516*** = 9497*** .9692*%** 9714 %***
Percent W Prior Incarceration 1.002**
Percent W More Than H.S. 1.003***  1.002*
Prev. of Dominant Infract. 1.000%**
Prev. of Defiant Infract. 1.000%***
Prev. of Evasive Infract. 1.000%**
Presenting Offense Serious/Viol ~ 1.001 .9342 .9322 9835 .8980**
Presenting Offense Ser/Non-viol 1.001 .9756 .9899 T791***  7697***
Presenting Offense Drugs 7409%*  7286***  6849***  6605***  6922*%**
Social Control
Married .9390 .8742**  1.002 .9531 .8444%**
Education Level .9222*%*  9571** 9881 1.038 1.019
Prisonization
Custody Level 1.830***  1.566**  1.495%** 1.439***  1588***
Percent Poor/Lower Class 1.025%**
Percent W/ More Than H.S. 1.054*** 1.031%**
Average Time Served (yrs) A855%+*
Prev. of Defiant Infract. .9996*
Prev. of Minor Infract. .9993*** .9993* 9992
Prev. of Dominant Infract. 1.013*
N Prior Incarcerations 1.015 1.053***  1.043* 1.008 1.086***
Time Served (years) 1.239%**  1.401**  1.217** 1.8F  1.423***
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .9823** 1.018**
Average Time Served (yrs) .B175%* 5951 xxx 774>
Percent W Prior Incarc. .9905**
Percent African American .9925%**
Level-2 Measures
Importation
Percent African American 1.007 1.008* 1.011* 1.012* 1.015*
Percent Poor/Lower Class 1.016 1.016* 1.024** 9957 .9999
Social Control
Percent W/ More Than H.S. .8760***  9225** 9784 9577** .9593*
Prisonization
Percent W Prior Incarceration 1.020** 1.020*** 1@4* 1.012* 1.037***
Average Time Served (years) 1.720%** .6907 .7800 940 1.198
Prev. of Dominant Infract. 1.002*** 9994 .9989 o 1.004%**
Prev. of Defiant Infract. 1.002** 1.001 9971 980*** 997 4x**
Prev. of Evasive Infract. 1.001 1.001** 1.003***  9986***  1.000
Prev. of Minor Infract. .9991* 1.001* 1.000 1.003** ,9999
Intercept -3.753 -1.864 -3.045 -3.169 -3.520

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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beneficial effects of aging are lost to some extétgrcent with more than a high school
education is compensating the age effect on conm@i#n evasive infraction. This is an
interesting finding because the mechanisms of heories are at work placating off each
other on the occurrence of an evasive infraction.

Custody level, another consistent level-1 predjatso is involved with some cross-
level interactional effects for some infractiondgp For dominant infractions the results
show that custody level interacts with percent foaer class, percent with more than a
high school education and average time servedgyedost interesting theoretically,
perhaps, is the synergistic effect of percent power class and custody level. Here, there
are more dominant infractions where there are haher custody levels and more lower
class inmates. Instead of conceptual “redundatiwre seems to be a modestly “explosive”
reaction of the two components that results in ewere dominant infractions: lower class
inmates in high custody environments may feel theye nothing to lose or may subscribe to
lower class values of the importance of “physicaess” and “toughness”, resulting in
more dominant infractions.

Also interesting is the buffering effect that cutdevel has on the aggregate
education level variable’s impact on dominant amolssance abuse infractions: it lessens the
reductive effect of mean education level on domimainactions and substance abuse
infractions. Thus, there are limits to the benefieffects of more educated inmates — higher
custody levels define those limits for some infiaetypes. It is not clear, however, why
those two infractions types are impacted as opptusdte other three (defiant, evasive, and

minor uncooperative).
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The level-1 time served measures is also a cemsiptedictor of the different
infraction types. Interestingly, the cross-levekraction between time served and average
time served is present in the defiant, minor uneoajve, and substance abuse infraction
models. This relationship has a buffering effectdefiant and minor uncooperative
infractions and a compensatory effect for substateese infractions. That is, either time
served or average time served can bring aboutautesabuse infractions. As for defiant
and minor uncooperative infractions, while timeveeris increasing the chances of these two
infraction types, average time served is decreasioge chances.

In general, the buffering effects seem more thexaky interesting in that they could
be attributed to a “relative deprivation” effedhe “long timer” in prisons with relatively
many short timers may be prone to defiant deviamceminor uncooperative behavior -- out
of perceptions of personal injustice (relative degtron) -- whereas the “long timer” in
prisons with many other “long timers” is actualligidclined to participate in defiant and
minor uncooperative infractions because servingng time is “normal”.

In summary of the cross-level interaction effettig, results show that the effects are
relatively small in magnitude. Although, a fewthé interactions are theoretically
interesting and indicate that to some extent theld& predictors are impacted by context.
Therefore, they are an important contribution.

Discussion will now focus on the prison-level maffects to examine whether there
are different predictors of the infraction typda.general, it is seen that there are many
similar effects of the prison-level variables asrtise range of infractions. However, the

differences which do exist are important and waliftussing.
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The importation measure “percent African Americeana fairly consistent predictor
of the infraction types. However, this measunedsstatistically related to committing a
dominant infraction. For the infraction typessta significant predictor, it appears that its
effect is much larger for substance abuse infrastemd much smaller, relatively speaking,
for defiant infractions.

From a theoretical perspective these results poiatpossible “subcultural” effect of
race being imported into the prison when theraghdr percentage of African American
inmates. Theoretically, it is surprising that mcAfrican American is not significantly
related to dominant infractions. A positive redaship could have provided support for a
subculture of violence argument. That being daidthe other significant relationships it
could still be the case that African Americanstaaa@smitting values of resisting authority
and disobeying the rules, which are having a ctleempact on inmates regardless of an
inmate’s race. The normative climate of such agrricould be one in which committing
infractions are acceptable behavior, especiallyidostance abuse infractions, and a way to
act in congruence with climate of the prison. Alagively, these findings could be due in
part to racial discrimination on the part of cotreas staff. This means a higher percent of
African Americans does not necessarily indicat¢ #&haalue system is being implemented as
much as it means that correctional officers areentigely to write-up inmates for
misbehavior in prisons with a higher percent ofi¢en American inmates.

The importation measure “percent poor/lower classihly significantly related to
the defiant and evasive infraction types. Thengjite of this predictor appears to be stronger
in the evasive infraction model. From a theoréfiEaspective it is possible to argue here

that the contextual effect of social class is gagsa “subcultural” effect. That is, where
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there is a higher percent of poor/lower class iesidhey may be transmitting a value system
that stresses resistance to authority into the atwenclimate of a prison, leading to more
violent types of infractions directed at correciataff (defiant) to be committed, regardless
of an individual’s class (Miller 1958; Cohen 1958)In regard to evasive acts (recall that
such acts are non-confrontational and some rastithancial gain), it could be that these acts
are a result of values placed on evading the anéstrying to gain financial status. These
values are enhanced in prisons with a higher pexafgroor/lower class inmates affecting the
normative climate of a prison leading to more ex@snfractions committed by all inmates,
regardless of the inmate’s social class.

When examining the level-2 social control measpercent of inmates with more
than a high school education”, it is seen that pneglictor is statistically related to all of the
infraction types except evasive infractions. Thatextual effect “percent of inmates with
more than a high school education” is the leastoezd in the literature. The present
analysis argues that this effect indicates soaatrol is working at the aggregate level. This
means that where there is a higher percent of isnaith more than a high school
education, there are fewer dominant, defiant, murmooperative and substance abuse
infractions committed. There are some differenodhle strength of the significant
relationships to be noted. It appears that thegmerwith more than a high school education
variable has a stronger impact in the dominantdaiint infraction models. This measure
is somewhat less strong in the minor uncooperatncesubstance abuse infraction models.

One possible explanation is that these resultsiargar to that found for education at the

% Recall that prisonization theory also proposesitiraates have an anti-staff orientation. Thabtji@rgues,
however, this is not because the attitude is ingabitbut because inmates become “prisonized” areldakhat
orientation.
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individual level. Education is more preventivetiod more serious infractions than the less
serious ones.

Recall that traditional social control theory hamerally been applied at the
individual level. The current research argues ithedn also be applied at the contextual
level. The results here indicate that at the ocdo#d level, an increase in the percentage of
inmates with more education leads to fewer inmabd@smitting infractions. Where there are
more relatively well-educated inmates, there areenmumates committed to conventional
society’s norms. Where there are more inmates dtsdrio conventional society’s norms,
there is more control over behavior. This seenigetparticularly true in the case of
dominant and defiant infractions. Collectivelyyipaps the more educated inmates are more
committed to conventional society’s rules and respm the rules prohibiting violent
behavior amongst inmates. In regard to defiamagtions it could be that, as a whole,
inmates perceive that they have too much to losenvdefiant infractions are committed
(infractions against staff). Also, it is possilthat more highly educated inmates are not so
quick to take on an anti-staff orientation.

Discussion now turns to the level-2 prisonizatiogasures. The percent of a prison
with more than a prior incarceration is statisticadlated to committing all of the infraction
types. However, it appears to be a much strongligtor within the evasive and substance
abuse infraction models than it is for the othee¢hinfraction types (dominant, defiant and
minor uncooperative). Note that the effect of tasiable on committing the different
infraction types is consistent with prisonizatibeary. Prisonization theory would expect a

higher percent of inmates with more than a pricameration to increase the “pains of
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imprisonment” for inmates, which would lead to moractions, in general, regardless of
type.

When focusing on dominant infractions from the pecsive of the “pains of
imprisonment” argument, it seems that institutia$ increasing numbers of repeat
offenders would be the site of more serious violefiaictions committed because the anti-
social attitudes and behaviors become more promalias inmates serve more time via
multiple sentences. In other words, prior incaatiens of inmates have a cumulative
impact, perhaps affecting the normative climata pfison, in which “accepting” dominant
infractions as a way of dealing with the confinésgprisonment is normative. In regard to
defiant infractions, it could be that inmates halisea prison with a higher percent of
inmates with a prior incarceration are likely torhere “prisonized,” meaning they may have
adopted attitudes and values in opposition to ctimes staff, leading to more defiant
infractions committed. When looking at evasiveaetions, it could be that inmates with
more prior incarcerations are coping with theiraroerations by committing more evasive
infractions. Instead of confronting other inmaa@sl staff by committing dominant or
defiant infractions as a way to deal with “the [gamfi imprisonment”, evasive infractions are
ways to act out in a less conspicuous way.

Finally, when focusing on minor uncooperative anddssance abuse infractions,
coming from a prisonization standpoint, the normeatlimate of a prison with a higher
percent of inmates with a prior incarceration waokdone in which minor uncooperative and
substance use infractions may be more prevaleatas/ to deal with the shared “pains of
imprisonment.” Specifically increasing substanbasee seems an acceptable way for

inmates to deal with the harsh reality of confinaime
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The prisonization measure average time servedladya statistically significant
effect on dominant infractions. The relationshgivireen average time served and dominant
infractions is positive. From a theoretical intefation prisonization theory would contend
that prisons with inmates who have a higher avecdgene served would have more
infractions committed. This could be a result@ialization within the prison
(“prisonization”) or frustration felt by inmates wlare in prisons where the average time
served by all inmates is higher. If committingradtions is seen as a way for inmates to
adjust to the prison environment, there may becabpation process through which inmates
are socialized to act out against other inmatesway of dealing with confinement.
According to prisonization theory, this procesadbpting antisocial attitudes and behavior
would make inmates more “prisonized”. It can deacargued that the high values of the
average time served measure captures a senseiéfien and aggravation brought on by
many inmates who have served more time. The esipresf frustration by multiple
individuals may have an effect at the collectiweleof there being more dominant
infractions committed, independent of an inmate&® dime served and the frustrations
associated with that. This specific finding suppdne idea that prisonization theory would
be more likely to predict inmate-on-inmate infracis because many of the “pains of
imprisonment” are due to the presence of other tamm@wvho threaten each other at times),
thus one might expect a prevalence of infractidnaraate-on-inmate violence.

Finally, discussion focuses on the prevalence ks There are some interesting
differences to discuss, however, in general thaiffigs are supportive of the idea that
different subcultures evolve within a prison, sattprisons with a high prevalence of certain

types of infractions provide a normative climatetewourage more of those same types of
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infractions (whatever they might be). First, tesults show that the prevalence of dominant
infractions is statistically related to dominaninor uncooperative and substance abuse
infractions. The effect of this measure on comnuta dominant and substance abuse
infraction is positive and strong. The effectlmStmeasure on committing a minor
uncooperative infraction is negative and comparaldpmewhat weaker predictor.

The prevalence of dominant infractions predictiognthant infractions is not a
surprising result, as the individual’'s propenstiycommit a dominant infraction should
increase where such infractions are more prevalkmiay be that dominant infractions are
in a sense “normative” within some contexts. Tmding could be interpreted as support for
a “prison subculture” where violence is increasingged by inmates as a way to “get by”
within a violent prison. In such an environmentnates more often resort to violence as a
coping mechanism. Stated another way, it may dedbminant infractions breed more
dominant infractions.

Interestingly, the effects of prevalence of dominafractions on substance abuse
infractions is the strongest effect overall. T¢usild be because in prisons where the
normative climate is violent, substance abuse ¢esgary as a way to cope with such a
hostile environment. The third relationship, betwéhe prevalence of dominant infractions
and committing a minor uncooperative infractiorigates that in contexts where dominant
infractions are high, minor uncooperative infraniare less likely to be committed. This
finding could be used as support for the ideaithatore violent prison contexts, minor
infractions are not committed as a way to get bgrison. Instead, more serious infractions
are the norm. Or it could be that in violent prisaninor uncooperative infractions are

overlooked by corrections staff. Relatively spegkiminor infractions are less serious. |If
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corrections staff have to pick a battle, it wouldghlikely be controlling more harmful
behavior.

The prevalence of defiant infractions is relatedlt@f the infraction types, except
defiant®® It appears the strength of all the effects actiosgour models is similar; however,
the direction of the relationship is not the saoreall the infraction types. The prevalence of
defiant infractions is only positively related toremitting a dominant infraction and is
negatively related to committing an evasive, mimocooperative and substance abuse
infraction. The positive relationship between pnevalence of defiant infractions and
committing a dominant infraction may shed lighttba prison climate. In a prison with a
higher prevalence of defiant infractions committ@eormative climate is apparent where
individual inmates are more likely to be unruly aedistant to corrections staff. Such unruly
and aggressive behavior could carry over to intemas with other inmates (dominant
infractions). The negative relationship betweesvptence of defiant infractions and
committing an evasive, minor uncooperative and tsulee abuse infraction could mean that
in prisons where inmates are less confrontationil the staff (committing defiant
infractions), the normative climate encourages confrontational acts, such as evasive
infractions, acts with less severe punishmentd) ssaninor uncooperative infractions and
substance abuse infractions as a way to deal hathpgains of imprisonment”. It could be
that such a prison is less accepting of seriouadtibns being committed against staff. The

anti-staff orientation may not be as strong.

*1 The absence of the relationship to defiant infoast is interesting considering that one would expieere to
be a positive relationship between the two vargbldowever, this non-existent significant relasibip is
probably due to the fact that the defiant infractigpe is most common and is most likely distriloluteore
evenly across prisons.
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The level-2 prevalence of evasive infractions meagistatistically related to
committing a defiant, evasive, and minor uncoopeganfraction. However, the strength
and direction of this effect is different for edafraction type. For instance, the effect of the
prevalence of evasive infractions on committingegasive infraction is the strongest
predictor overall in that model (a positive relaship). For the other two relationships, the
effect is much weaker within those models. Thatrehship between the prevalence evasive
infractions and committing a defiant infractionpissitive and negative for committing a
minor uncooperative infraction.

The relationship between the prevalence of evasivactions and committing an
evasive infraction is straightforward. Accordimggrisonization theory, in such prisons the
normative climate is one in which inmates are iasnegly disobeying the rules in a non-
confrontational manner as a way to deal with carfient. The positive relationship
between the prevalence of evasive infractions anahaitting a defiant infraction is not as
straightforward. Evasive infractions seem to regjaidegree of strategy and effort to carry
out, and it could be that being caught leads toend@fiance against corrections staff because
of frustration.

The negative relationship between the prevalenevadive infractions and
committing a minor uncooperative infraction coukldue to the more serious nature of
evasive infractions. In such prisons where theielower prevalence of evasive infractions
being committed, it may be that there is less aecege for serious infractions being
committed as a way to deal with confinement anelgfore, minor uncooperative infractions

are committed more often. Also, it may be thasqnmiclimates vary in degree of overt anti-
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staff orientation, where evasive infractions argenurevalent. Here, one would expect
fewer infractions that are overtly anti-staff, ipgrhaps only if they are minor infractions.
Finally, the level-2 prevalence of minor uncoopeetnfractions is statistically
related to committing a dominant, defiant and mimecooperative infraction. This measure
is positively related to committing a defiant anthar uncooperative infraction and
negatively related to committing a dominant infraet The relationship between the
prevalence of minor uncooperative infraction anchootting a minor uncooperative
infraction is expected because an individual’'s prgity to commit a minor uncooperative
infraction should increase where such infractioesmaore prevalent. It may be that minor
uncooperative infractions are in some sense “novaiatvithin some contexts. However, it
is not the strongest predictor in the model; themeethere are other measures more likely to
lead to committing a minor uncooperative infractiban the prevalence of it. The positive
relationship between the prevalence of minor unecatpre infractions and committing a
defiant infraction is one of the weakest in the mlodBoth types of infractions are
disobedient to corrections staff, although minocaoperative infractions are less severe.
This relationship could be interpreted to mean ihabntexts where minor uncooperative
infractions are prevalent, anti-staff orientationss high and there is an increased chance
that an inmate will resort to a more serious fofrmfraction directed at corrections staff.
The negative relationship between prevalence obmincooperative infractions and
committing a dominant infraction indicates that dieamt infractions are less likely to be
committed in prisons with a higher prevalence afioniuncooperative infractions. This
suggests that aggressive interaction between isnsateot turned to as readily as a way to

deal with prison where the normative climate is oheinor uncooperative infractions. If
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minor uncooperative infractions indicate a degreandi-staff orientation, in such a context,
inmates may feel more cohesiveness and be le$g iikkeurn on each other in violent ways.

From the discussion above it is argued that thexemough differences among the
prison-level predictors to further partially valtdahe typology of infraction behavior. When
taking into account all of the measures (levek%gl-2, and cross-level interactions) the
results indicate the importance of all three thepdiscussed above: prisonization,
importation, and social control theories in diffetiating the types of infraction behavior. It
is seen that a few of the prisonization measunestddy level, time served (years) and
percent with a prior incarceration) and the impistameasure age are consistent predictors
of committing the different infraction types; hoveeythis does not mean that a typology of
infraction behavior is not needed. In fact, somdlarities in the findings are to be
expected. The relationship between age and devigrarguably well established both
within and outside of prison (Hirschi and Gottfredsl983). Therefore, it makes sense that
this relationship would exist for all the infraatidypes. Younger inmates are more likely
than older inmates to commit any deviant behavior.

Custody level is also a prominent predictor of catting infractions in the literature.
The fact that inmates are assigned to higher cydes@ls indicates that they pose more of a
threat to others and to escape. So again, ittismexpected that for all the infraction types,
inmates housed in higher custody levels would beerikely than inmates housed in lower
custody levels to commit any type, or a wide varief deviant behavior. Further, note that
even though custody level is a consistent predmft@ach of the infraction types, this
variable interacts with different level-2 predid@cross infraction types. The consistent

effects of the prisonization measures time serle@el-1) and percent with a prior
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incarceration (level-2) is also expected theor#jicaRecall that prisonization theory
proposes that inmates will become “prisonized” enchmit a range of infractions to cope
with prison>?

Even in the presence of these consistent prediofarach infraction type, there are
also many substantial differences, as discussegkalbis argued that these differences are
sufficient to validate, in a preliminary way, hagia typology of infraction behavior. Further
research, involving other samples of infractioes)ecessary to more thoroughly validate the
present findings by seeing if the results can péaated.

In summary, some of the most noteworthy differeraz¥sss models can be seen
when looking at the importation measures. Foramse, the importation variable African
American (level-1) is not significant in all the dels. In the models where African
American is statistically related to an infractigpe, it is not always in the same direction:
positive for dominant and defiant infractions amgjative for substance abuse and evasive
infractions. Also, the race variable “African Anean” is not statistically related to
committing a minor uncooperative infraction. Il ttases when African American is
statistically related to committing the other fawnfiraction types the results show that for
evasive and substance abuse infractions, whitesare likely to commit such infractions

and African Americans are more likely to commit doamt and defiant infractions.

2 Note that there are a few exceptions to prisoiinaheory’s ideas of versatility. For instandee theory
seems to imply that inmates are motivated to commite of some types of infractions than otherst Fo
example, because of the “anti-staff” orientatiorha prison subculture, one might expect that tixereld be
more infractions committed against correctionatfstalso, since prisonization theory posits thaamyg of the
“pains of imprisonment” are due to the presencetér inmates (who threaten each other at times) ¢me
might expect a prevalence of infractions of inmateinmate violence. Finally, if different subcuks evolve
within a prison, then it would be likely that prisowith a high prevalence of certain types of icticns would
provide a normative climate to encourage more a$¢hsame types of infractions (whatever they ntigit
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The importation measure “percent poor/lower cldksrel-2) is only predictive of
committing a defiant and evasive infraction. Mafiyhe evasive infractions involve
activities that would result in financial gain, tefore, it may be that a higher percent of
poor/lower class inmates, who are relatively degatiare more likely to commit an evasive
infraction. The normative climate of a prison thas a higher percent of poor/lower class
inmates might be a ripe environment for commit@mgevasive infraction. The relationship
between percent poor/lower class and defiant itibras could be indicative of a context
where inmates are bringing into the prison attitualed values that are resistant to authority
and prison rules.

There are also a few noteworthy differences whemexing the social control
measures. Both social control measures at theithdil-level (married and education) are
significant predictors for committing a defiantnaétion, but only education level is a
significant predictor of committing a dominant iaftion. The social control variable
“married” is only statistically related to commitg) a defiant and substance abuse infraction.
(All the effects are in the predicted directiofNeither of the social control measures is
significantly related to committing an evasive anar uncooperative infraction. These
results indicate that social control may only b@amtant for controlling certain types of
infraction behavior, specifically, more seriousagmf behavior. Also, different types of
control (e.g., married vs. education) may be nexrgder preventing certain types of
behavior. Further research examining how diffetgpés of control better prevent different
types of misbehavior in prison is necessary.

Finally, there are a few interesting differenceswlfocusing on the prisonization

measures. First, custody effects are involvedfferént cross-level interactions when
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predicting dominant, defiant, minor uncooperateed substance abuse infractions.
Therefore, although custody is a consistent predif all infraction types, it is conditional
on different things depending on the infractioneyfsecond, the prisonization measure
“number of prior incarcerations” (level-1) is ndasstically related to committing a
dominant or minor uncooperative infraction, bud isignificant predictor of committing a
defiant, evasive and substance abuse infractidme clirrent research interprets the
relationship between number of prior incarceratiand substance abuse to indicate that
repeat inmates commit more substance abuse irdnsctd deal with the “pains of
imprisonment”. For evasive infractions, it coulel that repeat inmates are trying to commit
more sneaky acts (evasive infractions), such asthoazed leave, unauthorized location, or
acts that result in financial gain, to try and lggtin prison. Finally, in line with prisonization
theory, it could be that repeat offenders are nikety to be defiant against correctional staff
because tension has increased with prior incaroesand inmates are more upset with the
system. Recall that prisonization theory arguas d@n anti-staff orientation results from
prisonization.

Third, the level-2 prisonization measure “average served” (level-2), is only a
significant predictor of committing a dominant iaftion. It makes sense that inmates in
prisons with a higher average time served commiendominant infractions as a way to deal
with confinement. With all of the long-timers, s@on could run high from living in close
guarters and dealing with being deprived of so nthimgs, leading to more violent
interactions between inmates (dominant infractions)fact, it is the non-existent
relationship between average time served and ther atfraction types which is interesting.

According to prisonization theory it would make sernhat average time served would
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predict the other infractions types as well. Fertresearch would be beneficial in trying to
understand why average time served predicts dominfaction types and not others.
However, it could be that because dominant infoastiare the ultimate in terms of
aggression and frustration that a higher averagienef served creates an ideal environment
for tension and conflict. In this regard it malsesise that average time served would have a
positive impact on dominant infractions.

From the HLM logistic regression results it is clézat there is much going on when
trying to examine the different predictors of thi#edent infraction types. Although one
might argue that there are many similarities inghelictors of the different infraction types,
the differences cannot be overlooked. In fagg @&rgued here that there are enough
important differences to justify breaking infractginto types. Moreover, several of the
differences are consistent with both the empiricelings of others and with more general
theoretical expectations. In general, the resnfike sense theoretically. The results show
how the three theories —importation, prisonizagad social control- come together to better
understand the different infraction types. Thereven a few instances where level-1
measures interact with level-2 measures of a @iffetheory, indicating the importance of
using multiple theories.

Conclusion

The HLM logistic regression results show supportdistinguishing types of

infraction behavior and offer partial validationtbe infraction typology. See Table 7.7 for a

tabular summary. This table clearly illustrates dhfferences and thus points to the need for
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the typology of infraction behavigf. However, as seen in the above discussion nof gile
results have an obvious interpretation or are as@ckin the literature. Because the
infraction types offered are preliminary, more st is needed to see if these differences
show up in other research using different samptéswever, the preliminary analysis
conducted in the present research is the firstiatdpe construct validation process in
showing that differences do exist and types ofaiction behavior should continue to be

differentiated.

%3t should be noted that this table simply compahneswithin model differences. It does not indécat
statistically significant differences between thedels. For example, the table reveals that agedsof the
strongest level-1 predictors for both defiant amdséve infractions; however, the table does noicate for
which infraction it is a stronger predictor.
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Table 7.7: Summary of HLM Findings for Five Infraction Types

Dominant | Defiant Evasive Minor Substance
Strongest Custody Level | Custody Level | Age Custody Level| Custody Level
:;,?ggilc::'ors Africa_n Age Custody Level | Time Served Africa_n
American American
Strongest Prev. of % W/ more Prev. of Evasive| Prev. of Minor | Prev. of
Level-2 Dominant than a H.S. Infractions Infractions Dominant
Predictors Infractions Educ. Infractions
% W/ Prior Prev. of
% W/ more % W/ Prior Incarceration Defiant % W/ Prior
than a H.S. Incarceration Infractions Incarceration
Educ.
Strongest Custody Level | Custody Level | Prev. of Evasive| Custody Level| Prev. of
Overall _ Infractions _ Domin_ant
Predictors African Age Time Served | Infractions
American Custody Level
Custody Level
Absence of Both Level-1 Both Level-1
Notable Social Control | Social Control
Predictors Measures Measures
Level-1
African
American
Measure
Other Level-1 Level-1 Negative Level- Negative
Noteworthy _education level| Married is 1 Afri(_:an Leyel-l
Observations| 'S o™ only American African
significant for | significant for | Measure American
dominant and | substance and Measure
defiant defiant
Level-1
Level-1 Married is
education level only
is only significant for

significant for
dominant and
defiant

substance and
defiant
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Chapter Eight
Discussion and Conclusion

Introduction

Inmate behavior, specifically how people reactda to prison life and what
predicts how inmates adapt to prison, is a widelgied area with a long intellectual history
(see Clemmer 1940; Irwin and Cressey 1962; SykB8;1&hd Wheeler, 1961 among others).
The purpose of the current research has been miea&anfraction behavior by creating a
typology of infraction behavior and modeling thewcence of the specific types of
infractions, seeking evidence for and against jpdessnfraction specialization. The idea that
specialization can be revealed through pattermffgrent types of offenses has been
demonstrated in previous research (Cohen 1986hSand Smith 1984). The current
research will continue to examine specializationdmking at clusters of infraction behavior.

There were three specific phases of analysis focthrent research. First,
exploratory factor analysis was conducted to cradtgology of infractions. Second, a
Markov model was created to examine the extentfodction specialization. Finally,
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) logistic regress was used to both discover how three
theories — prisonization, importation and socialtoal — predict the occurrence of the
different infractions types identified in the figghase of the analysis and as well as to help
partially validate the infraction typology presehte

Overall, the results from the three phases of aealprovide a degree of support for
infraction specialization and the typology of irdtian behavior. Construct validity was
partially supported by the HLM logistic regressiasults which show that in general there

are different predictors for the different infrawtitypes. These findings also produce some
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support for specialization. However, it is impaittéo point out that the HLM logistic
regression results also support instances of dtyaysinfraction behavior, particularly when
looking at the prisonization predictors of the eiffnt infraction types. Specifically, the
prisonization measures custody level and time seat¢he individual-level and percent with
a prior incarceration at the contextual- level @asistently significant predictors of the five
infraction types. These results suggest thatytheldgy is not as important when predicting
the various outcomes. Also, the importation measage and presenting offense drugs are
significantly related to all five infraction type#\gain, when focusing on these specific
predictors the results suggest that differentiatypgs of infractions is not necessary. At the
same time, when examining other predictors acrasdefs, there are results that lead to the
conclusion that the typology is distinguishing adtion types in a meaningful way. Those
results are described in the discussion below.

When looking at specialization more directly, by w$ the Markov model, support
for infraction behavior specialization is also sevhat limited. However, even with only
limited support for specialization found with theaMov model, the overall goal of the
current research -- to predict infraction behadiffierentially -- is accomplished. Also, the
contribution of the typology of infraction behavisrimportant. The current research argues
that infraction behavior is better understood bypgs typology.

Discussion

Researchers and theorists have not agreed oxténa €0 which offense
specialization exists, or even what constitutesredé specialization. It has been claimed in
the criminological literature that offenders do specialize in the criminal behaviors in

which they participate (Gottfredson and Hirschi @9®ven though some scholars have
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found statistical evidence of offenders who reauttyeengaged in similar types of offenses
(See Blumstein, Cohen, and Farrington 1988; Brenki@alnick, and John 1989; Britt 1996;
Bursik 1980; Lattimore, Visher, and Linster 1994quro et al. 1999; Schwaner 1998;
Schwaner 2000). It is worth noting that interesthie topic of specialization is not waning.
In fact, two articles focusing on criminal spedalion have been recently published in one
of the most prominent criminology journals (DeaAenstrong, and Felson 2005; Sullivan et
al. 2006). The current research will continuerese in the topic of specialization.
Infraction typologies are potentially useful wheoking at infraction specialization.
If inmates or offenders specialize in some formbadfavior, it is useful to have a typology to
use to identify what those forms of behavior afée current research identified five
infraction types as a result of considering exglomafactor analysis and some general
theoretical concepts: dominant infractions, defiafractions, evasive infractions, minor
uncooperative infractions and substance abusectidres. The current study utilized two
forms of validity to assess the typology offeré&the first type of validation used was
determining the face validity of the typology. $hvas established by seeing that the
typology of infraction behavior makes logical andaningful sense and that the typology
fell in line with previous typological criminal rearch. The second type of validation used
was construct validity. Construct validity wastessusing hierarchical linear modeling
(HLM) logistic regression and it was establisheak tihere were different predictors of the
different infraction types. The current reseanduas that if the typology of infractions was
validated in part by the HLM logistic regressioistivould lend support to the idea that to
some extent offenders seem to specialize in thawbets that they commit. The current

research argues that infraction behavior is bettelerstood by taking a typological
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approach. Although future research is neededdaf ¢ke infraction typology can be
replicated, it is offered as a starting point tadstinfraction behavior.

Hierarchical linear modeling logistic regressionsveanducted to partially validate
the infraction typology. However, it also allowfst testing how prisonization, importation
and social control theories predict the occurresfdbe different infractions types. These
three theories have traditionally played an impdrtale in prison misconduct research. In
short, prisonization theory contends that adjustrt@prison is dependent on how
individuals react to the hardship imposed by thegor experience and context. Prison
misbehavior is explained as an adaptation to premety and confinement (Clemmer
1940). According to prisonization theory, inmatges able to better adapt to prison by
creating a subculture that is anti-staff to proydetection for their self-esteem. Importation
theory contends that pre-prison experiences, pdatly those involving the adoption of
criminal values and other personal characteristifext inmate adjustment to prison. Prison
misbehavior is a result of pre-prison experiencel@ personal characteristics supportive of
such behavior. Social control theory contends @allahdividuals are equally motivated to
commit delinquent acts out of self-interest and twantrols are necessary, such as bonds to
conventional society, to keep individuals from neisving. In the prison setting, the current
research uses social control theory notions tonbsther social bonds to conventional
society, such as marriage, act as barriers to keegtes from committing infractions.

The current research can be summarized by sonie @hore important findings.
First, will be a discussion of the main findingelgied from the Markov model. Second,

focus will shift to the final stage of the analygise HLM logistic regression results.
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A Markov model is a model to examine change in beltaver time. In the current
research it was specifically used to examine thierdof infraction specialization. Recall
that the overriding interest of the current reseasavhether or not there is a degree of
specialization in infraction behavior. The Markmodel results revealed three major themes
about inmate infraction behavior. The first majogme revealed in the findings is that there
is a degree of specialization in prison miscond@&pecialization was most evidently seen
when examining dominant infractions. Specializaticas also seen to a degree when
examining minor uncooperative, defiant, and sultgtabuse infractions. On the other hand,
evasive infractions demonstrated virtually no supfar specialization. In sum, the current
research does find some support for specializationthe support is for a moderate degree
of specialization in infraction careers, not a hitfgree of specialization.

The second major theme revealed in the Markov argly that infraction behavior is
not random. This can be seen when looking at thead of specialization occurring
compared to the average probability of a certgue tyf infraction being committed. Of the
four infraction types where specialization did hate the highest absolute probability of
occurring (dominant, evasive, minor uncooperativeé substance abuse), the probability of
specialization (committing two of the same typendifaction successively) was still higher
than the average probability of that infractionngecommitted, except for defiant and
evasive infractions. Without a doubt, infractioghlavior is not random, and the second
infraction type committed is not independent of fin&, except in the case of defiant
infractions.

The third major theme revealed in this analysasnisinmistakable trend of inmates

moving towards committing evasive infractionsthi¢ first infraction type committed is
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dominant, minor uncooperative or substance abhsegrobability of the second infraction
type committed being evasive is considerably grehaen the probability of either
specialization (repetition) or advancing on to &eotinfraction type. If the first infraction
type is either defiant or evasive, the probabibtyhe second infraction being evasive is
second only to the probability of it being defiaamd is still noticeably larger than the
probability of it being one of the other three adtion types. This pattern was somewhat
unanticipated, but, in hindsight, not necessahilycking. It makes sense that over time,
inmates would move away from committing serious abdous rule violations and
inconsequential noncompliance to evasive infrasti@vhich, by definition, have as their
goal not getting caught). Also, evasive infraci@@em to represent the midpoint of
seriousness, somewhere between the violence abthéant and defiant infractions and the
triviality of the minor uncooperative infraction3hus, it may be that inmates avoid some of
the more serious infractions, perhaps out of fédurther punishments by seeking to indulge
in “evasive” infractions. Whether punished forieas or non-serious infractions, the
tendency seems to be toward infractions for whingnd is presumably the (inmate’s)
perception of a low likelihood of being caught anahished.

The final stage of analysis involved HLM logistegression analysis. The HLM
logistic regression results can be summarized lnesof the more important findings. There
are six main findings. The first five are orgawiz®y the theoretical contributions of
importation, prisonization and social control thesrin predicting the five infraction types.
The last main finding focuses on the different premts of each infraction type.

The first main finding is that the type of inframti behavior in which an inmate

engages is affected by both individual-level (argnate’s race and class) and prison-level
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(e.g., percent of the prison population that isrpmdower class) characteristics that are
imported into the prison by the inmates. This sufspthe general proposition derived from
importation theory that different behaviors haviéedent etiological sources or causes
imported into the prison. For instance, the imgiooh variable of race at the individual level
has different effects on the different infractigpes. The results show that African
Americans are more likely to commit dominant antiaghe infractions, whites are more
likely to commit evasive and substance abuse itilnag, and there is no significant
relationship between race and committing minor opeoative infractions. From an
importation perspective these findings can be ssem indication that African Americans
and whites have normative differences that are tegdnto prison and influence infraction
behavior.

The results show that the importation predictor sneag social class at the
individual level is significant predictor of commiitg a defiant, evasive and minor
uncooperative infraction. Individuals in the paoriower classes are significantly more
likely to commit a defiant, evasive or minor unceagtive infraction than are individuals of
a higher class. There is no significant relatigm$fetween social class and committing a
dominant or substance abuse infraction. The curesearch interprets these social class
findings as representing support for the idea ploat/lower class inmates have a different
value system than middle/upper class inmates makmgre likely that poor/lower class
inmates may commit certain types of infractionsr &ample, such values as being defiant

towards authority could lead to defiant infractidhs

> Of course, recall that prisonization theory alstidves inmates have an anti-staff orientationattheory
argues, however, this is not because the attitudaported, but because inmates become “prisoniaed’take
on that orientation.
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The prison-level importation measure “percent efphison that is poor or lower
class” is not statistically related to committing@minant, minor uncooperative or substance
abuse infraction, but is a significant predictocofmmitting a defiant and evasive infraction.
Individuals in prisons with a higher percentagénofiates in the poor or lower class are
significantly more likely to commit a defiant andasive infraction than are individuals in
prisons with a lower percentage of inmates in ther r lower class. The current research
interprets these social class findings as repraggeatipport for the idea that poor/lower class
inmates not only have a different value system thatdle/upper class inmates, but that the
contextual effect of social class is possibly hgwirt‘'subcultural” effect, making it more
likely that inmates in prisons with a high percehpoor/lower class inmates may by more
likely to commit certain types of infractions. Fexample, it is possible that lower class
values encompass resisting authority, and thiseveystem may have a collective impact on
the prison, increasing the occurrence of defiainaations.

The results of the analysis of the presenting sierariables also support
differentiating infraction types; however, not iretpredicted manner. Importation theory
leads one to believe that the presenting offensalas would match up statistically with
the infraction types, indicating a degree of sgeation. Criminal behavior committed
outside of prison would be imported into the prisow an inmate would continue
committing similar types of behavior. However, tlesults do not show this. For instance,
when examining substance abuse infractions, antenmigh a presenting offense that is
serious/non-violent, serious/violent or drug refaiteless likely to commit such an infraction
than an inmate whose presenting offense is modeoateviolent. The current research

argues that these findings could be due in pattedact that criminal behavior outside of
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prison does not closely match misbehavior insiderision. For instance there are many
offenses that can be committed outside of prisah¢hnnot be committed within prison and
vice versa. In general, these results do not stijypportation theory.

In sum, these results support the hypothesis tieaimiportation indicators
differentially predict the different infraction tgg. The current research interprets these
findings as representing moderate support fordkea that different behaviors have different
etiological sources or causes. One exception evidoking at the importation measure age.
Age is a consistent predictor of all five infractitypes. The current research argues that
these results lend support for arguments of theeusality of the age-crime relationship.

One notable exception to this consistency is sed@mmvexamining the cross-level interactions
for the defiant infraction type which involves beifing effects of several prison-level
measures of the prevalence of various infractipesy Where the various infraction types
are more prevalent, age does not result in as t#rgalecrease in defiant infractions. This
means that age is not invariant because the affiagt ®aries for defiant infractions if a
variety of infractions are sufficiently prevalentthe prisons.

The second important finding of the HLM logistigression analysis is that
prisonization characteristics at both the individe.g., custody level) and prison-level (e.g.,
percent of inmates in the prison with more than jpmer incarceration and the average time
served of all inmates within a prison) are gengratjually predictive of each infraction type.
Note that this finding is to some degree expectedcall, that a basic premise of
prisonization theory is that anyone can be “prigedi and thus commit infractions
consistent with the norms of the inmate subcultureerefore, in regard to specialization,

such factors seem to point to a diversity of detvishavior as a possible response. In
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general, this theory contends that the prison corgeaipe for prison misbehavior and
suggests that inmates will engage in a wide vanébffense types. However, as discussed
in Chapter Two there are a few exceptions. Fdaims, the theory seems to imply that
inmates are motivated to commit more of some tgbesfractions than others. For
example, because of the “anti-staff” orientatiortha prison subculture, one might expect
that there would be more infractions committed agfacorrectional staff. Also, since
prisonization theory posits that many of the “pashgmprisonment” are due to the presence
of other inmates (who threaten each other at tines) one might expect a prevalence of
infractions of inmate-on-inmate violence. Finalfydifferent subcultures evolve within a
prison, then it would be likely that prisons witlhigh prevalence of certain types of
infractions would provide a normative climate t@earage more of those same types of
infractions (whatever they might be). In regardhese exceptions, the findings from the
current analysis are not supportive of the hypaghiasit prisonization indicators would
better predict infractions committed against cdiceral staff and inmate-on-inmate
infractions (because in general they were equalbpsrtive of all infraction types).
Therefore, in general, the findings fall in linetkvthe overall prisonization notion that
inmates who are “prisonized” will commit an arrdyirdraction types.

A few interesting findings that point to some diffaces among the prisonization
predictors of the different infraction types arers&hen looking at the cross-level
interactions involving custody level and time ser{loth prisonization measures) and some
of the aggregate-level variables. One interedimijng is the cross-level interaction
between custody level and percent poor/lower dasisits effect on dominant infractions.

The interaction indicates that more dominant irtfoas are committed where there are both
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higher custody levels and more lower class inmaldwere appears to be a modestly
“explosive” reaction of the two components thautesin even more dominant infractions:
lower class inmates in high custody environmentg faal they have nothing to lose or may
subscribe to lower class values of the importari¢plyysical prowess” and “toughness”,
resulting in more dominant infractions (inmate-omate infractions).

Also interesting is the cross-level interactiotwe®en custody level (level-1) and the
aggregate education level variable and its impaaaminant and substance abuse
infractions. These findings indicate that custtelel lessens the reductive effect of mean
education level on dominant and substance abuskctitins. Thus, it appears there are
limits to the beneficial effects of more educatechates — higher custody levels define those
limits for some infraction types. It is not clehgwever, why those two infractions types are
impacted as opposed to the other three (defiansie® and minor uncooperative). More
research is needed to further explore this area.

One other noteworthy cross-level interaction isveen time served (level-1) and
average time served at the prison level and iecefin defiant and minor uncooperative
infractions. This finding could be attributed téralative deprivation” effect. The “long
timer” in prisons with relatively many short timergy be prone to defiant and minor
deviance -- out of perceptions of personal inj@s(relative deprivation) -- whereas the “long
timer” in prisons with many other “long timers” astually disinclined to participate in
defiant and minor infractions because serving g kime is “normal”.

A third general finding is also relevant to priszation theory and is supportive of the
idea of specialization. As discussed above, pizstion theory leads one to believe if

different subcultures evolve within a prison, thiewould be likely that prisons with a high
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prevalence of certain types of infractions wouldvide a normative climate to encourage
more of those same types of infractions (whatelvey tmight be). The results show that in
fact an individual inmate’s probability of commitg a specific type of infraction is enhanced
where there is a greater prevalence of the samectidn type committed at the aggregate
level. For example, it was expected that a higatr of dominant infractions would be
committed by inmates in prisons where there iseatgr prevalence of dominant infractions
committed compared to other prisons. This propwsis supported by the current research.
The prevalence of dominant, evasive, and minor opetive infractions committed at the
prison level, each predict their respective coya#ds at the individual level. The current
research interprets these findings to mean thairdior)y minor uncooperative and evasive
infractions appear to impact the normative clinafta prison, leading to more infractions of
the same kind. Therefore, in general, if a prisas a problem with a certain type of
infraction being committed at higher rates thareottrisons, it is going to spawn more
similar behavior, and such behavior will continaéde a problem. Note, however, when the
prevalence of each infraction measure is signifigaelated to is corresponding infraction
type, it is not the strongest predictor, exceptefaasive infractions. Thus, in most cases
several other factors are more important as predicif each infraction type than the
prevalence of them.

The fourth main finding has to do with social cohtheory. The research shows that
inmates who are more bonded to conventional otbreirsstitutions are less likely to commit
infraction types of a more serious and violent re{dominant and defiant infractions), then
inmates who are less bonded. The two individuatllsocial control measures, married and

education level, are better predictors of the damirand defiant infraction types than they
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are of the other three infraction types. Spediffcdoth social control measures are
significant negative predictors for committing didet infraction, with those who are
unmarried and those with lower levels of educabieing more likely to commit this type of
infraction than are their counterparts. Only ediocalevel is a significant predictor of
committing a dominant infraction, with less edudatanates being more likely to commit
this type of infraction than more educated inmatdsither of the social control measures is
significantly related to committing an evasive anar uncooperative infraction, which are
less serious and violent in nature than dominadtdsiiant infractions. The current research
argues it is possible that these findings are supothe idea that social control is only
important for controlling certain types of inframti behavior and also that different types of
control (e.g., married vs. education) may be nergdsr preventing more serious types of
behavior. This implies that in order to better tcohinmates from committing more serious
types of behavior, possibly more could be doneottnect inmates to conventional society or
keep established bonds intact through educatiogranas and making sure inmates are
housed in prisons close to family.

The fifth important finding is also relevant to ¢mi theory. There are relatively few
dominant, defiant, minor uncooperative and subgtafmeise infractions being committed in
prisons where there is a higher percent of inmatdsmore than a high school education.
The present research argues these findings cosklljpp be showing social control working
at the aggregate level. Where there are moravelatvell-educated inmates, there are more
inmates committed to conventional society’s norMéiere there are more inmates
committed to conventional society’s norms, thera ggeater impact of these “beneficial”

values on the context of a prison which could leachore control over misbehavior. The
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positive impact of education could potentially enbficial for correction staff. However,
further research on this measure is necessary te thoroughly validate the present findings
by seeing if the results can be replicated.

In sum, the results of the current research angrmient with predictions derived
from importation, prisonization and social contifuéories. This leads to the sixth main
finding: different types of infractions were oftesund to be predicted by different types of
predictors and in a manner consistent with sonw peisearch. For instance, dominant
infractions are most strongly predicted by custtedyel and African American (level-1
measures). Inmates in higher custody levels améies who are African American are
more likely to commit dominant infractions than #reir respective counterparts. When
examining defiant infractions it is seen that cdgttevel is also a strong predictor, but age is
the second strongest predictor. The strongesiqtoesl for evasive infractions are a high
prevalence of evasive infractions and age. Tlang#st predictors of minor uncooperative
infractions are custody level and time served.alynthe strongest predictors for
committing a substance abuse infraction are cudtad} and a higher prevalence of
dominant infractions. All of these findings ledwt tcurrent research to conclude that future
models of prison infractions would be improvedyppés of infraction behaviors are
differentiated, rather than lumped together inte ontcome category. However, further
analysis is necessary to determine if these firelarg consistent with other samples. Also,
more research needs to be done to say that thiegypdeveloped here is the optimal one.
Limitations of the Research

In light of the results of the current researcleyéhare a few limitations that need to

be addressed. Note that although these limitasbosild not be overlooked, it is argued that
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the results are still valid. Specifically, there a few methodological limitations that cannot
be ignored. The first limitation to be discussethie problem of using officially collected
data. The overwhelming majority of studies ongmisdjustment rely on official
documentation and records of disciplinary miscon@sca primary data source. Despite the
widespread reliance on official reports of disaiply involvement, the use of these data is
neither straightforward or without certain limitatis, and it can be argued that prison
disciplinary records are imperfect measures of terbahavior. Perhaps the strongest reason
to be skeptical of officially collected data is tlitacan be subject to bias. There is an
unknown, but potentially great, amount of deviagldvior occurring in prison that is hidden
from official observation. Poole and Regoli (1988jimate that only 2.91% of behavior
infractions are formally reported. Although thisymot be true for the current research,
there is undoubtedly a “dark figure” of infractiobsing committed that is not known.
Additionally, correctional officers have a vast amobof discretion in the definition and
recognition of events or acts that impact whichaaofions are recorded. This discretion
could greatly impact who and what is formally répdr There may be instances of targeting
a particular group or turning a blind eye to otiméraction violators. Both of these

limitations could greatly impact the results of therent analysis. If infractions are
underreported and subjected to correctional staff,lthen there could be more or less
infraction specialization than is seen in the aurresearch. For instance, an inmate may be
written up for committing a dominant infraction lbao back because officers are watching
out for that inmate committing dominant infractiorisabeling the inmate as aggressive
towards other inmates might increase the chanctteeahmate being written up for

dominant infractions and other misbehavior mightrbgsed. Despite these limitations,
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inmate misconduct as measured by official recofdBseiplinary infractions is still an
attractive data source and one that is widely bgeesearchers. However, because of these
limitations the validity of these findings should imterpreted with caution.

Another limitation of the current research hasaondth the weaknesses of
exploratory factor analysis. It is important taenthese weaknesses because exploratory
factor analysis was used to create the infracipology employed in the current research. It
has been argued that exploratory factor analysigyeaerate arbitrary factors (Thompson
and Daniel 1996). This limitation, however, wasli@ssed by further testing the validity of
the factors identified through hierarchical lineasdeling logistic regression. Additionally,
although the present study found the infractiorolygy to be validated, it is questionable
whether the same factor structure would emergatd dere gathered from a different
sample (i.e., different prisons in different states

It is also worth pointing out that the prisonerghe current research are not randomly
assigned to the prisons in which they are hous&deria such as custody level, available
bed space, and job or program assignment needsmietewhere an inmate will be sent to
stay. This could potentially affect the validiti/tbe statistics because selection of certain
types of inmates into different prisons cannot ikrely accounted for by the measured
characteristics in the current study. Future netemay want to explore the use of
Heckman-type models to better control for the selagrocesses associated with prison

assignment.
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A fourth limitation of the current research wortisalissing is that specialization over
time is defined by examining only two successiviesittion events in the Markov mod&l.
Recall, that all successive infractions an inmatm@mits during the sample time frame are
studied in the simple Markov model, not just thietftwo infractions committed. Although
most research examining specialization only lodksva successive criminal acts (Britt
1990, 1996; Bursik 1980; Durham 1988; Piquero €1299; Schwaner 1998; Tunnell 1988),
there are limitations to this approach, and itéacthat specialization is not fully captured
by looking at only two successive acts. It couddmat the two successive acts captured are
the same, but the third and fourth act are differ@nthe two successive acts captured are
different, but the third and fourth act are the sam the second. In either case, examining
more than two infractions would allow a more exte@$ook at specialization and criminal
careers (Of course, the simple Markov model incdualeinfractions if the offender has
committed two or more infractions).

A final limitation is the generalizability of thesults. The current research analyzes
data on North Carolina prisoners. Although thelifngs are in general congruence with
previous research, there may be problems genemglirese findings to inmates in other
states. It could be that North Carolina inmatesdaiferent in some ways compared to
prisoners in a state that has more crime and argmgson population leading to different
prison dynamics. There is also the fact that tiffé states may have different prison rules

and regulations that would make it hard to pregiseplicate this study.

%> Note that the entire infraction career is studi@dthe factor analysis, and all infractions duriagrison
“stay” are studied in the HLM analysis.
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Conclusion

Despite the limitations discussed above, the ctiresearch reveals important
information on patterns of infraction behavior apecialization in North Carolina Prisons in
1997. Overall, there is moderate support for ictican specialization. Two major
contributions of the current research are studgjperialization using a prison population and
constructing a typology of infraction behavior. eTinfraction typology was used to examine
infraction behavior, specifically infraction spd@ation. Limited support for infraction
specialization was seen when looking at the Maodel, especially when looking at
dominant infractions (infractions directed at othmenates). The Markov Model further
showed that infraction behavior is not random. $é&eond infraction type committed is not
independent of the first, even in instances whpeeislization does not appear to be the
case.

Validating the typology of infraction behavior was important step of the current
research. Validation for the typology first camenh its empirical basis, the factor analysis.
However, because the factor analysis was explgradolditional validation was necessary.
Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) logistic regréss further validated the infraction
typology. In general, the HLM logistic regressi@sults indicated that there are different
predictors for the different infraction types, sopng the need to distinguish between them.

Research on the specialization of criminal behakas been fairly consistent for
quite some time and interest in the subject coesrto prosper. However, little attention is
being paid to inmates and whether or not they gizeiin misbehavior within prison. This
is an important area of study because, if speaitdin of infraction behavior exists,

understanding the behavior pattern serves variblity purposes, such as being able to
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extend special treatment to specialized offendedshaving a greater ability to predict
inmate misconduct. The current research yieldsigimsupport for the specialization of
infraction behavior to continue research in thesaawith the goal being to more fully
understand in which particular instances infracgpacialization is occurring and in which
particular instances infraction versatility is ooong. Finding specialization of infraction
behavior in this population of offenders has theepbal to advance our knowledge on
specialization in general. Further research, vinmgl other samples of infractions, are
necessary to more thoroughly validate the presedinigs by seeing if the results can be

replicated.
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Appendix A

Table A.1: HLM models predicting the five infraction types when Level-1 variables are
Group-mean centered (n=39,236).

Dominant Defiant vdsive Minor. Uncoop. Substance
Infraction Infraction Infraofi Infraction Infraction
coefficient coefficient coefficient coefficient coefficient
Variables
Individual
—Level
AA. 467 3%+ .2306*** -.1923*** .0524 -.4423**
Poor .0005 .1434%** .1919%*** .1350* -.0075
Age -.0298*** -.0423*** -.0485*** -.0298*** -.0279**
PO Violent -.0081 -.0991** -.0542 -.0234 -.1062**
PO Non- .0092 -.0226 -.0057 -.2454*** -.2488***
Violent
PO Drugs -.2319%** -.2658*** -.3289%*** -.3656*** -.3403***
Mar. -.0581 -.1268*** -.0020 -.0469 -.1636***
Edu. -.0763*** -.0420*** -.0129 .0362 .0178
Cust. .6139*** A4327*** .3728*** .3794*** ABT74***
N Prior .0124 .0458*** .0391** .0065 .0783***
Time .2070%** .3089*** .1945%** .3800*** .3527***
Prison —
Level
% AA. .0120* .0158*** .0128** .0190*** .0098*
% Poor .0440** .0280** .0352** .0166 .0223**
% H.S. -.2499%** -.1623*** - 1157%** -.1047*** -.0939***
% Prior .0363*** .0197*** .0316*** .0230*** .0485***
Avg Time .6397* -.0280 -.5496* .2506 .5826**
Prev. Dom .0032*** .0004 -.0005 -.0008 .0048***
Prev. Defi .0008 .0013** -.0013** -.0013*** -.0022***
Prev. Evas .0014** .0010* .0033*** -.0009* .0010
Prev. Min -.0012 .0003 .0007 .0023*** -.0013**

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

Bolded coefficient indicates result is different from nebavhen level-1 variables are grand-mean centered
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Appendix B

Table A.2: HLM models predicting the five infraction types when aggregate level
infraction types are measured using the percent (r89,236)>°

Dominant Defiant d&swe Minor Uncop.  Substance
Infraction Infraction Infraoti Infraction Infraction

Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef. Coef.
Variables
Individual
—Level
AA. .4896%+* 257 2%* -.1891%* .0558 -.4190%***
Poor .0038 .1632%+* .1953%* .1406%** -.0015
Age -.0285** -.0482%* -.0454%* -.0302** -.0265**
PO Violent -.0096 -.0664 -.0852 -.0178 -.1024%*
PO Non- .0049 -.0272 -.0096 -. 251 2%* - 2440%*
Violent
PO Drugs -.2830** -.3445%** -.3800*** -.4096*** -.3554%*
Mar. -.0687 -, 1373*** .0028 -.0480 -.1530***
Edu. -.0784%* -.0440** -.01139 .0348 .0174
Cust. 4984 % 4531 %% .381 5%+ .3108** .5087*+*
N Prior .0153 .0552%* .0417% .0077 .0763%+*
Time .2146%* .3246%* .1966%+* .3428%* .354 7%
Prison —
Level
% A.A. -.0040 .0012 .0057 .0121~ .0096*
% Poor -.0107 -.0111 -.0015 -.0241% -.0153
% H.S. -.0127 .0048 .0252 -.0096 .0016
% Prior .0146** .0072 .0189%** .0073 .0332%*
Avg Time .3982 -.2978* -.4356* -.2552 3471
% Dom .0372%* -.0094 -.0046 .0001 .1000***
% Defiant .0312%*+ .0329%** -.0253%+* -.0047 -.0360%*
% Evasive -.0024 .0084+* 0737%* -.0015 .0038
% Minor -.0327** .0100 .0081 .0559%+* -.0018
Uncop.

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
Bolded coefficient indicates result is different from nabavhen level-2 infraction types are standardized

*® The Level-1 variables in all the models are grarehn centered.
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Appendix C

Table A.3: HLM models predicting the five infraction types when Level-1 felony

variables are included (n=39,2363’

Dominant Defiant vdsive Minor. Uncoop. Substance
Infraction Infraction Infraofi Infraction Infraction

coefficient coefficient coefficient coefficient coefficient
Variables
Individual
—Level
AA. A4693*** .2404%* -, 2017 .0454 - 4475%**
Poor -.0708 .0894** .1266* .0496 -.0807*
Age -.0319*** -.0474%% -.0470%** -.0348*** -.0309**
PO Violent .0052 -.0708 -.0700 -.0169 -.1052**
PO Non- .0365 .0067 .0264 -.2080** -.2120%**
Violent
PO Drugs -.2409** -.2713%** -.3231%** -.3493*** -.3030**
Mar. -.0616 -.13171%* .0063 -.0407 -.1555%**
Edu. -.0685** -.0340** -.0024 .0505 .0294
Cust. 4241+ A473F* 39271 %** .3519%** ABLT7**
N Prior .0409* .0821*** .0637*** .0506** 1021 %**
Time .2037 .2786*** .1831%** .3155%** .3284***
Prior -.1409 -.2324%** .0944 -.4516*** -.0273
Felony
No Felony .3124*** .2057*** .0560%** .2198** .3833***
Information
Prison —
Level
% A.A. .0080 .0077* .0118** .0126** .0142**
% Poor .0263 .0095 .0160 -.0099 .0002
% H.S. -.1234%** -.0971*** -.0495** -.0384** -.0564**
% Prior .0263*** .0143* .0244*** .0107* .0384***
Avg Time .1348 -.2527 -.3282 -.2075 .3434
Prev. Dom .0025*** -.0011 -.0011 -.0014%** .0047***
Prev. Defi .0016* .0005 -.0026*** -.0022%** -.0023***
Prev. Evas .0010 .0005 .0033*** -.0013*** .0004
Prev. Min -.0010** .0003 .0003 .0024%** -.0004

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001

The variable of interest in the table presentedrab® the prior felony variable

variable indicates if an inmate had been arresied felony prior to their current

. This

incarceration. This information is only availalbée about one-third of the sample. Because

SO many inmates were missing this information, @y variable was created to see if

>’ The Level-1 variables in all the models are grarehn centered.
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inmates missing this information are missing atlan. In other words, two dummy
variables were created from the original variable first dummy variable, labeled as
“Prior Felony” in the table, compares those witknawn prior felony against those known to
have not had a prior felony. The second dummyabéeicreated, labeled as “No Felony
Information” in the table, compares those with nmgsnformation on the felony variable
against those known to have not had a prior feloftyese variables are control variables
added to the models to see if the prisonizationsones still hold in the face of an inmate’s
criminal history. The results indicate that thespnization measures are still significant
predictors of the different infraction types, catiing for prior felony. Therefore, it can be
argued that the prisonization measures are cagtaame aspect of being in prison, above
and beyond an inmate’s criminal tendencies, leattirthe different types of infraction being
committed. According to prisonization theory ityrt#e that inmates in higher custody
levels, more prior incarceration, and who have egmore time are more likely to commit
infractions as a way to deal with the “pains of rmpnment” or acting on their anti-staff
values obtained by “prisonization”. The resultglier show that inmate’s with a prior
felony are significantly less likely to commit af@d@&t and minor uncooperative infraction
than inmates without a prior felony. The prioof@y measure is not statistically related to
committing a dominant, evasive or substance abussction. Interestingly, the “No Felony
Information” variable is a significant positive piietor of each of the infraction types. This
means that inmates with an unknown or ‘missingrgl history are significantly more likely
to commit each of the different infraction typeartrare inmates known to have not had a
prior felony. This indicates that inmates misdinig information are most likely not missing

at random.

232



Table A.4: HLM: Model with Dependent variable: Infr action versus no infraction
committed (n=39,236)

Appendix D

Variables

Level-1
Importation
African American
Poor/Lower Class
Age

Presenting Offense Serious/Violent
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent

Presenting Offense Drugs
Social Control

Married

Education Level
Prisonization

Custody Level

N Prior Incarcerations
Time Served

Level-2

Importation

Percent African American
Percent Poor/Lower Class

Social Control

Percent W/ More Than H.S.
Prisonization

Percent W/ Prior Incarceration
Average Time Served (years)
Prevalence of Dominant Infractions
Prevalence of Defiant Infractions
Prevalence of Evasive Infractions
Prevalence of Minor Infractions

Coef.

.0292
1401%**

0435

4540
-.1203*
- 3757%*

- 1715w
-.0492%%*

4849%
04227
AB4T

.0081**
.0042

-.0529%**

.0086
-.0197
0ab
060
.0010*
.0016**

Se

.0357

.0294

.0028
.0447

.0398

39a

.0377
.0150

.0320

.0103
.0389

.0031
.0062

118

.0046

1766

.0006
.0004
.0004
.0006

Exp.
(Coef))

1.030
1.150
.9574
.9556
.8867
.6868

.8424
.9520

1.624
1.043
1.592

1.008
4.00

.9485

009.
.9805
.9995
.9994

1.001

1.002

*p<.05 **p<.01 **p<.001
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Appendix E

Table A.5: Individual-level Variables for Inmates with More Than One Infraction

(n=6,197)
Variable Mean SD Min  Max
Independent t Variables
Importation
African American (O=white, 1=AA) .69 46 0 1
Poor/Lower Class (0O=Middle/Upper, 1=Poor/Lower) .87 .34 0 1
Age 28,99 7.97 18 66
Presenting Offense Serious/Violent .50 A7 0 1
Presenting Offense Serious/Non-Violent 14 .29 01
Presenting Offense Moderate/Non-Violent 19 46 01
Presenting Offense Drugs 17 37 0 1
Social Control
Married (O=Not Married, 1=Married) A1 31 0 1
Education Level (0=0 Thru"™81=Some H.S., 125 .76 0 3
2=Complete H.S., 3= More Than H.S.)
Prisonization
Custody Level (O=minimum 3, 1=minimum 2, 293 930 4
(2=minimum 1, 3=medium, 4=close)
N Prior Incarcerations (Capped at 6) 101 148 0 6
Time Served (Years) .87 1.02 O 14.22
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Appendix F

The Variance Components for the Five Infraction Tyges

Dominant Infractions Variance Components Variance Eplained®®
Null Model

Intercept 1.629 0%
Level-1 Model

Intercept .6212 62%
Custody level 1231

Level-1, Level-2 Model

Intercept .2900 82%
Custody level 1377

Full Model

(L-1, L-2, Interactions)

Intercept .2628 84%
Custody level .0793

Defiant Infractions Variance Components Variance Kplained
Null Model

Intercept 9123 0%
Level-1 Model

Intercept 3211 65%
Age .0003

Custody level .0295

Days served .0297

Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .1010

Level-1, Level-2 Model

Intercept .1953 78%
Age .0003

Custody level .0315

Days served .0291

Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .0895

%8 The variance explained was calculated by subtrgdtie variance component for each tested modei fhe
variance component of the Null model and dividing tesult by the variance component of the Null ehod
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Full Model (L-1, L-2, Interactions)

Intercept 2031
Age .0002
Custody level .0318
Days served .0198
Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .0848
Evasive Infractions Variance Components
Null Model

Intercept .7864
Level-1 Model

Intercept .4989
Age .0002
Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .0391
Level-1, Level-2 Model

Intercept .3798
Age .0003
Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .0536
Level-1, Level-2 Model

Intercept 1953
Age .0003
Presenting Off. Serious/Vio. .0895

Minor Uncoop. Infractions Variance Components
Null Model

Intercept .2939
Level-1 Model

Intercept 1196
Custody level .0375
Days served .0225
Level-1, Level-2 Model

Intercept .0347
Custody level .0269
Days served .0243
Full Model (L-1, L-2, Interactions)
Intercept .0310
Custody level .0228
Days served .0172
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78%

Variance ¥plained

0%

37%

52%

75%

Variance Explained

0%

59%

88%

89%



Substance Abuse Infractions
Null Model
Intercept

Level-1 Model
Intercept
Custody level
Days served

Level-1, Level-2 Model
Intercept

Custody level

Days served

Full Model (L-1, L-2, Interactions)

Intercept
Custody level
Days served

Variance Components

1.143

.8104
.0820
.0529

4243
.0751
.0499

3977

.0662
.0340
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0%

29%
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Appendix G

Prison Disciplinary Offenses - Infractions

Class A

Taking hostage(s)

Active Rioter

Assault staff w/ weapon
Assault person w/ weapon
Sexual assault

Escape

Detonating explosives
Threat by fire

Assault staff throwing liquids
Fight involving weapons
Attempt A offense

Class C

Misuse medicine
Profane language
Disobey order

Fighting

Unauthorized leave
Verbal threat
Barter/trade/loan money
Self injury
Misuse/unauth-use phone/mail
Bribe staff

Theft of property
Attempt C offense

Class E

Unkempt room
Unclean body
Fake illness
Misuse supplies
Legal assistance
Attempt E Offense

Class B
Weapon possession
High risk act
Lock tampering
Substance Possession
Inhale substance
Provoke assault
Fighting
Interfere w/ staff
Violate NC law
Non-threat fire
Refuse submit drug breath test
Leave quit comm. based program
Attempt B offense

Class D
Unauthorized location
Negligently perform duties
No threat contraband
Gambling
Bed violation
lllegal clothing
Property tampering
Unauthorized funds
Possession money
Forgery
Create offensive condition
Attempt D Offense
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Appendix H

Specific Presenting Offenses that make up the Pregeng Offense Categories Used in
the HLM Analysis.

SERIOUS/VIOLENT:

Assault on Executive/ Legislative Officer; Assaulth Deadly Weapon on Executive/
Legislative Officer; Murder %t Degree; Murder 2nd Degree; Conspiracy/ SoliciEtonmit
Murder; Manslaughter; Involuntary Manslaughter; apd Kindred Offenses; Rape less
than Age 12; Rape®Degree; Rape®iDegree Intent to Seriously Injure; Rapé Regree;
Assault with Intent to Commit Rape; Sex OffenseSlyp Parent; Stat/ Rape/ Sexual Offense
13,14,15 DE>6; Stat/ Rape/ Sexual Offense 13,1BHA%6; Sexual OffenseDegree;
Sexual Offense®iDegree with Child; Sexual Offens& Degree aid/ abet; Sexual Offense
2nd Degree; Statutory Sexual Offense; Assault; Malieious Castration Maim; Malicious
Maiming; Throwing Acid/ Alkaline; Assault Secret Miaer; Assault with Deadly Weapon
with Intent to Kill or Intent to Seriously Injuré&ssault with Deadly Weapon with Intent to
Seriously Injure; Assault with Deadly Weapon witteint to Kill; Assault on Handicapped;
Assault with Deadly Weapon with Intent to Serioulslyure Handicapped; Felonious Assault
Handicapped; Simple Assault ; Assault On Femalsaak On Child; Assault On
Policeman; Assault On Officer/ St Employee; Ass&knt to Seriously Injure; Assault with
Deadly Weapon; Assault On Public Official; Assaeidtinting Gun; Assault with Deadly
Weapon Officer, Fireman, EMT; Assault/ Threat AgaiGovernment; Habitual
Misdemeanor Assault; Assault w/ Firearm on Lawdecément Officer; Injury/ Damage w/
Explosive; Injury w/ Explosives; Robbery; Armed Paboy; Robbery w/ Dangerous Weapon;
Common Law Robbery; Safecracking/ Safe Robberygdnhdigamy; Peeping Tom;
Indecent Liberty w/ Child; Sex Exploit Minof'Degree; Fail To Register Sex Offender;
Riot and Civil Disorders; Inciting To Riot; Assalidtnergency Personnel; Assault with
Dangerous Weapon On Emergency Personnel; Childedbdslesting/ Injure Livestock;
Solicit To Commit i Degree Murder; Death By Vehicle; Death By Vehigony; Death

By Vehicle Misdemeanor; Violent Habitual Offender.

SERIOUS/NON-VIOLENT :

Common Law False Imprisonment; Discharge Firearop@rty; Kidnapping % Degree; &
Degree Kidnapping Of A Minor; Kidnapping'Degree; Abduction Of Children; Felonious
Restraint; Damage w/ Explosives; Damage Occupiaasklov/ Explosives; Breaking And
Entering; Breaking And Entering with Intent to Comielony; Wrongful Breaking And
Entering; Breaking And Entering Vehicles; Breakigd Entering Vending Machines;
Bomb Threat; Receiving/ Possessing Firearm; Exaoytibamage To Property; Damage/
Tamper w/ Public Water System; Interfere w/ TombstMarkers; Profane/ Harassing
Language On Telephone; Inmate Possess Weapon;geéddyaPrisoner; Carry Concealed
Weapon; Possession Of Weapon On Campus; CommungCEtireats; Explosives - Posses/
Sell; Possess Weapon Mass Destruction; Possessiéine@rm By Felon; Enhanced Firearm
Penalty.
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MODERATE/NON-VIOLENT :

Common Law Burglary; Burglary; Burglary'Degree; Burglary® Degree; Breaking Out
Of House; Preparation To Commit Burglary; Arson &rBings; Arson % Degree; Burning
Public Building; Burning Education/ School Buildinurn Church, Stable, Barns, Factory;
Burn Building Under Construction; Burning Privateperty; Fraud; Burning Dwelling;
Burning Personal Property; Burning Other Propekigon ' Degree; Larceny; Larceny
From Person; Larceny By Servant/ Employee; Lard®aue Over $200); Receiving Stolen
Goods; Possessing Stolen Goods; Larceny Of Fired8reaking and Entering and Larceny;
Larceny And Receiving; Larceny After Breaking anatdting; Shoplifting; Unauthorized
Use Of Conveyance; Larceny — General; Embezzlensgnbezzlement — Commercial;
Embezzlement-Office/ Employment; Embezzlement OfeaBy Official; Embezzlement —
Charity; False Pretenses & Cheats; Cheat - Progetyices; Obtain Property-Worthless
Checks; Obtain Property-False Coins/ Tokens; Obddwvance U/ Written Agree; Worthless
Check; Worthless Checks Over $2000; Worthless Chétiised Account; Credit Card
Theft; Credit Card Forgery; Credit Card Fraud; EraDommon Law Forgery; Forgery;
Forgery Of Deeds, Wills; Forgery Certificate Of &pForgery Bank Notes; Uttering
Forgery; Selling Forged Securities; Forgery Andeuttg; Forgery — Petitions; Falsify
School Documents; Trespass; Trespass - Real PypQert, Injure Another’s Timber; Sell,
Buy, Posses Property w/ ID Alter; Trespass Afterbittiden; Domestic Criminal Trespass;
2" Degree Trespass; Conversion By Bailee; Crime Agjditature; Perjury; Offer Bribe To
Official; Obstructing Justice; Intimate Jurors; Yation Of Court Order; Resisting Officer;
Misconduct Private Office; Escape Prison; EscageBya-elon; Contraband To Prisoners;
Contributing to the Delinquency of a Minor; Abandaent Of Child Less Than 6 Months;
Non-Support; Theft/ Destruction Public Library; Hitatal Felon; Felony; Failure To Appear
Felony; Accessory/ After/ Fact/ Any Felon; Miscekeus Motor Vehicle Violation; No
Operator’s License; Driver’s License Revoked; DryMWhile Disqualified; Violate Vehicle
Registration; Fail To Obtain Title/ Registrationgéiving Stolen Vehicle; Tamper With
Motor Vehicle; Auto Larceny; Speeding to Elude AtreSpeeding From Police; Failure To
Stop For Accident; Failure To Report An Accidentisbellaneous Motor Vehicle Violation;
Driver’s License Permanently Revoked; Hit And REmud Of Special Identification;
Failure To Pay Taxes; Issuing False Bills; Inflictiwound On Self; Violation Social
Services Laws; Fraud Misrepresent Food Stamp Amdisdlth Law Violation; Other
Felon; Other Misdemeanor; Conspiracy; Criminal @ampt; Failure To Appear; Employ Sec
Violation.

DRUGS:

Possess/ Purchase Wine Beverage By < 21 Age; Metmuéaliquor; Transport Liquor;
Liquor — Minors; Consume Malt Beverage Pass Araaldte Regulate Control Substance;
Manufacture Control Substance; Sell Control Sultg#aRossess With Intent to Sell Control
Substance; Possess Control Substance; Drug PanapaerUse/ Possess; Trafficking
Controlled Substance; Create, Sell, Deliver CotdtbSubstance; Manufacture Schedule I;
Sell Schedule I; Possess With Intent to Sell ScleekliPossess Schedule I; Trafficking
Schedule I; Manufacture Schedule 1l; Sell SchedlylRossess With Intent to Sell Schedule
II; Possess Schedule II; Trafficking Schedule Hafficking In Methamphetamine; Sell
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Schedule IIl; Possess With Intent to Sell Schedul®ossess Schedule IlI; Trafficking
Schedule III: Trafficking In Lysergic Acid; Manufage Schedule IV; Sell Schedule 1V;
Possess With Intent to Sell Schedule 1V; Posselsedsite 1V; Manufacture Schedule VI;
Sell Schedule VI; Possess With Intent to Sell Sakeldfl; Possess Schedule VI; Trafficking
Schedule VI; Violation Drug Laws; Maintain Any P@a€ontrolled Substance; Inhale Fumes
For Intoxication; Traffic Opium/ Heroin 28 Gramsaffic Opium/ Heroin 14-27 Grams;
Traffic Opium/ Heroin 4-13 Grams; Traffic Marijuad@0-1999 Lb; Traffic Marijuana 50-99
Lbs; Traffic Cocaine 400 Grams / >; Traffic Coaa200-399 Grams; Traffic Cocaine 28-
199 Grams; Traffic Cocaine 14-27 Grams; Sell/ Mastie Controlled Substance On School
Property; Violation Controlled Substance Penalifason; Employ Minor Drug Violation;
Sell/ Distribute Controlled Substance Person 1&hder 16; DWI Level 1; DWI Level 2;
DWI Level 3; DWI Level 4; DWI Level 5; DWI DrivingVhile Impaired; Habitual Impaired
Driving; Transport Open Container of Alcohol.
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