ABSTRACT
FRAZEE, SHARON GLAVE. The Social Context of Inmate Misbehavior: A Contextual
Analysis of Infractions in North Carolina Prisons. (Under the direction of Dr. William R.
Smith.)

Inmate misbehavior is a relatively common phenomenon in correctional facilities
throughout the United States. While many steps have been taken by correctional
authorities to curb such behavior, their level of success is hampered by the lack of
information on how socia context affects inmate behavior. This research proposes to
look at how context interacts with individual characteristics to affect rates of prison
infractions in a variety of prison settings. Two major theories of inmate misbehavior,

importation and prisonization, are tested and extended using hierarchical linear models on

1997 North Carolina prison population data.
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CHAPTER ONE
STATEMENT OF THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

Introduction

Sociologigts have dways been interested in why people conform or fall to conform to
rulesin society. This research looks at prison inmates and the context in which prison
misbehavior occurs. By definition prison inmates have dready failed to conform to & least one
societd rule, that of obeying the law. However, past research on human behavior tells us that
one rule violation does not necessarily preclude obeying other rules.  Just as most offenders
obey most laws mogt of the time, the mgority of inmates comply with most prison rules most of
thetime. With thisin mind, the following study attempts to discover in what circumstances
noncompliance does occur.
Background of the Problem

Sociologigts have along-standing interest in prisons and inmate populations (e.g.,
Clemmer 1940; Irwin and Cressey 1962; Schrag 1944; Sykes 1958; Sykes and Messinger
1960). Prisons have existed in one form or another Snce a least biblica times, dthough their
use today is grester than at any other time in history (Johnson 1996). Thisis particularly true for
the United States, which incarcerates a higher percentage of its population than any other
country in the world (Reiman 1995). While inmates have always violated prison rules, prison
violence has increased dramaticaly since the 1990's (Douglas and Webster 1999). Increasesin
inmeate violence create an even greater need for understanding of violent misbehavior and the

context in which it occurs.



Hanagan and colleagues (1998) argue that prison can be seen as a unique form of
society, with “its own distinctive st of socia and cultura arrangements that include a dominant
socid gructure, aspecid set of gods, norms and vaues, and a primitive yet servicegble
economy” (Flanagan, Marquart and Adams 1998, p.91). However, the notion of prisons as
unique societiesisnot anew one. For ingtance, in 1940 Clemmer published The Prison
Community, which described how prisons are different from maingtream society. In thiswork,
Clemmer portrayed the “inmate code’ and coined the term * prisonization” to characterize the
process of assmilation to that code, “the taking on in greater or less degree of the folkways,
mores, customs and generd culture of the penitentiary.” Severd years later, Sykes (1958)
characterized the “ pains of imprisonment” suffered by inmates, viewing the deprivations of
imprisonment as different from other types of suffering. Sykes and Messinger (1960) further
developed thisidea They congtructed a theory explaining the congtruction of the inmate socid
system as both areflection of and accommodeation for the deprivation and pains of prison life.
Building on these works, Ohlin (1960) discussed how prisons are characterized by “god
conflict” semming from the opposing mandates of treatment and custody, while Goffman
(1961) described prisons as “totd indtitutions,” atype of organization desgned to transform
people both socidly and psychologicaly.

Thisinterest in prison culture and behavior has led to the development of severd
theories. Theories help us make sense of many interrelated phenomenon and to predict behavior
or atitudesthat are likely to occur when certain conditions are met. Severa theories have tiesto

prison life and the behavior of prisoners. This study will focus on only two theories: prisonization



and importation
Theoretical Explanations

Since the early 1960's, two magjor theoretical factions have dominated the field of
explaining prison behavior: prisonization and importation. These theories differ primarily on the
order of causation for inmate behavior: prisonization supposes that behavior isaresult of the
prison experience while importation posits that behaviors are in place prior to prison and are
merdy ‘imported’ into the prison setting.

Prisonization, or adaptation theories as they are often caled, argues that behavior
emerges as an adaptation to prison society (Clemmer 1940; Goffman 1961). Inmates learn
through socidization, the rules and regulations of the prison aswell asthe informa values, rules
and customs of the prison culture (Clemmer 1940). The process of prisonization beginswith a
transformation of the inmates satus. They are given anumber in lieu of their name and are
made to wear uniforms, reminding inmates of their new status at the bottom of the inditutiond
hierarchy. Prisoners must learn to operate under anew set of rules and even to understand a
new language, prison dang. Clemmer argued that prisonization reinforces the inmates crimind
datus, further degpening their commitment to the inmate ideology.

Sykes (1958) expanded on Clemmer’swork by explaining the origin of the inmate
subculture. Their reasoning was that inmate aienation and subsequent misbehavior are a
reaction to the “pains of imprisonment”, such asloss of liberty, materid possessons,
heterosexua contact, and personal autonomy and security. By its very nature, prison deprives

inmates of basic needs, which in turn creates frustration, pressure, and strain, which can



occasondly lead to inmates violating prison rules. The shared sense of suffering unifiesinmate
populations to some degree, creating an inmate subculture (Sykes and Messinger 1960).

While most early research on prisons is consstent with the idea of prisonization (e.g.,
Berk 1966; Garabedian 1963; Goffman 1961; Sykes 1958; Tittle 1969), prisonization theories
have only received mixed empirical support more recently (Akers, Hayner, and Gruninger
1974; Ellis 1984; Leger 1978; Poole and Regoli 1983; Smith 1984; Thomas and Zingraff 1976;
Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). Beginning in the 1960s and 1970s, prisonization theories
came under condderable criticism because of thelr disregard for the ways in which individud life
experiences, such as crimina history, race, age, and socioeconomic satus, affect inmate
behavior patterns. Researchers argued that inmates brought with them the code of the streets
and gpplied this code to prison, thus importing vaues, behaviors and socid sructuresinto the
prison environment (Carroll 1974; Irwin and Cressey 1962; Jacobs 1974, 1977). The models
developed by these researchers are commonly referred to as *importation models.

Emerging from criticiams of the leading exigting theory, one of the first tenets of
prisonization to be criticaly assessed was the assumption that prisonization is directly related to
time spent in the prison (i.e,, the longer one spends in the indtitution, the greeter the expected
levd of prisonization). In his study designed to test the processes described by Clemmer,
Wheder (1961) found that rather than a direct linear relationship between timein prison and
changes in inmate attitudes, a U-shaped pattern emerged. That is, inmates' attitudes changed
over timein acydlica fashion, from socidly conformigt, to antisocid and then back to

conformist again. This pattern has been supported by other research (Garabedian 1963; Glaser
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1964).

Importation theories posit that inmate behavior hasless to do with the deprivations
experienced (i.e., prisonization) and more with the characteristics of inmates. That is, prisoners
import thelr idess, attitudes and behaviors from their outside lives as street criminas into the
prison rather than learning new behavior as aresult of the prison experience as suggested by
prisonization. For example, Wheder (1961) found prison adjustment to be dependent on the
degree to which individuas adhered to “crimina vaues’ prior to incarceration. Thiswas
supported by Welford (1967), who concluded that the leve of prisonization is “chiefly
determined by the characteristics of the individua prior to his commitment, particularly with
regard to his prior involvement in what is often referred to asthe * crimindistic subculture'.” (p.
202). Rose Gidlombardo (1966) concluded that the same phenomenon occurs for femde
inmates, with inmate patterns reflecting cultural definitions brought into the ingtitution and which
“determine the direction and focus of inmate cultura systems’ (p. 187).

Irwin and Cressay (1962) argue that inmate culture isamix of three subcultures: thief,
convict and conventiond. The thief subculture is brought in by newcomers, “professond”
criminals committed to the criminal subculture of the larger society. These inmates bring with
them a set of behaviors, and socid and attitudina patterns that they apply to their new
environment and thus, affect prison culture. Convict subculture emerges from inmates with
extensive prison experience whose orientation is toward the indtitutiona subculture. Those
inmates who fal into neither of these categories are consdered part of the conventiona

subculture. Jacobs (1977) illustrated the process by which street gangs import thelr



organizationa roles and ideologies from the street into the prison. Smilarly, Toch (1977)
introduced the concept of prison “niches,” sub-environments with distinctive atributes. These
niches are not unlike various cultural groupsin free society. Importation models have dso
received some empirica support (Jacobs 1974; Poole and Regoli 1983; Schwartz 1971; Smith
1984; Tittle 1969).

However, an emerging group of researchers are proposing that neither prisonization nor
importation doneis very useful in explaning the current dynamics of prison life. These
arguments seem to be the result of an increasing recognition of the complexity and diverdty of
inmates and prison settings. For instance, Hunt and colleagues argue that prison behavior
cannot be attributed solely to forces emanating from ingide the prison nor from those outside the
prison (Hunt, Riegd, Mordes, and Wadorf 1993). Even Clemmer (1940) recognized the
interaction of pre-prison experiences with prison culture in determining the character of the
prison subculture. Today, more than ever before, studying prison behavior is complex due to
factors such as increased gang presence, changesin prison population demographics, higher
levels of prison disorder, and new developmentsin prison policy (Hunt et d. 1993; Zamble and
Porporino 1988).

The Gap in Current Research

While prisonization and importation theorists have provided ingght into identifying some
of the macro- and micro-leve factors that contribute to misbehavior among prisoners, they have
fdlen short of the mark by pitting one framework against another. However, because these

theories are rdated, it is my contention that both theories should be considered. Prisonization



theories provide a bass for identifying conditions in prisons that increase the rate of
misbehavior, whereas importation theories establish a set of individua characterigtics that
increase the risk of engaging in misbehavior. Inmates are neither solely driven to misbehavior by
sructura conditions and deprivations, nor are they only driven by imported norms and vaues.
Discussing inmate misbehavior in ether/or terms emphasizes structure at the expense of
imported culture or vice versa, and we miss the dynamic, interactive processin which
misbehavior emerges.

By combining importation and prisonizetion as an explandion for inmate mishehavior,
we shift our atention to examining the contexts under which socid action occurs. | define
context here as the materid and socid conditions of one€' sdaily living environment. Both
sructura and culturd factors come into play within one's socid context. For instance, context is
not limited to the physica locdity within which inmates are imprisoned. Rather, context includes
factors such as gender, race, and age, which smultaneoudly form a framework for organizing
socid relaions. Context is an integra part of sociological theoriesin that socid theories are
premised on the assumption that socid conditions (i.e., context) enable and constrain human
activity. Inthiscase, whileindividud factors influence adjusment to prison life, context has a
direct impact on behavior independent of individua characteristics.

Moving away from the structure versus culture debate, and toward a discussion of
context, allows us to more closaly examine the environments where misbehavior occurs. While
prisonization theory considers context to apoint it isincomplete in that it does not dlow for the

interaction between persond characteristics imported into prison and the actud prison



environment. Inmates bring with them ahost of socid, persona and cultura characteristics that
influence their reaction to the prison environment. In what follows, a more comprehensive model
of mishehavior that not only incorporates contextud factors, but aso specifies how they are
related to each other is developed. The result is aframework that depicts mishehavior asa
function of socid context.

The study of context has played an integrd role in increasing our understanding of
determinants of dtreet crime victimization (e.g., Miethe and Meer 1994; Rountree, Land and
Miethe 1994; Rountree and Land 1996). It seemslikely that prison misbehavior occursin a
amilar fashion. That is, structurd conditions such as population heterogeneity and dengty,
inmate mobility, and lack of job/program opportunities can be identified as * criminogenic’ forces
because they increase culture conflict, decrease available resources, or hamper the development
of effective mechaniams of socid control (Burak 1988; Kornhauser 1978; Sampson and
Groves 1989). Socid context may aso increase opportunities to misbhehave by increasing or
decreasing the amount of supervison over persons and things in an area (Miethe and Meer
1994).

Researchers have cdled for the need to look at context when identifying prison
adjustment for the past three decades (Ellis 1984; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Owen 1998;
Poole and Regoli 1983; Porporino and Zamble 1984; Smith 1984; Thomas 1973; Thomas and
Foster 1972; Thomas and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998; Zingraff 1980).
Inmate misbehavior has generdly been studied a the micro- or macro-leve of andyss.

Macro-level isthe widest gpproach, taking into account correctiona system and organizational



factors, while micro-level andysisis normdly redtricted to the experientia features of
imprisonment. Because both macro and micro forces are a work smultaneoudy, many
researchers (Ellis 1984; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Owen 1998; Poole and Regoli 1983; Smith
1984; Thomas and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998) have consdered both in
their research. However, methods used in the past have been generdlly restricted to types of
andyses that are unable to fully show how individud-levd characterigtics vary as afunction of
aggregate-leve characterigics. This may explain the often-inconclusve results in past research
(Gaes and McGuire 1985; Poole and Regoli 1983; Thomas and Zingraff 1976). In an atempt
to overcome some of the difficulties encountered by earlier research this sudy employs
hierarchicd linear modéls.

Hierarchica linear models are one method used to perform contextua analyses. These
types of modds alow usto look at the interaction of individud and environmenta
characterigtics, thus presenting a clearer picture of which factors and in what combinations of
factors, misbehavior occurs. Contextua anaysis has been widely endorsed as a research toal
to bridge this macro-micro gap (Blaock 1984; Bryk and Raudenbush 1992; Flanagan et d.
1998; Miethe and Meer 1994; Miethe and McDowall 1993; Myers and Taarico 1987,
Rountree and Land 1996). Research of this type has been limited by the lack of amenable data,
athough such data are becoming increasingly avallable. Most studies of prison behavior rey on
officid data, which is plagued by a number of well-recognized problems, especidly under
reporting (Bowker 1980; Lockwood 1980). However, even with these shortcomings,

contextual studies are possible with the data and tatistical methods available today.



Resear ch Overview and Hypotheses

The overriding assumption of this research is that context isimportant to our
understanding of inmate behavior. That is, we must take into account the interrelation of
individua and environmenta factors and how the outcomes of these interrelations cregte a
Stuation where misbehavior is both possible and likely.

Two mgor theoretica traditions, prisonization and importation, are tested. Firdt, each
theory is andyzed singly, and then a contextua model 1ooks at how factors supporting each of
the theories interact and influence each other. This interaction seems particularly important to
study because of today’s prison climate. It is expected that looking at individua -context
interactions will shed some light on misbehavior. We might find, for example, that inmate
behavior is dependant on the proportion of inmates with particular characteristics. For instance,
someone with violent pre-prison characteristics may act differently in a prison with many other
violent offenders than in a prison with very few violent offenders.

Thus, this research looks at the context in which inmate misbehavior occurs. Two key
questions are addressed in the andyss: first, does prison context affect rates of inmate
mishbehavior, and second, do these contexts affect the role inmate characteristics play in prison
mishehavior? My hypothesisis that prison context interactswith individua correlates of
misconduct to have a sgnificant effect on misconduct. In other words, true context is created by
both the physical and the socid factors; and determining contextua effects on an outcome
requires the congderation of both. Where this hypothesisis supported and cross-level

interaction effects are found, the idea of theory integration can be supported. This hypothesisis
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tested using data provided by the North Carolina Department of Correction for prisoners
incarcerated during 1997.

Studying inmate misconduct isimportant from both a theoreticad and an gpplied
perspective. Discovering why inmatesfall to comply, or perhgos more interesting, why they do
comply, furthers our knowledge of human behavior. Sociologists have long known that rule
conformity is necessary for the maintenance of the socia sysem. The system (i.e,, prison) is
ableto maintain itsintegrity only if the subsystems (i.e., prisoners) perform their designated roles
and functions, thus promoting internd order. From this point of view, misconduct dameges the
effective operation of the correctiond inditution, detracting from its ability to provide the
intended servicesto the larger society (Goetting and Howsen 1986). In addition, controlling the
behavior of inmatesisamgor concernin most federa, sate and local correctiond facilities.
While behaviord problems are expected due to the norm-violating history of the typicd inmate,
correctiond agencies gpend a congderable proportion of their resources on minimizing inmate
mishehavior aswell asincurring cogts directly related to individud incidents of misbehavior
(Lovell and Jemelka 1996; Wright 1994).*

Overview of the Following Chapters

The remainder of this study will proceed asfollows. Chapter Two will provide a brief
review of the literature relevant to my research problem, as well as an overview of the theories
to betested. Chapter Three presents the research hypotheses a ong with a discussion the study

design, dataand andyss. Chapter Four tests the effects of prisonization on inmate misbehavior

' On average, the financial cost of each infraction is $970, based on infractions incurred by medium
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while Chapter Five tests the effects of importation on inmate misbehavior. Chapter Six then
presents the contextua model of inmate misbehavior and the results of andyss of the effects of

context on infractions. Chapter Seven provides the final discussion and conclusions.

security prisoners (Lovell and Jemelka 1996).
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORY AND LITERATURE REVIEW
General Prison Information

Prisons have served a variety of functions over time, from poorhouse to warehouse for
ciminds. Likewise, the purpose of imprisonment has dso changed, generdly dternating
between retribution, incapacitation, deterrence and rehabilitation. Retribution isaimed at
punishment, gpplied in proportion to the seriousness of the crime. Incapacitation is intended to
prevent further crimind behavior by physcdly restraining the offender from engaging in further
misconduct. Deterrence seeks to prevent the offender from committing further crimes by
punishing them (specific deterrence) as well as deterring others from committing crime through
the example being set (generd deterrence). Rehabilitation takes the view that criminal behavior
gems from socid or psychologica shortcomings and that the crimina justice system can work
to correct these shortcomings. It is assumed that with effective treatment, offenders can be
reformed into law-abiding citizens. In practice, correctiond philosophy usudly shows eements
of dl four functions, athough one tends to dominate.

Regardiess of the philosophy behind corrections, the most basic mandate of the prison
isto contain and maintain offenders (Garland 1990). The growing numbers of Americans
incarcerated in prisons makes this primary god more difficult.

In the United States between 1980 and 1995, prison populations ballooned from
329,821 t0 1,104,074, arise of 235 percent (U.S. Department of Justice 1995). At the end of

1997, more than 1,131,500 inmates were held in state prisons done, with over one thousand
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inmates being added to State prison systems each week (BJS 1998). The South has been
particularly affected by recent population increases sSince this region contains nearly 50% of
date correctiond facilities and more than 40% of al sate prisoners. Not surprisingly then, the
South dso has the highest per capitaincarceration rate in the country. There are 437 prisoners
per 100,000 state residents in the South, compared to the Northeast which has only has 293
prisoners per 100,000 residents (Stephan 1997).

Growth in prison populations is most frequently attributed to tougher crime legidation,
especidly for violent and drug offenses (Austin 1991; Austin and Irwin 1990; Irwin and Augtin
1997; Jos and Sechrest 1998; Langan, Perkins and Chaiken 1994; Shichor and Sechrest
1996; Taggart and Winn 1993). However, the didributions of these offenders differ between
the state and federa correctiond systems. State facilities are more likely to house violent
offenders while Federd prisons are more likely to contain drug offenders. Violent offenders
account for fifty percent of the total growth in the number of state prison admissions snce 1990
(BJS 1998) while the proportion of offendersin federd prisons convicted of drug crimesrose
from 25% in 1980 to 61% in 1994 (Jos and Sechrest 1998). Using 1990 federd and state
court data, Langan and colleagues (1994) found that drug crimes accounted for 32% of
sentences to state prisons and 62% of federa prison sentences. Similarly, Skolnick (1995)
found that 20% of federd inmatesin 1994 were low-leve drug offenders with no current or
prior history of violence and no prior prison time.

Added to the increase in new admissions, new sentencing guiddlines, “two- and three-

drikes’ laws, and the abalition of parole in many states have increased the length of time
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actudly served by inmates. This meansthat the inmates prisons are admitting today will be there
longer than ever before. Evidence of thisis dready gpparent with the average length of stay for
first releases from prison increasing from 22 monthsin 1992 to 25 monthsin 1994 (Maguire
and Pastore 1997).

Prison admissions come primarily in two forms: new court commitments and returnees,
the latter usudly are either probation or parole violators. Recently, an increase in the number of
returnees has occurred. 1n 1980, 17% of admissions were parolee returnees compared to
29.5% in 1992 (Gilliard and Beck 1994). This accounts for more than one-third of prison
population growth in state prisons during that period (Gilliard and Beck 1994).

Growth in prison populations now far surpasses growth in the generd population,
creeting capacity problems and related difficulties in maintaining order within prisons. Thistrend
is not expected to subside in the immediate future. 1n the mid-1990's, The National Council on
Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) forecasted that under the then present crimind justice policies,
the nation’s prison population would reach 1.4 million by the year 2000 (Irwin and Austin 1997,
Wunder 1995).? Growth comes at a considerable financial cost. For fisca year 1996, the 50
gtates and the Digtrict of Columbia reported spending $22 hillion for adult prisons. The Federd
Bureau of Prisons spent an additiona $2.5 billion (Stephan 1999). Average codts per inmate for
state prisons are $20,100 per year (Stephan 1999), and this is expected to increase. One factor
contributing to the expected increase is that prison populations are growing older, both asthe

result of longer sentences and because increased numbers of older inmates are being admitted

% The 2000 prison population reached just over 1.3 million, slightly short of the estimated
15



to state and federd facilities.

Increases in the use of prison have not affected al segments of society equdly. Two
population groups have been especidly affected: minorities and women. 1n 1992, African
American maes wereincarcerated in prison a arate of 2,678 per 100,000 black resdents and
African American females a arate of 143 per 100,000 black residents, both more than seven
times that of their white counterparts (Gilliard and Beck 1994). Apart from race, the number of
women in prison has risen rapidly. In 1997, women comprised 21.6% of people arrested in the
United States and 6.4% of the prison population, up from 19% of arrests and 5.4% of prison
populationsin 1991 (BJS 1998, 1994). Shiftsin the proportion of minority and femae offenders
can a least partidly be explained by the nationwide war on drugs. Since the 1980's, the war on
drugs has targeted urban areas where minority representation is highest. In addition, femaes
represent a disproportionate share of drug commitments, at least partidly explaining therisein
femde inmate populations (Maurer and Huling 1995; Steffensmeier 1992).

These changes are likely to affect the way prison is experienced by inmates. Prison
construction has not been able to keep up with inmate population growth, leading to
overcrowding. Thisin turn, changes the qudity of inméte life aswell asthe levd of control that
must be implemented by prison officids to kegp burgeoning populations contained. Likewise,
the offenses that inmates are incarcerated for affect prison life. The increase in drug offenders
being sentenced to prison has immediate implications: more inmates with substance abuse

problems, younger inmates, and longer sentences. This combination creates amore volatile

population growth (BJS, 2001).
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population than in the past.
Prison Misbehavior

Prison populations are diverse and complex. Inmates come not only with avariety of
crimina sentences but dso with awide range of persond, socid and psychologica problems.
This makes contralling inmates achdlenge. While maintaining custody of prisoners and
protecting the public is the primary respongbility of prison adminigtrators, they must dso
provide an environment that protects prisoners from each other (Austin 1983). To accomplish
these gods, inmates must be controlled and guiddines for appropriate behavior ddineated.

Infraction Prevalence

Prisons are indtitutions geared to rules and regulations designed to control behavior in
order to ensure their safe and orderly operation (Irwin 1980; Stephan 1989). Prison rules
prohibit crimind offenses and other behaviorsthat are not crimina but rather tend to be
disruptive or dangerous such as failing to obey an order or possessing a wegpon. However,
failing to obey prison rulesisfarly common. A nationd survey of sate prison inmates found
that 53% of inmates had been charged with arule violation, an average of 1.5 rule violations per
inmate per year (Stephan 1989). While most rule violations are minor, such as disobeying an
order, serious mishehavior is not uncommon. 1n 1995, approximately 5 percent of the nation’'s
dtate prison populations were assgned to some form of segregation, a common punishment for
serious mishehavior (Crimind Justice Indtitute 1995).

Actud rates of prison mishehavior are probably much higher since recorded rates of

misbehavior suffer the same problems as other officid datistics. Many violations are not
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observed by or reported to staff. Of those that are, not dl are recorded. It has even been
suggested that correctiond officers often dlow some misconduct, including violent behavior, in
order to obtain inmate cooperation (Hewitt, Poole and Regoli 1984). It should be noted
thought that when prison gaff charge an inmate with violating prison rules, the inmate is quite
likely to be disciplined in someway. Stephan (1989) found that more than 90% of inmates
charged with violating prison rules were found guilty in prison adminigtrative proceedings,
regardless of race, age or gender.

We aso know from previous research that misbehavior is not evenly distributed among
inmates. Both individua and ingtitutiona factors have been shown to affect the incidence of
misbehavior. Individuad misconduct rates vary with type of crime, length and intengity of crimind
careers (Bondeson 1989; Flanagan 1983; Stephan 1989; Zamble 1992) and history of drug use
(Flanagan 1983; Stephan 1989). Gender (Craddock 1996; Stephan 1989) and age (Bondeson
1989; Carey, Garske and Ginsberg 1986; Cooper and Werner 1990; Flanagan 1983; Gaes
and McGuire 1985; Hanson, Maoss, Hosford and Johnson 1983; Porporino and Zamble 1984;
Stephan 1989; Toch and Adams 1989; Walf, Freinek and Shaffer 1966) are commonly cited
as affecting misconduct rates. Other factors linked to misconduct include education level
(Proctor 1994), family history of incarceration (Stephan 1989), and past ingtitutiona
misbehavior (Flanagan 1983; Hanson et d. 1983; Morris and Miller 1985). Indtitutiona factors
such as prison size and security (Hanagan 1983; Stephan 1989), the utilization of prison
programs and jobs (Flanagan, Thornberry, Maguire, and McGarrell 1988; Petersilia and Honig

1980; U.S. Department of Justice 1991) and ingtitutiona crowding (Cdl 1995; Camp and

18



Camp 1997; Dooley 1986; Megargee 1976; Walters 1998; Wooldredge 1989) have aso been
shown to affect levels of inmate misbehavior.

Theories of Prison Misbehavior

As discussad in the previous chapter, two major theories have been applied to prison
misbehavior: importation and prisonization. Theimportation theory of prison socid structure
essentially pogits that lower class offenders bring to prison a set of subculturd attitudes and
meanings, including those related to the use of violence and opposition to authority (Irwin and
Cressey 1962). Importation modes have generdly been gpplied only to individua-leve
misbehavior (McCorkle, Miethe and Drass 1995). Alternatively, prisonization theories suggest
that inmate misbehavior is the product of the siressful and oppressive conditions within the
prison itsdlf, lending itsdlf to macro-level andyses.

Prisonization theory lendsitsdlf to looking at the ways in which prison structures and
processes influence inmate adaptation to incarceration. Ingtitutions that emphasize custody, with
gricter disciplinary rules and physicaly harsher environments, may contribute to increased
inmate mishehavior (Berk 1966). Importation researchers however, point to behaviorsin prison
as areflection of behaviors being exhibited outsde the prison walls by the groups to which the
prisoners once belonged. Increased gang activity, lack of respect for authority figuresin schools
and the community, and deviant activities are Imply tranferred to anew location, that of the

prison.

Correlates of Misbehavior
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While the theoretica debate is yet unresolved, past research has shown that not al
inmates react to prison in the same manner. A variety of factors seem to affect adjustment to
prison life and subsequent rates of misbehavior. These can be broadly broken into
demographic, crimind history and facility corrdaes of misbehavior. With the exception of
facility corrdates, predictors of ingtitutional misconduct and generd recidivism are very smilar
(Gendreau, Little and Goggin 1996).

Demogr aphic Correlates

Individud or demographic correlates have been studied perhagps more frequently than
the other factors. Key factorsinclude age, gender, race, and drug use history.

Age

Ageis probably the mogt frequently cited and stable corrdate of prison misbehavior.
In their 1966 study, Wolf and colleagues determined that both the frequency and severity of
disciplinary infractions were negetively corrdated with age. The finding that younger inmates
amogt invariably have more disciplinary infractions has been replicated many times snce
(Adams 1981; Bondeson 1989; Bowker 1980; Carey et a.1986; Cooper and Werner 1990;
Ellis, Grasmick and Gilman 1974; Flanagan 1980,1983; Fox 1982, 1984; Gaes and McGuire
1985; Hanson et al. 1983; Harer and Steffensmeier 1996; MacKenzie 1987, Moss and
Hosford 1982; Porporino and Zamble 1984; Stephan 1989; Toch and Adams 1986,1989;
Toch, Adams and Greene 1987; Wolfgang 1961; Wooldredge 1994; Wooldredge and
Carboneau 1998). 'Y ounger inmates commit more inmate on inmate assaults (Eckland-Olson,

Barrick and Cohen 1983), inmate on staff assaults (Wright 1991) and report more conflicts with

20



others than older inmates (Wright 1991). Thisrelationship is consstent with the more generd
age-crimindlity literature (Ellis et d. 1974; Greenberg 1985; Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983).

Y ounger inmates pose severd other risks. Inmates under the age of 30 are amuch
higher escape risk than their over thirty counterparts (Gaes and McGuire 1985). They aredso
more likely to beinvolved in organized security threat groups, or gangs, within the prison (Trout
1992). Membership in security threet groups is particularly atractive to younger inmates who
may have aprevious afiliation with nationd or regiond groups prior to prison. These groups
provide protection, status, and access to prison contraband and gambling rings (Gaes and
McGuire 1985). Security threat groups pose significant problems for indtitutiona security as
illustrated by Federal Bureau of Prisons research that suggests security threat group members
are five times more likely to be involved in serious inditutiond mishehavior than non-group
members (Trout 1992).

The age-misconduct correlation has not been found in dl research however. Unlike
most other studies, MacKenzie (1987) failed to find adirect linear decline between age and
aggressive behavior in prison. MacKenzie did find that younger inmates tend to respond to fear
of victimization or the need to assert onesdlf in interactions with others in a manner that is more
likely to lead to punishment by the ingtitution. In essence, he found that dl ages have
interpersond conflicts but the types of conflicts engaged in by younger inmates tend to be those
most visible to prison authorities. Smilarly, Holland and Holt (1980) faled to find areaionship
between age and disciplinary adjustment in a sample of minimum-security state prisoners.

Gender
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While most research has focused primarily on mae inmates, some studies have looked
at differences between mae and femae inmates in their adjustment and subsequent misbehavior.
Severd sudies have shown that women experience prison in afundamentaly different way than
do men (Gidlombardo 1966; Heffernan 1972; Owen 1998; Tittle 1969; Ward and Kassebaum
1965). Not surprigngly then, prison behavior differs by gender. Stephan’s (1989) study found
that a higher percentage of mae inmates (53%) had been charged with infractions than femde
inmates (47%) but women seemed to incur infractions at a higher annua rate than men. That is,
women who misbehave in prison do S0 a a higher rate than men who misbehave. This accounts
for the higher average annua infraction rate for female prisoners (2.0 versus 1.4 for men).

Race

Raceisavariable that has been tested often, but with incongstent results. While some
sudies find evidence of higher misbehavior rates for nonwhites (Bowker 1980; Harer and
Seffensmeer 1996; Poole and Regoli 1980), most research falls to find significant race
differences on infraction rates (Craddock 1996; Finn 1995; Flanagan 1983; Hewitt, Poole and
Regoli 1984; Stephan 1989; Van Voorhis 1993). Even in studies that show Black inmates
receive ggnificantly more disciplinary reports than White inmates, it is unclear whether Black
inmates actudly violate more rules or if there is Imply a greater willingness for officia reports of
misconduct to be made on non-Whites (Hewitt et al. 1984).

However, it has been suggested that whatever effects race has on misbehavior is more
due to socio-economic status than actud race effects. African Americans and other minorities

are more likely to come from poverty-stricken environments where crime is common (Elliset d.
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1974; Hewitt et d. 1984; Johnson 1966; Toch et d. 1987; Wolfgang 1961; Wolfgang and
Ferracuti 1967). Therefore, prison misbehavior may smply demondrate the influences of
importing lower-class foca concerns such as toughness, physical integrity and manlinessinto the
prison environment (Thomas 1973; Wdlford 1967). It is suggested that variationsin prior
socid experiences may differentidly prepare inmates to resort to violent or other unacceptable
behavior as a response to the problems posed by incarceration (Poole and Regoli 1983).

This does not mean that race doesn't matter in prison life. Raceis often a source of
conflict in prisons. Even in early research such as Gresham Sykes (1958) classic study of
prison life, Sykes observed “the inmate population is shot through with a variety of ethnic and
socid cdeavages’ tha kept prisoners from acting in concert or maintaining a high degree of
solidarity (p. 81). Today, racid and ethnic imba ances are more pronounced than ever and can
lead to serious problems. Prisons communities are frequently split dong racid and ethnic lines,
with groups and gangs defined in terms of race and ethnicity (Carroll 1988; Jacobs 1977,
McCall 1995).

Drug Use

Drug use is a complex phenomenon to sudy. The use of drugs changes over the life
cycle of theindividud and is affected by variables such as age, race and class. However, large
proportions of prison inmatesin this country have a history of drug use and/or abuse (BJS
1998, 1994). Furthermore, drug use is often what leads to incarceration, either directly for drug
crimes or indirectly as drug related property or violent crimes. Femde inmatesin particular

have high rates of drug use. According to self-report data, women are more likely than men to
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have used cocaine or heroin in the month prior to the offense for which they were incarcerated
occurred. They are dso more likely to have been using these drugs dally, and are more likely to
have been under the influence of mgor drugs a the time they committed the crime (Maguire,
Pastore, and Flanagan 1993). This supports other research that indicates increasing female
drug use in recent decades it isafactor in the increased involvement in crimind behavior by
women (Merlo and Pollock 1995).

Severd studies show that inmates who used drugs prior to admission to prison are more
likely to violate prison rules than non-drug users (Flanagan 1983; Stephan 1989). In addition,
those inmates with more extensve drug histories are the most likely to violate prison rules
(Stephan 1989).

However, like many other factors believed to be related to prison misbehavior, drug use
has not been validated asa correlatein al studies. In their study of federd prisoners, Morris
and Miller (1987) did not find drug/dcohol abuse to be predictive of overall misconduct and
prison violence. Similarly, research by Cooper and Werner (1990), Hanson et d. (1983), and
Wooldredge and Carboneau (1998) failed to vaidate the effect of drug use on prison
adjustment and behavior.

Other Demographic Correlates

Other demographic corrdates of misbehavior that have been mentioned in the literature
include family factors, educationd level, employment satus, and menta hedth factors.

Sociologists have long recognized the effect of family experiences on individud

behaviord outcomes (Hirschi 1969; Hotding, Straus, and Lincoln 1990; Messner and Sampson

24



1991; Wilson 1978). Whileit is beyond the breadth of this study to discuss the generd area of
family and crime, severd studies have looked at the influence family background has on
prisoners. For ingance, Stephan (1989) found that many prison inmates have other family
members who have served a prison or jal sentence. In his sample, nearly two-fifths of al
inmates had an immediate relative (gbling, parent, spouse or child) who had served or was
serving atermin jail or prison. Of these inmates gpproximately 58% had arule violation
compared to 49% of inmates from families with no other member ever in jail or prison (Stephan
1989). Maritd and parentd status has dso been sudied in conjunction with inmate behavior.
Many researchers (Flanagan 1983; Johnson 1966; Jones 1986; Toch and Adams 1989,
Wolfgang 1961; Wooldredge 1994; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998) found married inmates
have fewer disciplinary problems than unmarried inmates. Likewise, inmates who are childless
have higher rates of misbehavior than those with children (Bondeson 1989).

Educationd level and employment factors have been found to affect subsequent
adjustment to prison. Not surprisingly, these two variaoles are often linked, with higher leves of
education decreasng both unemployment and rates of misbehavior (Caspi, Wright, Moffit and
Silva 1998; Coleman 1988). Both education and employment serve multiple functions: materid,
psychological, socidization and socia control, and by increasing ones * stake in conformity”
(Caspi et d. 1998; Toby 1957). A study of Nebraskainmates by Proctor (1994) found that
age and education levels were the best predictors of adjustment to prison. Inmates who were
unemployed prior to arrest had higher rates of disciplinary infractions than those who were

employed (Finn 1995; Flanagan 1983; Toch and Adams 1989). Type of employment also
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seems to be important, with those engaged in skilled employment prior to incarceration being
less likely to engage in mishehavior (MacKenzie 1987; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998).

Some current research suggests that emotiondly disturbed inmates are
disproportionatdly involved in prison infractions (Adams 1986; Lovel and Jemelka 1996; Toch
and Adams 1986). One study found that inmates who had either been hospitdized or had
received outpatient care for mental hedth problems had a 20% higher annud infraction rate than
inmates who had not received mentd health services (Toch and Adams 1986). Rdated to this,
research shows that the degree to which an inmate fears being the victim of prison violence is
the strongest predictor of his mental health (Maitland and Suder 1996; McCorkle 1993).
Menta hedlth issues are of particular concern as the complexities of managing inmates
effectively are amplified when offenders suffer from even minor menta hedth problems
(Maitland and Sluder 1996). Prison staff is placed in the precarious position of trying to
baance their custodia duties (which demand disciplinary responses) with their mental hedth role
(which suggests thet referrds to treestment staff arein order). While both options can be
exercised, mentdly ill inmates can be particularly disruptive, reducing taff enthusiasm for
recognizing the relevance of menta hedth issues (Toch and Adams 1988).

Criminal Higtory Correlates

One of the key principles of human behavior is that past behavior is highly predictive of
future behavior. Thus, when trying to identify inmates who are likely to have difficulty
conforming to prison rules, we need to look to their prior crimind history and behaviors.

Research in this area has pointed to severd key factorsincluding past prison misbehavior and
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prior prison experience, as wdll as the length of an inmate' s prison sentence and the amount of
time dready served on that sentence.
Past Criminal and I ngtitutional Behavior

One of the best-documented empirica regularitiesin criminology isthe pogtive
association between past and future crimina behavior (Akers 1985; Andrews 1983; Cook
1986; Cornish and Clarke 1975; Farrington and West 1990; Gottfredson and Hirschi 1990;
Hill 1985; Hirschi 1969; Lemert 1972; Sutherland and Cressey 1974; Tittle 1980; Williams and
Hawkins 1986). Thus, it can be supposed that inmates with longer crimind histories and prior
incarcerations and those who have had problemsin prison in the past will have higher rates of
mishbehavior than inmates with shorter crimina histories and no prior problemsin prison. This
has been validated by research showing that inmates serving ther first prison sentence have a
lower average annud rate of infractions than recidivids, regardless of the amount of time dready
served on their current sentence (Bondeson 1989; Flanagan 1983; Stephan 1989).

Similarly, the prisoner’ s conduct record within the ingtitution has treditionaly been
viewed as an indicator of adjustment or maadjustment to the prison Stuation (Wolf, Freinek,
and Schaffer 1966). Some studies have shown that past violent behavior and previous
ingtitutiond behaviors are positively corrdated with inditutiond adjustment problems and
recidivism (Flanagan 1983; Hanson et d. 1983; Hill 1985; Morris and Miller 1985). Other
research, however, has shown neither variable to be correl ated with adjustment problems
(Buchanan and Whitlow 1987; Cooper and Werner 1990). Clark, Fisher and McDougadll

(1993) suggest that the strong relationship between prior and future misconduct may be due
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primarily to the fact that prison misconduct is the most extensvely documented behaviora factor
and that other, less often documented, factors may in fact, be accounting for this relationship.
Sentence Length and Amount of Time Already Served

The effect of sentence length dso has had mixed results. In astudy of federd prisoners,
those with longer sentences had greeter difficulty in adjusting to prison than inmates with shorter
sentences (Morris and Miller 1985). This has been explained as aresult of greater frustration
and emotiona stress for inmates with long sentences (Brown and Spevacek 1971; Elliset d.
1974; Hanagan 1980; Jones 1986; McCorkle 1992; Proctor 1994; Van Voorhis 1993; Zink
1958) and by the decreased psychologicd threet of disciplinary action on inmates who face
very long sentences (Leeke and Mohn 1986). However, another study by Cooper and
Werner (1990) found that inmates with longer sentences actudly had fewer adjustment
problems than inmates with shorter sentences.

Time dready served on aperiod of incarceration seems to have some effect on
misbehavior. Irwin (1970) to describe the movement through the stages of imprisonment has
used the term “ prison career”. As an inmate gains experience in prison they learn to adapt to
prison life, avoid trouble and ‘ do their own time' (Sykes 1958; Brown and Spevacek 1971).
However, prisonization theory includes the idea of socidization to a code of conduct that
accepts (or even requires) deviance S0 it is possible that misbehavior would be expected to
increase over time. Clemmer (1940) discovered that the longer an inmate remains incarcerated,
and the more he associates with his peers, the greater the chances he will adhere to anti-staff

atitudes. These anti-gtaff attitudes may be evidenced in greater amounts of rule breaking.
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However, other research supports a nonlinear socidization process for inmates. For
instance, Wheder (1961) found that inmates incarcerated for Sx months or less, aswell as
those who had six months or less remaining prior to release from prison, expressed more pro-
socid attitudes than other inmates. This inverted U-shaped curve for prison misbehavior has
garnered considerable support in the literature (Craddock 1996; Garabedian 1963; Glaser
1964; Tittle 1969; Tittle and Tittle 1964; Toch and Adams 1989; Toch, Adams and Grant
1989; Welford 1967; Whedler 1961; Zamble 1992). However, some research has supported
neither alinear, nor a U-shaped pattern of misbehavior and antisocid attitudes over the course
of incarceration. FHanagan's (1980) study found smilar rates of infractions throughout the
course of a sentence and Garabedian’s (1963) study found the effects of time on prisonization
depended upon the type of inmate. Garabedian found that professond street criminds (* square
johns’ or “right guys’) conform to Wheder' s U-shaped curve, but different patterns emerge for
other types of inmates.® Of course, sentence length and time served do not occur in a vacuum.
Inmates who have served more time tend to be older, thus a considerable portion of thetime
effect may be due to aging.

Facility Correlates

The correlates discussed thus far have focused on individud-leve factors such as
demographics and crimind history. These factors tend to be those that proponents of

importation theories consider. However, other researchers have looked at how the prison

*“Politicians’ or leaders of officially recognized prisoner organizations held mostly prostaff
attitudes throughout their incarceration; “dings” or eccentric prisoners develop stronger prostaff attitudes
over the course of their incarceration; and “outlaws”, conspicuously antisocial “loner” inmates conform to
Clemmer’ s progressive prisonization model. It should be noted that Leger (1978) attempted areplication of
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experience itsdf affects inmate behavior (Thomas and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge and
Carboneau 1998). Key factorsin thistype of research are the availability of jobs and
programs, prison security and Size, trestment or custody orientation, crowding, transency of the
inmeate population, and the racid mix of inmates.
Jobsand Programs

Prisons tend to be full-service indtitutions, providing arange of activities for inmates,
many of which are comparable to those available in the larger society. Inmate activities serve
multiple purposes including relief of boredom, rehabilitation, incentives for good behavior, and,
in the case of inmate jobs, defraying some of the cogts of housing inmates by having inmates
provide some of the labor necessary for the day-to-day operation of the prison. Perhaps most
importantly, prison jobs and programs reduce idleness and provide structure. Sinceidlenessis
amgor cause of prison disorder, prison administrators use prison jobs and programs to keep
inmates occupied (Gaes and McGuire 1985; McCorkle et d. 1995). Thisis supported by
research that shows indtitutions with a greater percentage of inmatesinvolved in educationd,
vocationa and indudtria programs experience lower rates of assaults on inmates and on steff
(McCorkle et d. 1995). There is also empirical support for the proposition that involvement in
prison work programsis related to areduction in overal inmate misconduct (FHanagan et d.
1988; Petersiliaand Honig 1980; U.S. Department of Justice 1991). When looking a
participation in work versus non-work programs however, Rhodes and colleagues (2001)

found that inmates participating in non-work activities such as vocationd training and

Garabedian’ swork and refuted Garabedian’ s findings.
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rehabilitative programs had higher rates of misconduct than those who participate in work
activities While at face vaue, it gppearsthat dl activities are not equd in their ability to reduce
misbehavior; the relationship between work and non-work programs to misconduct is perhaps
due more to the type of inmates assigned to work versus non-work programs. Many prison
systems place inmates in non-work programs such as GED, drug trestment or rehabilitative
programs prior to inmates being digible for work programs.
Prison Security Level and Size

Differencesin security level affect the level of supervison over inmate behavior. Inmates
in more secure facilities are offered fewer opportunities for clandestine misbehavior than those in
less secure facilities (Bidna 1975; Kratcoski 1988; Toch 1977). Thus, it isnot surprisng thet
more misbehavior is reported for inmates in maximum-security facilities (an average of 1.9
infractions per inmate) than prisoners in either medium (1.4) or minimum (1.2) (Stephan 1989).

Minimum-security prisons are facilities designed to house low-risk, non-violent
offenders. Housing is often of a dormitory-like qudity, with the grounds and physica plant
features dlowing for agreet ded of inter-inmate contact. Usudly awider variety of educationd,
vocationd, and treetment programs are available than in higher security prisons (Camp and
Camp 1999). The most common type of prison facility are medium-security prisons. About
60% of dl sate and federd prisonsin the United States fal into this security classfication
(Camp and Camp 1999 p.19). A wide variety of offenders are housed in medium-security
fadilities, usudly with violent and nonviolent offenders placed in common living areaes

(Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). Medium-security prisons offer less freedom than
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minimum-security facilities and access to programs tends to be more limited. Maximum-security
prisons are characterized by many stringent rules and restrictions and inmates are more likely to
be isolated from one another for long periods in single-cell accommodations (Farmer 1994).
Frequently, maximum-security indtitutions are grictly custodid and make little or no effort to
rehabilitate inmates (Van Voorhis 1997).

Fecility sze aso has been corrdated with inmate misbehavior. Stephan (1989) found
that smdl prisons of 500 or fewer inmates contained a smaller percentage of inmates charged
with infractions (47%) than did either medium-sze prisons of 500-999 inmates (56%) or large
ingtitutions of 1,000 or more (55%). This may be due to other factors such as the security level
of amdler prisons. Smaller facilities tend to house lower-risk inmates than larger ‘warehouse
type prisons.

However, others have discussed the need to look further than just the Size and security
levd of aprison Prisons of the same security level and size can vary in structure, including the
number, clarity and consistency of rules; the degree to which oneis able to control these rules;
and the amount and type of support provided by the structuring agent (Miller 1981; Reitsma-
Street and Leschied 1988). While we can speculate that more secure and larger prisons will,
on the whole, provide more structure than smaller and less secure facilities, we rarely measure
these factors directly. Rather, we tend to use Sze and security level as a measure of
environmenta sructure, aStuation that is less than ided (Reitsma-Street and Leschied 1988).

Prison Treatment or Custody Orientation

There is some evidence that the orientation or generd philosophy of afacility is
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important in inmate behaviora outcomes. When comparing inmate organization in three types of
prison settings, Berk (1966) found support for prisonization theory. Inmates in the most
trestment-oriented facilities displayed the most positive attitudes toward staff, the prison itself
and the treetment program while inmates in the most custody-oriented facilities, displayed the
most negative dtitudes. Street, Vinter, and Perrow (1966) aso found similar findings for
juvenilesin their research. A study of federal inmates incarcerated in trestment-oriented prisons
showed an inverse relationship between the length of imprisonment and prisonization and
mishbehavior (Atchley and McCabe 1968). That is, attitudes and behavior improved over time
for inmatesin trestment-oriented facilities. While differencesin behavior seem to be clear in
these early studies, we should not assume that dl trestment-oriented prisons would have lower
infraction rates. Street and colleagues (1966) caution us to temper assumptions that inmate
socid sysems operate equaly in dl indtitutiond contexts. What they seem to be stressing isthe
necessity for looking at the prison holigticaly rather than focusing on one factor or another.
Crowding and Transency

Population crowding is yet another possible aggregate-level influence. Prison
overcrowding has become quite commonplace in state and federd facilities and has created
problems for inmates and prison staff (BJS 1998; Camp and Camp 1993, 1997, 1999; Furniss
1996; Ruback and Carr 1993; Vaughn 1993). Researchers have noted that levels of prison
violence have risen rgpidly in years when overcrowding has increased (Maitland and Sluder
1996; Ruback and Carr 1993; Wooldredge 1989).

Greater population density may contribute to misbehavior in severd ways.
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Overcrowding increases psychologicd and emationd strain for both inmates and staff (Cox,
Paulus and McCain 1984; Klofas, Stojkovic, and Kadinich 1992). Crowding makes it more
difficult for saff to supervise inmates effectively (Cobb 1985; Ellis et d. 1974; Gaes 1985;
Gaes and McGuire 1985; Paulus and Dzindolet 1993). It may aso influence inmate misbehavior
and aggresson asinmates are unable to control or avoid unwanted interaction or stimulation,
increasing inmate fears for their persond safety, and reducing the means to maintain personal
identity (Dooley 1986; Megargee 1976). A strong relationship between crowding and inmate
rule violations has been supported in the literature (American Correctional Association 1981,
Clayton and Carr 1984; Cox et d. 1984; Eckland-Olson et a. 1983; Ellis 1984; Farrington and
Nuttall 1980; Gaes 1985; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Jan 1980; Jayewardene, McKay and
McKay 1976; Kratcoski 1988; Leger 1988; Martin and Zimmerman 1990; Nacci, Teitelbaum,
and Prather 1977; Paulus, McCain and Cox 1981; South Carolina Department of Corrections
1973; Toch and Adams 1986). Like most possible correates however, not al research has
supported a positive relationship between crowding and misbehavior (Walters 1998).

It has also been suggested that crowding affects not only inmate behavior but staff
behavior aswdl. In overcrowded prisons, staff may find themsaves spread too thinly and
because of this, engage in compensatory actions such as reacting more harshly to misbehavior in
anticipation of other behaviord difficulties (Poole and Regoli 1980; Wdters 1998). Theinability
to control for characteristics of prison staff, those who are the officia ‘referees’ of inmate
misbehavior, isacommonly cited problem in the literature when trying to determine the direct

affects of crowding. Prison saff members differ in training received, experience, their ability to
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communicate with inmates and overdl morae, dl of which have been found to sgnificantly
impact behavior. Unfortunately, data to measure these factors are rarely available (Cooke
1992; Davies and Burgess 19883, 1988b). Experienced staff tends to take a different
gpproach to prisoners than inexperienced staff and they are usudly better able to judge the
mood of prisoners (Davies and Burgess 1988b). This leads to better communication and fewer
problems with inmates. Some have dso suggested that poor staff morale may increase
aggressive inmate behavior (Cooke 1991; Kingdon and Bakewd | 1988; Lion, Madden and
Christopher 1976). Implications of thisfinding are exacerbated by research that shows that the
job of the prison guard is often dienating (Johnson 1996) and that approximately two-thirds of
prison guards would rather be in a different job (Cullen, Link, Cullen and Wolf 1989; Toch and
Grant 1982).

For this and severd other probable reasons, research on prison overcrowding and its
relationship to inmate violence, hedth, stress, prison disciplinary problems, and recidivism are
not conclusve. Other possible confounding factors are the difficulty in finding comparable
control groups and problemsinvolved with comparing one inmate population with another
based smply on population dengity. For instance, while Gaes and M cGuire (1985) found
higher rates of inmate violence in overcrowded state prisons, they were unable to replicate these
findingsin federd prisons.

Inconsgstencies in the effect of overcrowding on inmates in different age groups have
a0 plagued researchers. Severa studies have found overcrowding to increase misconduct in

juvenile or youth fadilities but failed to find the same relationship in adult ingtitutions (Eckland-
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Olsen et d. 1983; Jan 1980; Nacci et d. 1977). However, other research has found the
opposite effect: that crowding has a sgnificant impact on the misbehavior of older inmates but
not for younger ones (Gaes and McGuire 1985).

Other researchers contend thet it is not crowding per se that fuesinmate behaviord
problems, but rather the rate of turnover, or trandency, of the prison population (Ellis 1984;
Gendreau and Keyes 2001; Porporino 1986). They contend that rapidly changing prison
populations hamper the development of norma prison socid Structures, leading to a greater
number of chalengesto prisoner hierarchy and increased wariness by inmates and gteff dike. In
fact, Porporino’s (1986) study found that the most crowded prisons were the least violence-
prone because they had the lowest trangency rate. Ellis (1984) dso suggests the rdationship
between crowding and behaviora problems are mediated by severd factors other than
trandency including age, indtitutiona Sze, leve of indtitutiond violence and scarcity of
ingtitutiona resources. Today’ s prison populations are more trandent than ever before, with
prisoners often moving from one prison to another every few months (Perkins, Stephan and
Berk 1995).

We should keep in mind that crowding and transency cannot be isolated as directly
causing behavior problems. Overcrowding exacerbates existing ingtitutiond problems and
makes prison life even more irritating for inmates (Clements 1979). For ingtance, lack of bed
gpace often requires that inmates be held in custody levels inconsstent with the leve for which
they are classfied (Austin 1983; Duffee 1989; Porporino 1986). This makesit difficult to

control the mix of prisoners, which can be critica in controlling inmate populations (Miller,
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Kruttschnitt, and Gartner 1998; Quay 1983). Inmatesin need of treatment for a variety of
problems may aso be unable to receive such trestment in atimely manner because of lack of
resources (Van Voorhis 1994). Overcrowding places additiona strain on the ability of prisons
to offer adequate work, recreationa and educational programs as well as basic services such as
hedlth care and food service. All of these factors may fud behavior problemsin inmates.
Because of this, overcrowding and transency are best seen as having an interactive yet indirect
association with inmate misbehavior.

Racial Composition

Another related problem is the ethnic and racid composition of inmates within a prison.
This problem was recognized even in Gresham Sykes (1958) classic study of prison life where
he observed friction caused by the housing of different ethnic and racid groups in the same
prison (1958, p. 81). While Sykes concern was that this prevented collective behavior and
made it difficult to maintain a high degree of solidarity, others have recognized that racia and
ethnic imbaances can be a source of conflict within prisons, often giving rise to inmate-on-
inmate violence (Carroll 1988; Jacobs 1977; McCall 1995). Prison gangs, or as they are often
referred to in the literature * security threat groups’, are often defined in terms of race and
ethnicity (Carroll 1988). McCal (1995) writes that prison is perhaps the only place where men
of color wield disproportionate power, partially because of the power wielded by prison gangs.
While prison administrators may recognize this problem and attempt to keep a balance of raciad
and ethnic groups, doing S0 becomes particularly difficult with overcrowded and transent prison

populations.
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Problemswith Correlates of Misbehavior

It isclear that thereis no overdl consensus as to exactly what factorsimpact inmate
misbehavior. There are severd possible reasons for this, including lack of adequate data,
improperly specified models, differences in operationdizing key concepts, and confounding
factors yet unmeasured such as those mentioned in the previous sections (e.g., the actud
dructure of prisons, saff behavior).

One of the limitations often cited in prediction literature is the generd excluson of
environmental factors from predictive efforts (see Gabor 1986; Monahan 1981, 1984). Even
with comprehengve data on individud characteristics of inmates, we have only been ableto
explain misbehavior in alimited way. For instance, even those inmates presumed to be the most
problematic to prison officids may or may not actudly misbehave in various contexts.

With thisin mind, severd researchers have looked at how context affects inmate
behavior. Context has been operationdized in many different ways including factors such as
time of day, temperature, inmate activity structure leve, prison crowding levd, indtitutiona size,
and whether the facility leaned more toward trestment or control (Dietz and Rada 1983; Gaes
and McGuire 1985; Harris and Varney 1986; Henderson 1986; Kratcoski 1988; Steinke
1991; Thomas and Zingraff 1976). Most research that examines prison context has concluded
amilarly to Harrisand Varney (1986) that inmate behavior is “due to the interaction of
environmentd and internal factors’ (p. 188). Researchers have aso noted the complexity of the
interaction between inmates, the prison environment, and staff behavior (Flanagan 1983;

Steinke 1991; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). As Flanagan (1983) notes, “the processes
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that leed to charging an inmate with adisciplinary infraction are Stuationd in nature--involving a
complex interplay between inmate, officer, and the setting in which the interaction occurs’ (p.
37).

The Importance of Context

Context dlows us to see prisons not as inert ingitutions, but rather, as dynamic
environments, which condition the role that individua characterigtics play in determining
behavior (Miller et d. 1998). Currently, the variables used in predicting prison adjustment or
incidents of violence have been heavily weighed in the direction of background variables such as
race, age, and commitment offense (Austin 1993). Researchers are till unable to identify which
inmates percelve prison as stressful and act out accordingly, and which environmenta conditions
support this behavior (Bonta and Gendreau 1990; Gendreau and Keyes 2001). The usefulness
of studies that focus primarily on inmate characteristics has been questioned on a number of
grounds (Henderson 1986; Shawver, Clanon, Kurdys and Friedman 1985; Solomon and Camp
1993).

Recent research has emphasized the complementary nature of macro-socid (group,
contextud, or aggregate) and micro (individud-leve) factorsin the explanation of variation in
crime and delinquency (see e.g., Bursk 1988; Simcha-Fagan and Schwartz 1986). That is, we
need to look at the way individud-levd factors vary in different aggregate contexts. Not doing
this often results in attribution error, the tendency to attribute behavior to individud differences
without considering the importance of the larger socid forces that influence and shape such

behavior (Ross 1977; Steinke 1991).
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Therefore, we should make explicit the assumption that misbehavior and its predictors
vary by characterigtics of the wider socid context. These contextual effects can take various
forms. Being assgned to afacility that has excessvey high rates of infractions may be
especidly harmful because of ones proximity to alarge number of misbehavers. Likewise, an
individud with dl the characterigtics generdly thought of as putting them &t risk for increased
misbehavior may not misbehave when put in an environment that does not support such
behavior. As mentioned earlier, prisonization (macro-level) theories can provide a basisfor
identifying conditions in prisons that increase the rate of infractions, whereas importation (micro-
level) theories of inmate behavior can establish aset of individud characteristics that increase the
risk of misbehavior. When we integrate these in amulti-level andyss severd types of contextud
effects are possible.

There are saverd reasons why it isimportant to include both measures of individua
predictors and contextua variables in sudies of prison misbehavior. First, amgor premise of
sociologica theory isthat socid conditions enable and constrain human activity. Although not
denying those individua predictors influence adjustment to prison life, most sociologica theories
assume that the community context has a direct impact on risk independent of individua
characterigtics. Second, it is possble that many of the presumed individud-level effects are
actudly reflective of prison dynamics. For example, the impact of age on infraction risk has
received strong support (e.g., Cooper and Werner 1990; Ellis et a. 1974; Flanagan 1980,
1983; MacKenzie 1987; Stephan 1989; Wooldredge 1994; Wool dredge and Carboneau

1998); yet, the influence of age may stem from the fact that younger inmates are more likdly to
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be assigned to prisons with more mobile populations, lower structura control, and less access
to meaningful work. Under these conditions, falling to include measures of the prison context
would mis-specify the true reationship between individuds characteristics and infraction risk.
Contextual Effects

Context takes into account individua differences, the effect of the environment, and
interactions between individuas and their environment. Therefore, three kinds of effects are
expected: individud-level effects, main-leve effects a the prison level; and cross-leve
interaction effects. A brief discusson of each type of effect follows below.

Individua-leve, or Leve-1 (L1), effects are the effects of individua differences on the
outcome variable independent of the aggregate-level effects. These effects are thought to be
indicative of importation processes.

Prison-leve effects are those main effects of Level-2 (L2), the prison, on individud’s
risks of mishehavior net of their persond characteristics. For example, we might discover that
inmeates placed in ahighly trangent, violent prison population might react to the context of being
in agroup of very violent inmates by behaving in aviolent fashion. Effects of this type exemplify
the prisonization hypothess.

Most published contextud studies of crime are limited to tests of main effects. This
study seeks to explore the interactions between individud- and aggregate-level influences on
prison misbehavior. Cross-levd effects are the interaction between individua and prison-level
effects. Previous research has supported the relationships between persond and prison

gtuationd factors on prison misconduct (Gendreau, Goggin and Law 1997).
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Two types of cross-level effects are possible, depending upon whether the interaction
has a pogtive or negative effect. Pogtive effects are seen when individud effects (the L1 dope)
become more pronounced (i.e., the dope becomes steeper) under certain prison-level (L2)
conditions such as trangency or overcrowding. The second type of cross-leved effectisa
negdtive or leveling effect, and it is conggtent with agenerd prisonization hypothesis individud-
level propengty for violence has awesk effect where violence is prevaent (or a strong effect
whereviolenceisless prevaent). The L1 dope of past and future violence would be flattened
under violent prison conditions.” That is, it is the ingtitutional context that dominates rather than
individua propengty toward violence asimportation theory suggests. An intuitive example of
thisis when many inmates with high levels of prior violence are placed in a prison together; there
may be aleveling effect on individud violence: no one of them can dominate, o violenceis
minimized.

Chapter 3 discusses the data and methods used to measure the effect of context on

inmate misbehavior, including adiscusson of how context will be measured.

*Whileit isalso possible to find a negative slope this would be inconsistent with the literature on
the relationship between past and future behavior and is not hypothesized.

42



CHAPTER THREE
DATA AND METHODS
I ntroduction

This study addresses two key questions: first does prison context affect rates of inmate
misbehavior, and second, do these contexts affect the role inmate characteristics play in prison
misbehavior? Past research has shown that context does indeed have an effect on inmate
responses to imprisonment (Ellis 1984; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Owen 1998; Poole and
Regoli 1983; Thomas and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). However, the
types of analysis and data available have limited past research. This study attempts to correct
for some of these problems through the use of hierarchica linear modeling on a statewide prison

sample.

As mentioned in the firgt chapter, contextud analysis has played an integrd rolein
increasing our understanding of determinants of Street crime victimization (e.g., Miethe and
Meier 1994; Rountree et a. 1994; Rountree and Land 1996). Researchers interested in inmate
behavior have suggested that context plays an essentid role in inmate behavior. Structurd
conditions provide the framework within which individua characteristics are maximized or

minimized. In addition, individua characteritics condition the structure of the prison itsdf.

We know that individuas bring their own unique characteristics to any given stuation or
environment. That is, we cannot assume homogeneity within agroup of people in any given set

of materid and socid conditions that make up their daily living environment. Since prison
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inmates each bring with them a unique package of individua characteridtics, any angle
characteridtic is probably insufficient to explain behavior, even when present in the same

environment.

In this chapter, | describe the data used to answer these questions. | also present
measures of individua and contextud variables. The chapter concludes with a discussion of

analytic procedures and strategy.

General Research Design

Socid sysgemstypicdly have ahierarchica organization in which ‘units a one‘leve’
are grouped within units at the next higher level (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992). Thus, human
beings (Levd-1 units) live in groups (Levd-2 units), and usudly work within well-structured
hierarchies (units a Level-2 and higher). This hierarchical arrangement can be gpplied to inmate
gructures within prisons where individua inmeates (Leve-1) live in groups of inmates, usudly at
the prison level (Level-2), depending upon the particular prison. Inmates can aso be grouped

into units to reflect work, program, and/or other assgnments.

The gtarting point for this research, therefore, is the proposition that the existence of a
hierarchicaly organized socid system implies that we should take that hierarchy into account
when we andyze data. Indeed, aggregete dataisin its very nature hierarchical in that the
aggregate is comprised of smdler units. Thus units a Level-1 are nested in Leve-2.
Alternativey, if we wereto look only at individud-level data, aggregate-leve influences

inevitably occur sinceindividuds live in socid groups and it is nearly impossible to separate out

44



al higher order unit effects.

In order to address the problem of aggregation bias and the influence of micro-leve
variables on inmate misbehavior, | use hierarchicad linear modds. Thistype of andyss combines
previoudy digtinct lines of individua- and aggregate-level andysesin socid research into
comprehendve anaytic models. In atwo-leve hierarchicd andysss, it is possble to decompose
the variaion in the dependent variable into within- and between-prison components, thus
obtaining intra-variable corrdations that are estimates of the proportion of tota variance in the
outcome variable that lies between and within prisons. The relaive percentage of variance
between and within prisons can then be used astheinitid diagnogtic informeation about the extent
to which causal processesin amodd predicting aggregate outcomes can be assumed to be

operating at various andytica levels (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992).

In the andysis there are two levels of andysis Levd-1, individua inmates, and Leve-2,
the prison. Andyses estimate the amount of variation in the dependent variable, individua-level
prison misbehavior between and within prisons; incorporate individua inmate level demographic
variablesinto the explanation of mishehavior; and moded the interactions between individua-

and macro-leve factors in the explanation of prison misbehavior.

Theoverall directional research hypothesis

Specific hypotheses to be tested include what factors and in which contexts prison
mishbehavior is more likely to occur. The two mgor theories used to explain prison behavior,

prisonization and importation, provide the sarting point for thisandyss. Ingenerd, itis
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hypothesized that the effects of prisonization will vary with the variables measured at the prison
(L-2) leve while the effect of importation on mishehavior will vary with the variables measured
at theindividua (L-1) levd. For ingtance, we would expect larger, more crowded prisons to
provide for closer contact between inmates, increasing adaptation into prison culture
(prisonization). Likewise, younger, violent inmates with a history of substance abuse are
expected to bring with them culturd vauesin oppostion to prison administration, increasing the
likelihood of mishehavior (importation). It should be noted however thet in redlity the delinegtion
between importation and prisonization is not as clear-cut asthis. Environment is partidly formed
by the characterigtics of the offenders, not something that exists as a satic entity. Culture can be
imported into the prison (e.g. mae or femde culture, black culture, gang culture) and as the mix
of inmates and non-prison culture changes thisis reflected in the culture of the prison itsdf. For
instance, during times of racid unrest in society in generd, tensions between racid groupsin
prison are acerbated. This study focuses more on how variation in misbehavior is affected by L-
1 and L-2 factors than in drawing parameters around which factors affect prisonization or
importation done. Thus, where context affects individuasit is assumed that prisonization is the

major cause.

Earlier empiricd studies have concluded that an integration of importation and
prisonization theories is possible and explain differences in individua behavior better than
modes using only one perspective (Schwartz 1971, 1973; Smith 1984; Thomas 1973; Thomas

and Fogter 1972; Zingraff 1980). Thus, it is expected that by taking context into account, we
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will be able to better explain mishehavior than with individud- or prison-level variables aone,
Alternatively, we can then look at context and its effect on prison misbehavior. It is expected
that the environment in which the inmates find themsdlf will condition individua propensties for
misbehavior. For ingance, in prisons with higher than average infraction rates, inmates who are
a relatively low risk for misbehavior based on individud characterigtics will misbehave more
than expected. Conversdly, the mishehavior of high-risk inmatesin low infraction rate prisons
will flatten out (i.e., high-risk inmates will misbehave less than expected). In ether of these
dtuations we can assume that the cross-level interactions of individud- and prison-level factors

affect prisonization. Support for this hypothesis would suggest the need for theory integration.
Study Population and Sample Design
Data

Datafor my anaysis were derived from North Carolina Department of Correction
(NCDOC) inmate computer records. These data are collected by the state of North Carolina
and accessed through the Offender Population Unified System (OPUS), a management
information system. These data contain awedth of information about persons under the
supervison of the NCDOC, their movements and activities while being supervised, and the

ingtitutions that house them.

The NCDOC data were obtained through an agreement between the Office of
Research and Planning and the North Carolina Center for Crime and Justice Research under the

direction of Dr. William R. Smith. The data were received in their origind OPUS DB2 table
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format and were then converted into SAS datafiles prior to processing the data. Thesefiles
camein two basic types event files and non-event files. A list of the files used is contained in
Appendix A. Consderable data processing was required to prepare the data for anayss,
especidly for the event files. Data processng was further complicated by the fact that many of
these files are extremdy large. For ingtance, the Custody Classification file had 503,633
observations prior to processing the data and was over 217MB in Size. The other event files are

amilarly large as each inmate has multiple observations

Data from the various files were linked by the offender identification number
(CIDORNUM). All persons supervised by the North Carolina Department of Corrections
have a unique identification number assgned to them. This number is retained throughout the
course of on€' s life so an inmate who enters prison (or any other type of correctiona
supervison) multiple times will kegp the same identification number.  Aswith any empiricd
investigation, a crucid decison point involves choosing the gppropriate sample and andytic
technique. For this project, the sample consisted of the 1997 prison population. Thisincluded
al fdonsincarcerated in the NCDOC Divison of Prisons at any time during calendar year
1997, meaning that individua inmates are included in the study for differing lengths of time. For
instance, any particular inmate could be incarcerated for the entire year, or 365 days, for only
one day (in the case of an inmate released from prison on January 1, 1997 or incarcerated on
December 31, 1997), or any length of time in between. The year (1997) was chosen because

the data were more complete for 1997 than for previous years and it was the latest complete
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cdendar year data avalable at the time of the data request.

The NCDOC data offer quite arich source of both demographic information and
correctiona experience for individud inmates. Demographic information includes age, race,
height, weight, educationd leve, and maritd status. Correctiona experience include the number
of timesincarcerated, the number of times on probation, length of current sentence, and offense
classfication.

To smplify the test of my hypothess, this sudy limits the sample to mae inmates. Mdes
made up 91.75% of the North Carolina prison population during the study period. In addition,
North Caralina prisons for femae offenders differ from those designed for mae offendersin
that, female prisoners are not usudly placed in separate facilities based on custody classfication.
The vast mgority of femade prisoners are housed at Women's Prison in Raeigh. Thisfacility
houses femde prisoners of al custody levels together with no physica separetion of the various
types of prisoners. For ingtance, it is very common for a housing unit to have a mixture of
minimum, medium and maximum-security inmates living, socidizing and working together. In
fact, in this prison, custody level can only be visualy ascertained by the color of the shirt worn
by theinmate. This makes testing my hypotheses difficult. Prior studies have aso shown that
femae inmates differ in rates of misbehavior (Craddock 1996; Stephan 1989) and in the way
they experience prison (Gialombardo 1966; Heffernan 1972; Owen 1998; Tittle 1969; Ward
and Kassebaum 1965). Because of this, the female inmates are removed from the sample and

reserved for future sudies. A comparison of mae and femaeinmatesis briefly discussed in
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Appendix B
North Carolina Prisoners

This study looks at North Carolina prison inmates. Like other prison sysemsin the
United States, incarceration ratesin North Carolinaare on therise. In 1997 the incarceration
rate was 370 per 100,000 gtate residents, an increase from 267 a decade earlier and from 234
per 100,000 in 1977 (BJS 1998). Even though North Carolina has built new prisonsto
accommodate this rapidly growing population, at the end of 1997 the average prison was being

operated at 117% of capacity (BJS 1998).

Prison populations fluctuate on adaily bads, with inmates moving into and out of the
correctiona system as well as within the prison system from one prison to another. One
problem encountered when anadyzing data such as these is deciding on what period of timeto
use to capture peoplein order to get a“snapshot’ of the prison that is both representative of the
population and is practica for usein anadyss. To do this, | looked at the aggregate data at three
pointsin time; on the first day of the third, sixth, and ninth months of 1997. Differences between
descriptive gatigtics and corrdations were not satisticaly significant over the three pointsin time
S0 it is assumed that the characteritics of the prison and the aggregete population are fairly
gable. Because of this, July 1, 1997 was the date selected for the * snapshot’ of prison context.
All descriptive data and analyses that follow are based on the prison population (n=26,034)
selected on this date. Note that the sample sizefor July 1, 1997 is smdler than the full 1997

male prison population shown in Appendix B (N=44,695) because not al inmates werein
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prison on duly 1, 1997.

Variable Selection and Oper ationalization of Major Concepts

Dependent Variables

Inmate misbehavior, the main dependent variable in this sudy, is defined as the tota
number of infractions with which an inmate has been charged during the tenure of his current
day. That isthe number of infractions that occur a the particular continuous period time during
which July 1, 1997 fdl, in one prison facility, and during the inmate's current period of
incarceration. As discussed earlier, inmates who were not in aNorth Carolina prison on July 1,
1997 are not included in the study. Because inmates move from one prison to another quite
frequently in North Caralina, using infractions per stay dlows behaviora differences that are the

result of prison context to be investigated.

Infractions can range from crimina behaviors (such as assault or drug offenses) to
relatively minor rule violations such as using profanity or failing to obey and order. A list of the
infractions which inmates could be charged with during the study period is shown in Appendix

C.

A second dependent variable, the number of serious infractionsis also studied. Serious
infractions are defined asinfractions faling into the A or B Class of Offenses (see Appendix C
for acomplete list). These include offenses that are particularly dangerous, violent or create an
amosphere in which control is difficult for prison gtaff. Also included in the B Class of offenses

are substance related offenses. Offensesin the A and B categories carry the strongest pendties
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and are of the gravest concern to prison officias.

Asseenin Table 1, the average totd number of infractions during their current stay is
2.63 while the average number of seriousinfractionsis 0.63. Approximately 1 of every 4
infractionsfalsinto an A or B infraction. Both dependent variables are highly skewed (8.18
skewness for dl infractions and 8.60 skewness for serious infractions) and the interquartile
range for serious infractions is zero. While the interquartile range for dl infractionsis greeter than
zero, thisis driven by inmates in the top 25™ percentile. The median number of infractionsis
zero but inmates who do have infractions tend to have more than one, leading to an interquartile

range of 3.
I ndependent Predictor Variables

Independent variablesinclude age, race, marital satus, educationd level, substance
abuse problems, job skills and employment status prior to incarceration, past inditutional
behavior, sentence length, type of offense, and percentage of sentence aready served. Age can
be used in avariety of ways, either by coding into discrete age categories or using a continuous
variable. For this study age is used as a continuous variable with a mean age of 31.55 years.
Age varies widdy as seen by the standard deviation of 9.82 and the interquartile range of 13 as
well as the minimum and maximum for age (14 and 88 respectively). Race was recoded into a
dummy variable, indicating white or black. Including other race/ethnic categoriesis not practica

as whites and blacks make up approximately 98% of the North Carolina prison population. As

% 56.04% of inmates have zero infractions and 80.38% have no serious infractions.
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seen in Table 1, 65% of the male inmates are black. Marita status has been shown to have
some effect on the number of disciplinary problems. For this study, inmates are coded as either
married or unmarried, with only those who report being currently married being coded as
married while those reporting being divorced, widowed, separated, single, or unknown coded
asunmarried. Asshown in Table 1, only 16% of the inmatesin this study report being currently

married.

Education level and job skills have been found to influence inmate behavior. As shown
in Table 1, the average inmate has completed 10.59 years of formal education. This does not
vary particularly widely however. The top 75% of inmates have at least 12 years of education
(i.e., completed high school) and the bottom 25% average 9 years. Rdatively few inmates (5%)
have a college education. Forty-two percent of inmates reported their job skill level as skilled or
semi-skilled. In addition, 69% of inmates reported being employed at the time of arrest for their

current sentence offense.

Inmates who have menta heelth problems or difficulties with drugs and/or acohol
severe enough to warrant treatment are expected to have more difficulty adjusting to prison than
inmates without such problems. As seenin Table 1, 10% of inmates have amenta hedth
problem indicated in their records. In addition, 50% of inmates were flagged asin need of
treatment and more than 42% were under the influence of drugs and/or acohol at the time of

arrest.

Prior crimind and indtitutiona experience can affect future behavior. Twelve percent of
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the inmates in this sudy report having been in training school and the vast mgjority (80%) have
at least one prior incarceration as an adult. For those with prior adult incarcerations, the average
number of prior incarcerations was 2.32. Most inmates only had one prior incarceration
(median of 1) but at the 75" percentile the number of prior incarcerations is 3. This can aso be
seen by looking at the standard deviation of 1.98. Prior ingtitutional behavior is operationdized
as acount of infractions recelved in past incarcerations. On average, inmates with aprior
incarceration had arecord of 2.67 totd infractions. However, like the number of infractions for
the current stay and number of prior incarcerations, the mean number of infractions during prior
incarcerations varies widdy and is driven by the minority of prisoners. This can be seeninthe
gtandard deviation of 7.33 and by looking at the interquartile range. The median number of
infractions during prior incarcerations is zero but at the 75" percentile the number is 2. This
leads to the interquartile range of 2 shown in Table 1. In addition, 49% of inmates in the study

areincarcerated for aviolent offense.



Table 1: Individual-Level Variables (n=26,034)

Variable Mean SD Min Max IQR®
Dependent Variables

Total Infractions per Stay 263 6.32 273

Total Serious Infractions per Stay 0.63 1.96 70 0
Demographic

Age 3155 9.82 14 83 13
Black (0=Non-black, 1=Black) 0.65 0.48 1 1
Married (O=Not Married, 1=Married) 0.16 0.36 1 0
Education/Job

Y ears Education 10.59 207 16 3
Skilled Job (0O=Unskilled, 1=Skilled) 042 0.49 1 1
Employed at Time of Arrest (O=No, 1=Yes) 0.69 0.46 1 1
Special Problems

Mental Health Problem Indicated (0=No, 1=Y es) 0.10 031 1 0
Substance Abuse Treatment Need Indicated (0=No, 1=Yes) 0.50 050 1 1
Under Influence a Time of Offense (0=No, 1=Y es) 042 0.49 1 1
Criminal History

Training School (0=No, 1=Y es) 012 033 0 1 0
Prior Prison (O=No, 1=Yes) 0.80 040 0 1 0
N Prior Prison Terms’ 232 1.98 1 23 2
N Infractions During Prior Incarcerations’ 267 7.33 0 277 2
Current Sentence for Violent Offense (0=No, 1=Y es) 0.49 050 0 1 1

Contextual Variables

The most common measures of prison context include prison size (Gaes and McGuire

1985; Poole and Regoli 1983), organizationd powerlessness/dienation (Thomeas and Zingraff

®Interquartile ranges of zero are dueto either the infrequency of some characteristics (i.e., more
than 75% of inmates has no seriousinfractions, are unmarried) or that little variability exists (i.e., more than

75% of inmates have a prior incarceration).

" For those with prior incarcerations (n=20,816).
& Inmates with prior incarcerations only (n=20,816).
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1976; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998), crowding (Farrington and Nuttall 1980; Gaes and
McGuire 1985; Jan 1980; McCain, Cox and Paulus 1980), trestment/custodial orientation
(Gaes and McGuire 1985; McCain and McNally 1981; Poole and Regoli 1983), transiency

(Gaes and McGuire 1985), and staff-inmate ratio (Gaes and McGuire 1985).

This research includes many of these previoudy used contextud factors plus severd
others. Prison size, crowding and transency data are available for this sample.
Treatment/custody orientation information can only be inferred from the percentage of inmates
involved in some type of treatment program at the prison. It should be noted however, that the
number and types of programs available differ by security level. For indance, DART, the main
substance abuse treetment program for North Carolinainmates, is generdly only availablein
medium security facilities.

Attitudind information such asthat collected by Thomas and Zingraff (1976) are not
accessble for this sudy. However, the number and nature of prison infractionsis available. This
provides an objective measure of inmate behavior. Gaes and McGuire (1985) used asimilar
measure. Asthey point out, by using inditutiond levels of misbehavior, we can make rather
direct inferences about saff and other indtitutiond characteristics without drawing conclusions

about the individua characterigtics of the inmate and staff involved.

Ingtitutiona contextua variables to be consdered are prison size, security leve, and
average age of inmates. Also considered are inditutiona crowding, population transency,

treatment or custody-orientation, mean rate of infractions, the percent of inmates incarcerated
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for violent offenses, and racid compaosition within the indtitution.

In 1997 there were 126 totd facilities for housng North Carolinafelons. However, 15
of these were not being used (0 capacity), 5 werejalls, 8 were facilities for femae inmates, and
4 are too pecidized to be included in this study. Ingtitutions with no inmates’ are of no interest
to the current research. Because jalls house avariety of offenders not included in the study
population they too, will be excluded. Femae ingtitutions will dso be excluded since this sudy
focuses on maeinmates. The four indtitutions with goeciaized missons do not necessarily
contain inmates reflective of generd prison populations or typicad prison surrounding so they will
be excluded. These gpecidized fadilities include three privatdy run resdentid substance abuse

treatment centers and a prison hospital. The remaining 94 indtitutions will be used in this study.

Table 2 summarizes descriptive varigbles for the North Carolina prisonsincluded in this
sudy. Many varigbles such asinditutiond size and security levels are fairly atic Since prisons
are designed for a particular population. However, others change with changesin prison
sentencing practices and other correctional and societal demographics, attitudes and practices.

All characterigtics are reflective of facility conditions on July 1, 1997.

Prison sizeis defined by the normal operating capacity of each prison. Prisons designed
to house fewer then 200 number of inmates is defined as small, those designed for 200 to 800
inmates, medium, and those designed for more than 800, large. There were 48 smdll, 41

medium, and 5 large-szed prisons. Because larger prisons hold more inmates, alarger

°Institutions can have zero capacity for many reasonsincluding closed institutions, prisons
converted to training and/or other non-housing DOC use, and institutions under construction.
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proportion of inmates are housed in medium or large prison even though the mean prison 9zeis
between medium and small (median of 3 —smdl prison Sze). It is perhgps more meaningful to
look at what percentage of inmates were housed in the various sized prisons for the sudy
period. For the inmates included in this study only 15% of inmates were housed in asmall
prison, while nearly 65% were housed in a medium-sized prison. The remaining 20% of inmates

were in alarge prison.

Prisons are classfied by security level. The security levels used by North Carolina
Divison of Prisons are close, medium and minimum. In addition, specific cdll areas within close
security prisons may aso be designated as maximum security. The design and unique features of
the prison, the level of staffing, and the operating procedures determine security levels. The
security level of the facility sgnificantly affects severd aspects of the day-to-day life of the
inmate including the type of housing they live in, how much freedom of movement they have and
how much interaction with other inmatesis permitted. Of the prisons included in the sudy, 12
are dassfied as close, 31 as medium and 51 as minimum security. The mean security levd is
242 but like indtitutiond sze, thisis not particularly meaningful. Because of prison sze the
digtribution of inmates looks much different than the distribution of security levd. Minimum-
security prisons housed only 27.94% of inmates while close security prisons housed over 35%.

Minimum-security prisons tend to be more numerous but smdler while close security prisons

tend to large.

Table 2: Characteristics of North Carolina Prisons (n=94)
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Variable Mean SD Min Max IQR

Size and Security Level

Prison Size -% prison population (1=large, 3=small) 246 0.60 1.00 3.00 1.00
Highest Security Level -% prison popul ation 242 071 1.00 3.00 1.00
(1=Close, 3=Minimum)

Age

Average Age at Prison Level 3295 519 1842 4755 270
Y outh Facility 0.08 0.28 0 1 0.00
Density and Turnover

Rated (standard) Prison Capacity 280.29 240.83 30 942 34.00
Institutional Crowding Ratio 97 0.77 004 373 0.66
Transiency Rate — Average LOS* 42413 283.68 67.53 20>4.18 149.22
Activity

Average Prison Program Capacity Ratio 541 12.45 0 83.25 359
Prison Designated as Tx-Oriented 020 40 0 1 0.00
Average Prison Job Capacity Ratio 162 207 0 12.29 147
Average Prison Activity Capacity Ratio (Sum of 7.03 13.13 0 83.25 452
Jobs and Programs : n inmates)

Prison Designated as Activity-Oriented 022 42 0 1 0.00
Infractions

Average N All Infractions/Inmate 203 165 0 9.25 151
Monthly N All Infractions/| nmate/Stay 0.16 011 0 0.55 0.12
Average N Serious Infractions/Inmate 50 42 0 249 0.39
Monthly N Serious I nfractions/Inmate/Stay 04 .03 0 15 0.03
[nmate Mix

Average Proportion Violent Offenders 051 0.16 0.08 091 0.24
Average Proportion Black Offenders 0.61 012 022 0.78 0.14

* LOS=Length of Stay

Average prison population age for each prison is used to account for possible
differencesin the age of prisoners. As shown in Table 2, the average age of al inmates is about
33 years old. The standard deviation of average age a the prison level is not as large as that of
individua inmates (9.82, shown in Table 1), nor isthe interquartile range aslarge (only 2.7 for
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average age a prison level compared to 13 for individud inmates). Since age is strongly
correlated with misbehavior it is possible that older inmates housed in prisons with a younger
average age will behave differently than those housed in prisons with an older average age. It is
unclear whether thisis due to the mix of inmates of different ages or to an interaction effect
between the age of the individua inmate with the average age of inmatesin aprison. In
addition, we can examine misbehavior in prisons designated as Y outh facilities. North Carolina
statute requires the separation of youthful offenders, generdly defined as prisoners age 21 and
younger, and that an investment in work and educationd training opportunities is made to help
them at release. The concentration of young offendersislikely to affect behaviora outcomes.

Y outh facilities range in security level from minimum to close and aso include boot camps at
two locations (IMPACT East and IMPACT West). Boot camps are designed for short-term
offenders serving a split sentence congisting of a short exposure to prison in amilitary-style
camp, followed by supervised probation in the community. During the study period, 8 (8%)
North Carolina prisons were designated as Y outh facilities and housed 10% of North Carolina
inmates.

Prisons operate mogst efficiently when they are not at 100% of capacity as dormitories
and cdls need to be maintained and repaired, specid housing is needed for administrative and
disciplinary segregation, and space may be needed to handle emergencies (Beck and Mumula
1999). Because of thisthe actud number of beds a prison containsis usudly higher than the

number of inmates the facility is designed for. Ingtitutiona crowding is operationdized asthe
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ratio of the average population of the prison to its rated capacity as defined by the State of
North Carolina. Rated capacity refers to the number of beds or inmates assigned by arating
officid to various Sate indtitutions. Prison capacity information is readily available in public
documents such as the Department of Correction web page and is dso in the Facility
Description table (FACT8AAL) received from the DOC. The average rated capacity of the
prisons included in this study is gpproximately 280 inmates. However, rated capacity ranges
from 30 to 942, illugtrating the vast differences in the number of inmates prisons are desgned to
hold. This variation can dso be seen in the standard deviation (240.83) and interquartile range

(354).

According to State prison population figures published by the BJS, the North Carolina
prison population was 117% of capacity at year-end 1997 (BJS 1998). At mid-year however,
the average prison was a 97% of rated capacity. Thistoo, widdy varied by prison with some
prisons holding amost no inmates (rated capacity to actua prison population ratio of 1:0.04')
and some being extremely overcrowded (rated capacity to actua prison ratio of 3.73). Notice
that the standard deviation and interquartile range are both more than two-thirds of the vaue of
the mean, another indicator that crowding varies dramaticaly from one prison to ancther. At the
first quartilethe ratio is .49 (about haf of sandard capacity) but at the third quartile the ratio is

1.15 (15% over standard capacity).

Trandency is operationdized as the turnover per month of the inmate population of the

°Prisons with such low percent capacity are probably those either being built or in the process of
being closed.
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prison. Thisincludes both transfersin and out of the prison as changesin the inmate population
are assumed to undermine stable socid networks. Analyss of the data for this project indicates
that inmates move in an out of facilities on aregular basis. The average length of stay (LOS) for
inmates a any one facility is424.13 days, just over 14 months. However, thisvaries
congderably as seen with the minimum average LOS of 67.53 days and the maximum of 2,054
days. The standard deviation and interquartile range for this variable (283.67 and 149.22

respectively) dso show the variability in average length of Say.

The trestment or custody orientation of a prison is determined by computing the
program capacity for each prison divided by the number of inmatesin that prison on July 1%.
Programs can be either educationd or treatment. Prisons with a program capacity ratio of less
than the mean of 5.41 were designated as having a custody orientation while those above the
mean are desgnated as more treatment oriented. Theratio of programs to inmates differs
congderably by prison (standard deviation of 12.45 and interquartile range of 3.59). For
ingtance, a the first quartile, prisons have a program capacity ratio of 0.81 program dots for
every inmate. However, at the 3 quartile, this increases to 4.40 program dots for every inmate.
As shown in Table 2, 20% of the prisons are designated as treatment oriented. It should be
noted that some prisons contain housing areas that are dedicated totally to treatment, cregting a
different type of prison environment than housing areas where little to no treatment is offered.
Treatment only housing areas are commonly used for DART and SOAR programsin North

Caralina prisons. DART (Drug/Alcohol Recovery Treatment) is a 35-day substance abuse
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program while SOAR (Sex Offender Accountability and Responsihility) isa20-week sex
offender treatment programs. |nmates assigned to these programs are housed together as part
of the trestment philosophy. However, the data available does not dlow designation by housing

area s0 the unit of andyssfor trestment or custody orientation is limited to the prison level.

In addition to trestment or custody orientation, having job activitiesto keep inmates
busy have been shown to reduce misbehavior rates by reducing idleness and providing structure
(Flanagan et d.1988; Gaes and McGuire 1985; McCorkle et al.1995; Petersiliaand Honig
1980; U.S. Department of Justice 1991). In addition, prison jobs can teach work skillsto
inmates who may have never had regular employment.™ The mean job capacity ratio is 1.62
jobsfor every inmate. This can vary by prison quite abit (andard deviation of 2.07 and an
interquartile range of 1.47). To get a complete picture of the number of activities available for
inmates in a prison, jobs and programs were added together and then divided by the number of
inmates in the prison on July 1, 1997 to cregte the activity capacity ratio. Here we see that there
are seemingly enough activities to provide some activity leve for al inmates (activity capacity
per inmate averages 7.03). This, like many of the prison-level variables varies widdy, as shown
by the standard deviation of 13.13 and the interquartile range of 4.52. Only 22% of the prison
facilities provide activity a this average level with the other 78% providing fewer activities per
inmate. It should dso be noted that the activity cagpacity is driven primarily by educationd and

treatment programs. Jobs are dso not appropriate for al inmates induding those engaged in full-

' Many prison jobs are not skilled so do not necessarily teach work skills that can be used to
obtain meaningful employment after prison but they do teach inmates skills such as regular attendance and
how to manage relationships with co-workers.
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time treatment programs, inmates with serious physicd or mentd hedth problems, and inmates

who are dangerous to staff, other inmates or themselves.

The average infraction rate for aprison is a'so computed asit is expected that prisons
where high rates of misbehavior occur actudly beget even more mishehavior. High levels of
infractions could be indicative of low levels of socid control and negative atitudes toward staff
or might be smply due to other factors such as age or offense type. Only infractions for the
current stay are counted 0 that only those infractions occurring in that particular prison context
areincluded. As shown in Table 2, the mean rate of infractions on the Say of interest is 2.03
infractions. Thistoo varies widely with arange of 9.25, sandard deviation of 1.65, and an
interquartile rangeis 1.51. To account for differing average lengths of stay a various prisons, the
average number of infractions per stay is dso shown (.16). Thiswas created by dividing the
average number of infractions for the stay of interest (July 1, 1997) at each prison by the
average number of months on this stay for the same prison. Similarly, the average number of
serious infractions per inmate per Say is .50 with the rate of serious infractions at .04. Rates of
seriousinfractions vary from O to 2.49 per inmate during the Say of interest. Again the

interquartile range isfairly large for this variable (.39 and .03) when compared to the means.

Prisons with a high percentage of inmates serving a sentence for violent offenses may
lead to gtaff that are quicker to report and punish misbehavior anong inmates whom they
perceive as are more of athreat to other inmates, saff and society. On average, 51% of inmates

in agiven prison are incarcerated for aviolent offense. However, this aso varies greetly by



prison with some prisons having a very low percentage of violent offenders (8%) while others

house nearly mainly violent offenders (91%).

Racid compaogtion aso varies by prison. At any given prison, the average percent
Black is 61%. However, percent Black ranges from 22% to 78% (standard deviation of .12
and interquartile range of .14). Imbaances in racid composition can be a source of conflict
within prisons, possibly increasing the number of infractions for inmates housed in prisons that

deviate from the average racial compostion.

Bivariate Relationships between Independent and Contextual Variables

The zero-order correlation results for dl the variables used in this study are presented in
Table 3. Findings from the bivariate analyss of the independent variables are generdly
concurrent with the literature. The only variables with moderate to strong relationships are those
for whom this relationship was expected. It should aso be noted that no one variable is strongly
correlated with the main dependent variable, number of infractions per stay except the number
of seriousinfractions (.77). Thisreationship is dueto seriousinfractions being included in the dl

infractions variable.

Independent variables used to test the hypothesis supporting importation were not highly
correlated a dl. The strongest relationship is between the being under the influence of drugs
and/or acohol at the time of the offense and an indicator for the need for substance abuse
treatment (.35). The second strongest relationship is between having job skills reported as

‘skilled” and being employed at the time of arrest (.33).
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Independent variables used to test the prisonization hypothes's were more highly
correlated than those variables used to test importation. Prison security level and prison size
have a moderate relationship (.54) while the relationship between standard capacity and prison
szeisquite strong (-.88). That is, standard capacity decreases as prison size decreases.’
Prison security level isdso moderately correlated with average length of stay (-.53), standard
capacity (-.67), average number of dl infractions per inmate (-.73), monthly infraction rate (-
55), average number of serious infractions per inmate (-.71), and the average proportion of
violent offenders (-.64). Average ages are lower for prisons designated as youth facilities (-.77).
Asthe average age of agiven prison’sinmates increases there is a saigticaly sgnificant,
negative relationship with the average number of al infractions per inmate in prison (-.50), the
rate of dl infractions per inmate (-.71), and the rate of serious infractions per inmate (-.56). The
proportion of black inmates aso increases as average age of inmates decreases (-.49). Monthly
infraction rates a the prison level are higher when the proportion of black offenders increases.
Thisis probably due to the proportion of black offenders being higher in prisons with a younger
average age. Rdated to this, youth facilities have a moderate relationship with increased average
numbers of dl infractions (.50), the monthly rate of dl infractions (.51), and the monthly rate of
seriousinfractions (.42). Not unexpectedly, as the average length of stay increases, the prison
proportion of violent offenders (.85) and the average of dl infractions per inmate (.52) increase.
Lastly, trestment-oriented and activity-oriented prisons are highly corrdated (.73). Thistoo was

expected snce, as mentioned earlier, activity orientation is driven primarily by educationa and

2 Prison size is coded so that small prisons have avalue of 3 and large prisons have avalue of 1.
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treatment programs. These two variables are dso correlated at the .94 level. Related
correlations to trestment and activity-orientation include that between the prison program
capacity ratio and a prison being designated as treatment-oriented (.70), and the prison

program capacity ratio and a prison being designated as activity-oriented (.68).

As expected, the average rates of dl infractions and serious infractions (.96) aswell as
their monthly averages (.93) are highly correlated. Also, not surprisingly, as the proportion of
violent offendersin a prison increases, the average number of dl infractions (.71) and serious
infractions (.76) increases. Thereisasmadller correation between increased proportions of

black offenders and dl infractions (.40) and the monthly average of dl infractions (.49).

Severd Levd-1 and Level-2 variables are corrdlated. Age and average age at the

prison level are correlated (.52) as are age and youth facility (-.40), and age with the prison’s
monthly rate of infractions. None of these correlaions are surprising since prison policy dictates
the housing of younger offenders in youth facilities whenever possible and the older an individua
inmate is the more likely he is to be housed in a prison with a higher average age. Asthe
average age of the inmate population increases so does the likelihood that any individua inmate
was employed at the time of arrest (.30). Asseenin Table 1, 69% of dl inmates indicated that
they were employed at the time of arrest. We can presume from the bivariate correlation that
those not employed are largely the younger inmates. Being a violent offender is correlated with
increased security leve (-.22), prisons with higher average length of stays (.29), and the average

proportion of violent offenders housed in a particular prison (.35). These relationships are dso

67



not surprising since violent offenders are usually considered a greater risk so are placed under
higher security and because of thiswould be in prisons with longer average length of stays and
be with other violent offenders. Looking at the bivariate relationships at the prison-level
discussed above provide additiona support for the relationship between violent offender status

and age with prison-levd variables.

68



TABLE 3

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF INDEPENDENT VARIABLES (Listwise Deletion of Missing Data) N=26,034

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 1.00
2 TTEF* 1.00
3 - 15%** - 10%** 1.00
4 .05*** .01 - Q2% ** 1.00
5 _‘07*** -, 5*** .24*** _‘13*** 1.00
6 -.07*** -.06*** .02*%* 10 ** .01* 1.00
7 _‘10*** _‘06*** .22*** _‘15*** .11*** .14*** 1.00
8 -.06*** -.03*** 22k -.10%** 10 ** .06*** 33 H* 1.00
9 .04%** .04%** .03 ** =13 ** .01 -.05%** .04%** .01 1.00
10 .02* .02*%* .03 ** -.02%** -.01 -.00 .09%** .09%** .06*** 1.00
11 .01 .03 ** .06*** - 10%** -.00 -.06*** 07 ** .06*** .08*** 35%** 1.00
12 .09*** .08*** .01 -.01 -.01 -.10%** .01 .04%** .09%** .02*%* .06*** 1.00
13 .08*** .07*** .15*** .03*** .03*** _‘03*** .03*** .10*** .03*** .12*** .09*** .Og***
14 15%** A3F* 10 ** .02*%* .00 -.04*** .01* .05*** .05*** 07*** .05*** 15%**
15 .12*** .10*** .01* .05** _‘01 _‘10*** _‘06*** .03*** .05*** _‘05*** .04*** .06***
16 -.06*** -.04%** -.00 -.04%** .01* .01* .00 .05+ ** -.02** .04%** .02*%* .01
17 _‘20*** _‘15*** .11*** -, 5*** .05*** .09*** .05*** .09*** _‘06*** .02*** .Ol _‘06***
18 - 13 ** -.07*** 52k * -.08*** 15%** d4xx* 20 ** .30%** -.01* .08*** .08*** -.02%**
19 .13*** .08*** _‘40*** .05*** _‘12*** _‘15*** _‘17*** _‘25*** .06*** _‘05*** _‘06*** .05***
20 .09%** 07*** -.03*** .04%** -.02** -.03*** -.01 -.05%** .04%** -.04%** -.02** .01
21 -.00 -.00 .02 ** -.04*** -.01 .01 .06*** -.00 .05 ** -.01* .04%** -.01
22 d4xx* Q2% * 10 ** -.00 .00 -.07*** -.01 .02k ** .06*** .01* .03 ** .08***
23 -, 5*** -, 4*** -, 4*** -, 4*** _‘01 _‘00 .02 _‘02*** _‘00 -, 4*** -, 4*** _‘00
24 -.04%** -.03*** -.01* -.04%** .00 -.00 .02k ** .00 -.00 -.04%** -.03*** -.00
25 -.04*** -.03*** 07 ** -.00 .02 ** .02%* .00 .05 ** -.03*** .04%** .01* .00
26 -.05%** -.04%** -.02%** -.04%** -.00 -.00 .01 -.01 -.00 -.03*** -.03*** -.01
27 -.04*** -.03*** -.01 -.04*** .00 -.00 .02 ** .01 -.00 -.03*** -.03*** -.00
28 27 .20 ** -.26%** 7% ** -.10%** - 15x** -.16%** RN Vel .06*** -.01* -.01 .09%**
29 .22*** .14*** _‘37*** .08*** _‘12*** _‘13*** _‘17*** _‘21*** .02*** _‘03*** _‘02*** .06***
30 .26*** .20 ** -.18*** .05*** -.08*** - 13 ** - 13 ** RN .06*** .00 .00 .09%**
31 .23*** .17*** _‘29*** .06*** _‘10*** _‘12*** _.17*** _‘17*** .03*** _‘01* _‘00 .06***
32 QO+ 16*** -.01 .02k ** -.02%** -.10%** -.07*** -.02%** .06*** .02k ** .02k ** .09%**
33 .11*** .06*** _‘26*** .17*** _‘09*** _‘06*** _‘16*** _.15*** _‘02*** _‘02*** _‘07*** .01*

13

1.00
16x**
15%x*
-.09***
ok
18***
S 14 x*
10x**
-02F**
1Ox**
S Q1EE
- 10%**
.02%*

- 10%**
-.09***
.09***
-.00
13r*x*
04***
.20***
-.00

14

1.00
_‘04***
_.O * %
_‘06***
.11***
_‘08***
.04***
.00
.05***
-, 3***
-.03t*
-01
_.O * %
_‘02***
02+
_‘02***
04k
.00
.05***
_‘03***

15

1.00

-.08***
ik
-.01

O7***
.09***
S04 **
.29***
S04 **
-.02**
.01*

S.03%**
-.02%*
24%**
10%**
.26***
13 x*
K
04***

16

1.00
54x

.10***
-8B+
_‘08***
-.30%*
25%%*
29%%*
22%%%
28%%*
28%%*
- 22¢
kil
-.20% %
- 13+
- 22¢
_‘21***

17

1.00

27K **
S 14 x*
Y akid
SO7F**
- .53x**
D% x*
.20***
4% x*
D5x**
1O*x*
- T3
Sk
AL
-.05***
-.64***
L28kx*

p<.05 **p<0l  ***p<.001

TABLE 3 (cont.)
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18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33
18 1.00
19 =77 1.00
20 -.05*** -.01 1.00
21 .04%** -.02%** 6%+ 1.00
22 207 x* .03 ** BLFxx .00 1.00
23 -.08F**  18F** S 25%% Qe - 12¢** 1,00
24 -.02%** Agx*x -.26%** =20 =07 (Ol 1.00
25 .14*** _‘07*** _‘27*** _‘53*** -, 4*** .31*** .40*** 1.00
26 -.04*** 15 ** -.20%** =27 =12 .98* ** T3 BIx** 1.00
27 _‘02** .10*** _‘25*** _‘23*** _‘07*** .68*** .94*** .52*** .74*** 1.00
28 -.50%** B50*** 35 ** -.00 52*** -.18%** =17 - 16%** -20%** B A 1.00
29 _‘71*** .51*** .30*** .04*** .OO _‘21*** _‘21*** _‘22*** _‘24*** _‘21*** .82*** 1.00
30 -.34* 37 32k xx -.00 .60* ** =19 =17 - 13+ =20+ - 17 .96* ** (Ol 1.00
31 _‘56*** .4 LR .26*** .06*** .10*** _‘22*** _‘23*** _‘18*** _‘24*** _‘23*** .85*** .93*** .82*** 1.00
32 -.02%* 21 ** 26 ** =12 .85 ** =12 -.06*** .04x ** -.09*** -.06*** LR 28 ** 76 ** 37 1.00
33 _‘49*** .31*** .25*** _‘24*** _‘02** _‘25*** _‘26*** _‘05*** _‘24*** _‘24*** .40*** .49*** .30*** .36*** .12*** 1.00
*p<.05 **p<.01l  ***p<.001
Key
1 All Infractions/month 9 Menta Health Problem Indicated 17 Highest Security Level 25 Prison Job Capacity Ratio
2 Serious Infractions/month 10 Substance Abuse Treatment Need Indicated 18 Average Age a Prison Level 26 Prison Activity Ratio
3 Age 11 Under Influence at Time of Offense 19 Youth Facility 27 Prison Designated as Activity-Oriented
4 Black 12 Training School 20 Rated Prison Capacity 28 Average N All Infractions/Inmate
5 Married 13 Prior Incarceration 21 Institutional Crowding Ratio 29 Monthly N All Infractions/Inmate/Stay
6 Years Education 14 N Infractions during Prior Incarceration 22 Transiency Rate — Average LOS 30 Average N Serious Infractions/Inmate
7 Skilled Job 15 Violent Offender 23 Prison Program Capacity Ratio 31 Monthly N Serious Infractions/Inmate/Stay
8. Employed at time of arrest 16 Prison Size 24 Prison Designated as Tx-Oriented 32 Average Proportion Violent Offenders
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Analysis Procedures

Andyzing the datainvolves firgt aggregating individua characteridtics (Level-1) at the
prison leve (Levd-2). Thisadlowsthe creation of group characteristics such as percent with an

infraction, the proportion of inmates with prior prison terms and percent violent offenders.

It would be idedl to aggregate dl prisoners by individua housing areas within prisons but
thisis difficult at best considering the number of interna movements and the fact that the
individua housing areas (or ‘units asthey are commonly called) used by various prisons differ
consderably in both size and meaning. Thus, inmates are aggregated at the prison level. As
mentioned earlier in this chapter, the stay period to be andyzed is the prison stay of July 1,
1997. Whichever prison an inmate was assigned to on this date becomes the prison-stay to be

andyzed.

Multilevel Analysis

Two types of multilevel andysis are presented; ordinary least squares (OLS) regresson

andysisand hierarchical linear modding. SAS verson 8.2 was used for dl andyses.

OL SRegression
Theinitid analyss uses OL S regression. Ordinary least squares regression is the most
commonly used gatistical technique used in socid science for modds with continuous
dependent variables and two or more independent variables.
The dependent variables, number of dl infractions and number of serious infractions,

are operationalized as counts of al infractions per stay for each inmate and counts of serious
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infractions per stay for each inmate. Both dependent variables are strongly skewed. Over 56%
of the inmates have zero infractions on a given stay and when looking specificdly at serious
infractions, the percentage having zero Class A or B infractions is even greater, & 72.51%. To
compensate for this and lessen the problem of heteroskedasticity, the dependent variables are
logged using naturd logs when using OL S regression andysis (Cook and Wesherg 1982). This
alows the distribution to take on amore “normal” shape. It should be noted that both
dependent variables have a congtant of “1” added to them prior to computing the natura log.
Descriptive gatigtics for the logged and unlogged dependent variables are shown in Table 4

beow.

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Unlogged and L ogged Dependent Variables

(n=26,034)
Variable Mean SD Min Max IQR
Total Infractions per Stay 263 6.32 0 273 3.00
LN Total Infractions per Stay .70 A 0 5.61 139
Total Serous Infractions per Stay 0.63 196 0 70 0.00
LN Total Serious Infractions per Stay 0.25 55 0 4.26 0.00

The independent variables are not logged. Therefore a unit change in an independent
variable resultsin a proportionate change in the dependent variable. In the regresson models, |
aso control for the number of days on asay. Thisis expected to reduce bias between inmates

with differing lengths of Stay at a particular prison.
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Goodness of fit and regresson diagnogtic statistics were dso run for the models. The
Homer-Lemeshow goodness of fit test was obtained usng the LACKHT option (Homer and
Lemeshow 1989). Diagnodtic Satigtics for identifying poorly predicted or very influentia
observations were employed using the INFLUENCE option in SAS as suggested by Pregibon
(1981).

In order to reduce problems due to multicollinearity, highly corrdated variables from the
bivariate anayss'® were dropped if not theoretically relevant. However, severd highly
correlated variables are included in the models because of their relevance to our study. The
variables dropped due to multicollinearity are rated (Standard) prison capacity, average age a
the prison leve, and the variable designating a prison as activity oriented. Rated capacity is
highly corrdlated with both prison Sze and custody level and plays alarge role in determining
which prisons are consdered crowded. The inmate average age variable is highly correlated
with youth facility designation. Preliminary andysis showed that being housed in ayouth facility
ismore predictive of infractions than the average age of inmatesin aprison. Lagly, activity
orientation will be dropped. As noted in the discussion of bivariate relaionships, activity
orientation isin large part accounted for by treatment orientation, and trestment orientation
seems more theoreticaly rdevant. Models including these variables were run and are discussed
briefly in Appendix D.

Hierarchical Linear Models

Hierarchicd linear modds, aso cdled random coefficient models, empirica Bayes

BCorrelations of 0.6 and higher are considered to be * highly correlated’.
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modes and multilevel linear models (see Bryk and Raudenbush 2002, 1992; Goldstein 1987,
Laird and Ware 1982; Mason, Wong and Entwistle 1983; Rutter and Elashoff 1994; Strenio,
Weisherg and Bryk 1983), are afamily of statistical modelsthat are designed to andyze nested
data The basc gructure of hierarchicd linear models build on andysis of covariance models
discussed earlier. There, linear regresson modes are used to include continuous variables as
independent variables. The regression coefficients for the covariates are assumed to be fixed

effects, unknown fixed parameters that are estimated from the data.

In hierarchical linear models, one or more covariates are assumed to be arandom
sample from some population of possible coefficients. Since the data arise from independent
subjects or a cluster of subjects, the regresson model for each subject or cluster can be
assumed to be a random deviation from some population regresson model. These models
express relationships among variables a agiven leve, and specify how variables a one leve
influence correlations occurring a another (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992 p. 4). Thisisimportant
when studying socid context snce Leve-1 data (individud prisoners) are nested in Levd-2
(prison). Typica regresson models assume that the intercept and beta are the same for the
entire sample. Thisisnot just unredidtic, but inaccurate, given that errors are likely to be not
random but rather systematic based on the prison that inmates are in. In other words it can be
surmised that prisoners from the same prison might be more Smilar in their infraction prevadence
than prisoners from different prisons. The violation of independence is the main reason for not

using traditiond regresson modds. To avoid violating the independence assumption some
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researchers have aggregated to the higher level (prison) and smply not considered individua
outcomes. However this means aloss of individud-level information and can create problems of

misestimation and aggregation bias.

With hierarchica linear modeling we estimate mulltiple intercepts and betas for the
higher-level units (e.g., prisons) and thus pay attention to the fact that errors are hierarchicaly

gructured. A smplified way to look at how this process would look is shown below.

n infractions = intercept + b*X + error for Prison A
ninfractions = intercept + b*X + error for Prison B
n infractions = intercept + b*X + error for Prison C

Variance of the errorsis the resdud variance while the variance of the intercept terms (variation
by prisons) is the parameter variance. Using PROC MIXED they are estimated in one equation:
ninfractions; = intercept + b* Xj; + error; + error;; wherei isan individud and j isaprison. The
intercept isasngle vaue assigned to al cases. If the covariates are centered on the grand mean,
the intercept isatypicd vaue of atypicd inmatein the sample. Individua deviance is captured
by error;; and prison deviance fromi it is captured by error;. The last error; isaso cdled the
Levd-2 intercept because it is a congtant term, athough only constant among the inmates that

belong to the same prison.

Hierarchica models are thus able to separate between-group from within-group effects.
This can improve the estimation of effects within individua units aswell as dlowing usto test for
and measure interaction effects (Bryk and Raudenbush 1993). Therefore, the use of such a
method alows us to explain individud-level dependent variables (mishehavior) usng
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combinations of individud- and aggregate-level independent variables.

In this application the moded explains inmate misbehavior (Y;) of the (ith) individua
inmate in each prison (the j th group) by combining individua-level independent variables (Xi;’s)
and either the aggregate mean (?; or Y;,) representing aggregate averages on the dependent
variable (Blaock 1984). However, it should be noted that interrelations may be additive or
nonadditive and there may be multiple contexts that are either nested or overlapping (Blaock

1984)

The SAS PROC MIXED procedure was used to run the hierarchical linear models for
this study. Other software packages, namely HLM 5 and MIwiN have the capability to run
hierarchica linear moddls. SAS PROC MIXED was chosen since it allowed data reduction,
management and andysis within asingle datistica package while providing identical substantive
resultsas HLM (Littell, Milliken, Stroup and Wolfinger 1996; Singer 1998).

Limitations of Data and M ethods

Whileit is expected that usng hierarchica linear modeling will improve upon previous
research on prison misbehavior, the data have some limitations that must be considered. A
magor limitation of the datais that which plagues dl officia data: undetected and/or unreported
misbehavior (Bowker 1980; L ockwood 1980). While other studies have tried to remedy this
problem by using sdf-report or saff data, every data source has both advantages aswell asits
own source of measurement error. However, like most research using officid data, this

research assumes that measurement error is random.
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Another datalimitation is the ingbility to congder the effects of prison saff attitudes,
reactions and behaviors. Like official crime data, measures formed from prison records of
disciplinary citations may “tell us as much about reactions of guards as they do about the activity
of inmates’ (Poole and Regoli 1980 p.945). As shown in other studies, Saff has a Sgnificant
effect on inmate behavior. Prison guards often fed dienated (Johnson 1996) and nearly two-
thirds in surveys indicate they would prefer to have a different job (Cullen et a. 1989 p.97;
Toch and Grant 1982 p.199). Staff aso comes with their own prejudices and perceptions about
different types of inmates and this can influence saff behavior in the face of smilar behavior by
different inmates (Hewitt et d. 1984; Poole and Regoli 1980). Some types of misbehavior, such
as insubordination, are o vague that their application islikely to be arbitrary and perhaps even
unjust at times (Flanagan 1980). Unfortunately there is no practical way to control for this effect

with the present data.

Some interesting variables are not included due to problems with the data. For
instance, parentd gatus of an inmate is not systematicaly available since OPUS does not record
number of children unless the inmate is married.* This serioudy limits the utility of such
information. In addition, some of the socid background variables have insufficient levels of
variation to be used or have excessve amounts of missing data, usualy because prison staff

does not congstently collect theinformation. These variablesinclude parentd crimindity,

“National statistics estimate that in 1999, 721,500 prisons were parents of almost 1.5 million
children. The same source indicates that 55.4% of State prisoners and 63.0% of Federal prisoners have minor
children. Malesincarcerated in State prisons are slightly less likely than females to have minor children
(54.7% versus 65.3%) but Federal prisoners show the opposite trend (63.4% of males versus 58.8% of
females) (BJS, 2001).
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socioeconomic status of inmates prior to entering prison, and rdigious ffiliaion.

We should dso remember that there is no random assgnment to prisons. Inmates are
selected using some criterion (classification) and are then sent to various prisons at the approved
custody level based on things such as available bed space, job or program assgnment needs
(either the inmates or the prisons), hedlth requirements, geography, ™ or other practical
congderations. While this research is expected to show that the specific prison environment

makes a difference in inmate behavior, not dl influentia factors are measured.

Prior to testing the hypothesis that prisonization and importation interact to produce
effects in addition to those influenced by either prisonization or importation aone, factors
measuring each theoretica mode will be looked at separately. Chapter Four provides a
discussion of the results of prisonization factors done on inmate behavior while Chapter Five
provides asmilar discussion for importation factors. Chapter Six then discusses the results of

the nested modd.

®Thereisan unofficia policy to try to keep the inmate as close to home as possible.
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CHAPTER FOUR
A TEST OF PRISONIZATION THEORY ON INMATE MISBEHAVIOR

Prisonization effects refer to inmate characterigtics that are a consequence of
incarceration (e.g., such as inmate perceptions of afacility’s environment). Thus, these
characteristics would be determined by aggregate characteristics and by the prison facilities
themsdves. Using prisonization theory, | would expect that the greater the deprivation posed by
the indtitution, the higher the level of mishehavior, regardless of the characteridtics of inmates

(Poole and Regoli 1983).

As discussed in the previous chapter, in addition to modding for the effects of
prisonization variables on the number of dl infractions per say, modelslooking at the effects of
prisonization measures the number of serious infraction during the stay are dso presented. OLS
regression was used to test the effects of variables thought to influence prisonization on the rate
of inmate misbehavior. Because inmates differ considerably on lengths of says, the inmate's

length of stay for the current Say is controlled for.

The results of the regression equations are shown in Table 5. From the R? we can see
that the prisonization mode explains approximately 16% of the variance for dl infractions and
8% of the variance for serious infractions. Both models are Satidticaly significant at the p<.001
level dlowing usto regject the null hypothesis that prisonization has no effect on rates of
misbehavior.

Table 5 presents the unstandardized OL S regression coefficients, the standard error and
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the interquartile range ratio (IQR) effects for each variable included in the mode. These show us
the impact of the different independent variables on prison infractions for a movement from the
25" to the 75™ percentile on each of the variables (Quillian 1995 p. 605). The interquartile
range ratio effect is computed by multiplying the coefficient of Satigticaly sgnificant independent
variables by the interquartile range associated with that variable. For example, for the
interquartile range effect of trangency rate on the log of dl infractions the OL S coefficient of -
.005 was multiplied by the interquartile range of 149.22 for an interquartile range effect of -
0747. Vaiables with an interquartile range of zero have the coefficient multiplied by a vaue of

1 to dlow for comparisons of these variables.

Looking at the coefficients for both Modd 1 (dl infractions) and Modd 2 (serious
infractions) shown in Table 5, we can see that security leve, ingtitutiona crowding, and prison
trestment orientation are not sgnificantly different from zero for ether modd when the dpha
leve issat a p< .05. In the mode for dl infractions, prison Size, youth facility, and the
proportion of black offenders are dso non-significant. In the modd for serious infractions the

only additional non-sgnificant variable is the proportion of violent offenders.

The datigtica control variable, time on current day is postively related to the number of
dl infractions and serious infractions. Thet is, the longer the length of stay, the more likely
infractions are to occur. This makes sense as longer lengths of stay afford alonger window of
opportunity for misbehavior. The interquartile effects give us Smilar information as we move

from low to high vaues of the number of days on the stay. That is, we can look at the impact of
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days on stay on the number of infractions as we move from the 25" (low) to the 75™ (high)
percentiles in the number of days on astay. A 382-day difference in the number of dayson a
day is predicted to have the effect of increasing the number of infractions by .1910. Here we
can seethat in the metric of the variable, number of days on agay, the effect isfarly substantid.
The effect issmaler but ill notable in the mode for seriousinfractions where the IQR effect is

0764, the second largest effect in the modd.

Transency rate and the average number of infractions per inmate a the prison level are
adso gatigicdly sgnificant in both models. The direction is the same but the strength of these
two variablesis greater on the mode for dl infractions when controlling for al other variablesin
the modd. For each percentage increase in the trandgency rate, the numbers of infractions
decrease by .0005. The interquartile effects give us Smilar information, indicating that a 149.22
difference in average length of stay is associated with a-.0746 change in the number of al
infractions and a -.0298 change in the number of seriousinfractions. On the other hand, asthe
average number of prison infractions increase, the logged number of dl infractions aso increases
by .18 for dl infractions and .08 for serious infractions. Looking & the interquartile range ratio
we can see that the prison-level average infraction rate has the largest effect on both the number
of dl infractions and the number of serious infractions (a 1.51 difference in average infractionsis
associated with a.2765 increase in dl infractions and a.1167 increase in serious infractions).
This pointsto the effects of prisonization as inmates housed in prisons populated with large

numbers of misbehavers, mishehave themsdaves more frequently.
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In the modd for dl infractions, the proportion of violent offenders has a postive and
gatidicdly sgnificant influence on the number of infractions. However, this same effect is not
seen in the modd for serious infractions. Thisisinteresting, as one would expect prisons with a
higher proportion of violent offenders to be places where more serious infractions occur. It is
possible that the lack of relationship between serious infractions and the proportion of violent
offendersis due to violent offenders being in prisons providing closer supervison and less
access to the means of committing serious offenses. For instance, inmatesin close security
fadilities likely have much less opportunity to be involved in an assault than inmatesin amedium
or minimum security facility where inmates have more direct contact with one another and with

geff.

When looking at the modd for serious infractions, prison Sze, being in ayouth facility
and the proportion of black offenders have a Satigticaly significant impact not seen on the

overdl infraction rate.

As prison Size moves from larger to smaller sized prisonsthe likelihood of a serious
infraction increases by .0151. While this effect is rdaively small, it is perhaps as much a
combination of sze and security level since they often go hand-in-hand, with smaller prisons

being of lower security than larger prisons.

Being housed in afacility designated for youth have a negative effect on the number of
seriousinfractions but no satigticaly sgnificant effect on the number of dl infractions. A

possible reason for the lack of datidicaly sgnificant effect for youth facilities as inmates housed
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in these facilities who present behaviora chalenges, may be quickly moved to a non-youth
facility asaform of punishment and to provide a more secure environment (since youth facilities
are predominately minimum security). This would be particularly true for inmates who are
assaultive (the predominant serious offense), who may be moved to a non-youth facility after
serious mishehavior occurs, limiting their opportunity to commit other infractions of alesser
nature. The negative relationship between youth facilities and serious infractions may be
explaned in the same way. It is dso possble that a certain level of mishehavior is Smply better

tolerated in youth fadilities than in prisons with older inmates.

Similarly, an increased proportion of black offenders have a negative effect on the
number of serious infractions but no effect on dl infractions. From the bivariate correlations, we
saw that the proportion of black inmates increases as the average age decreases s0 the negative
relationship between both variables and serious infractions is not surprising. Notice however,
that in the metric of the variable, the effect is quite smdl. For every .14 difference in the ratio of
black offenders, the number of seriousinfractionsisonly predicted to decrease by .0142. This
islack of effect on dl infractionsis dso perhaps not completdy inconsstent with the literature
snce the mgority of research looking at racia imbaances and misbehavior have focused on
more serious behaviord problems such asrioting and gang-related misbehavior than on the

more mundane infractions such as disobeying an order (e.g. Carroll 1998; Jacobs 1997).

None of the other variables are datigticdly significant. However, it is quite possible that

their effects are masked due to interactions with other varigbles. Specificaly, security level and
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prison sze are likely to influence one another quite strongly since, in the North Carolina prison
system, large prisons are dmost away's close or medium security while smdl prisons are much

more likely to be minimum security.

It was somewhat surprising that crowding had no satisticaly sgnificant effect asthe
mgority of prior research has shown that inmate misbehavior increasesin response to increased
crowding (Eckland-Olsen et d. 1983; Jan 1980; Nacci et al. 1977). However, this does
support the argument that it isthe rate of inmate turnover rather than overcrowding that fuels
behaviora problems (Ellis 1984; Porporino 1986). The lack of relationship between treatment
orientation and infractions might be due to severd things. Firg, trestment is often short term or
part-time such as DART or Alcoholic Anonymous meetings and may have little impact on the
overd| behavior of inmates for the entirety of their stay. Second, the problem of differentiating
housing areas where treatment is the main priority (such as DART or SOAR) is quite likdly

lessening the effect of the trestment-orientation variable.



Table5: OL S Regression: Effect of Prisonization Factors Predicting All Infractions
and SeriousInfractionsduring Current Prison Stay (n=26,034)

Moded 1: All Infractions

Mode 2: Serious|nfractions

Variables

Size and Security L evel

Prison Size
Security Level
Age

Y outh Facility

Density and Turnover

Institutional Crowding
Transiency Rate

Activity

Tx-Oriented

Infractions

Average Infraction Rate
[nmate Mix

Proportion Violent Offenders
Proportion Black Offender
Control Variable

Time on Current Stay

R

Adjusted R?

Coef.

0175
0111

-0271

-.0014
-.0005***

-.039%

1831***

2310%*
0584

.0005***
.1624%**
1621***

B

0120
0129

0237

.0079

.0319

.0070

0792
.0829

IQR Cosf.
Effects
.0151*
.0054
-.0373*
-.0029
-.0746 -.0002%**
-.0238
2765 O773%**
0554 .0898
-.1016*
1910 .0002* **
.0831***
.0828***

B

0074

0147

0197

0512

IQR
Effects

0151

-.0373

-.0298

1167

-.0142

0764

*p< .05 **p< .01 ***p< 001
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CHAPTER FIVE

A TEST OF IMPORTATION THEORY ON INMATE MISBEHAVIOR

In contrast to prisonization, importation posits that the demographic/background
characterigtics ascribed to inmates prior to incarceration have a grester impact on behaviord
outcomes than characterigtics of the prison itsdf. The assumption of behaviors being imported
into the prison environment means that variables related to committing street crimes (e.g.,
misbehavior outsde the inditution) are expected have the same rdationship with inditutiona
misbehavior (Carroll 1974; Irwin and Cressey 1962; Jacobs 1974, 1977; Wooldredge and
Carboneau 1998). These would include factors such as race and age but also prior

incarcerations, having spent timein training school and not being employed.

Asinthetest of prisonization, the dependent variables will be the logged number of dl
infractions and the logged number of serious infractions. Serious infractions are of particular
interest snce if importation has the most sgnificant effect on prison misbehavior, we would
expect that inmates having a history of violent behavior would behave more violently in prison
(measured by serious infractions, many of which are violent behaviors) than would inmates not

having these characteritics, regardless of the indtitutiona setting (Poole and Regoli 1983).

Also, asin thetest of prisonization, OLS regression was used to test the effects of
variables thought to influence importation on inmate misbehavior. Length of stay for the current
dtay isagain used as a control variable to account for inmate differencesin the amount of time

they have to commit infractions during the stay of interest. The coefficient and error termsfor
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each predictor variable are shown in Table 6 aswell asthe interquartile range ratio effects.

The R for importation modds indicate that this model explains nearly 20% of the
variance for dl infractions and nearly 11% of the variance for serious infractions. Both modds
are datigticdly sgnificant at the p<.001 leve alowing usto rgect the null hypothess that

importation has no effect on rates of misbehavior.

Looking at the coefficients for Modd 3 (dl infractions) shown in Table 6, we can see
that only being under the influence of drugs and/or acohal at the time of arrest is not Sgnificantly
different from zero when the dphalevd is st a p<.05 leve. In Mode 4 (serious infractions) dl

vaiables are daidicdly different from zero at p<.05 leve.

The datigtica control variable, time on current day is postively related to the number of
both dl infractions and serious infractions. For each day increase in an inmat€ s length of stay,
the likelihood of having an infraction increases by .0006 and the likelihood of having a serious
infraction increases by .0003. Like in the prisonization model discussed earlier, the longer a
person isin a prison the longer their window of opportunity to commit an infraction. The
interquartile range ratio effect provides away to compare the magnitude of coefficients asyou
move from the 25™ to the 75" percentile. For the control variable, number of days on astay, a
382-day difference (the IQR) is predicted to increase the number of dl infractions by .2292 and
seriousinfractions by .1146. Looking at al the interquartile effects we can see that this variable

has the second largest effect.

Age, being married, and years of education have a negative influence on the probability
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of infractions, controlling for the other variablesin the modd. For each additiond year in age,
the number of dl infractions is expected to decrease by 03 and by .01 for serious infractions.
This coincides with the mgority of the findings in the literature on the relaionship between age
and prison misbehavior. The effect is even more gpparent if we look to the interquartile range
ratio effect where in the modd for dl infractions, a difference of 13 years of ageis predicted to
decrease the number of infractions by nearly .34. For serious infractions the effect is -.1326.
Note that age hasthe largest IQR effect in these modds. As anticipated, being married and
having more years of education have a negetive effect on the number of both dl and serious
infractions. Being married versus unmarried decreases the logged number of dl infractions by
.09 and serious infractions are reduced by .04 when controlling for al other variablesin the

moddl. Also, for each additiond year of education, the number of infractions decreases by .01.

Interestingly, for serious infractions, being black has a negtive effect while for dl
infractionsit has a pogtive effect. Thiswould indicate that (holding al other variables congtant)
while black inmates may have more infractionsin generd, they are dightly lesslikely to engagein

s=rious mishehavior.

Reporting skilled job skills and being employed & the time of arrest have a negative
effect on the number of both dl and serious infractions. The impact of job skills and prior
employment has a stronger effect on al infractions than they do on seriousinfractions. An
indication of menta hedlth problems has a pogtive influence on the number of dl and serious

infractions. Similarly, being in need of substance abuse treatment has a positive effect on
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misbehavior. Inmates who are flagged as needing substance abuse treatment have .04
infractions (.02 for serious infractions) than inmates who are not flagged asin need of substance
abuse trestment. Being under the influence of drugs and/or acohol is only satisticaly significant
for the number of seriousinfractions. Inmates who report that they were under the influence at
the time of the offense for which they are currently incarcerated incur .02 more serious
infractions than inmates who report they were not under the influence at the time of the

presenting offense.

Having been in training school dso has adatidicdly sgnificant, pogtive effect on the
number of dl and seriousinfractions. Inmates who have been adjudicated ddinquent and
subsequently spent time in training school have increased numbers of dl infractions (.15) and of
serious infractions (.07) when compared to inmates who have not been to training school.
Similarly, having pent time in prison prior to the current sentence has a positive effect on the
number of dl infractions and serious infractions. Inmates with a prior prison term have .17 more

infractions (and .08 serious infractions) than inmates serving their firgt prison sentence.

As expected infractions incurred during prior prison sentences increases the number of
infractions during the current sentence. Each additiond infraction incurred during a prior
incarceration increases the number of al infractions during the current sentence by .02 and the
number of seriousinfractions by .01. A difference of 2 infractions during a prior incarceration is
predicted to increase the number of dl infractions on the current stay by .0456 and the number

of seriousinfractions by .023. Ladtly, serving a current sentence for aviolent offense hasa
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positive effect on both al infractions and serious infractions (.14 for dl infractions and .06 for

serious infractions).
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Table6: OL S Regression: Effect of Importation Factors Predicting All Infractions and
Serious I nfractions during Current Prison Stay (n=26,034)

Mode 3: All Infractions Model 4: Serious|nfractions
Variables Cosf. B IQR Coef. B IQR
Effects Effects
Demographic
Age -.0259*** 0006 -.3367 -.0102%** .0004 -1326
Black .0441%** 0114 0441 -.0172* 0071 -0172
Married -0887+** 0148 -.0887 -.0383*** .0092 -.0383
Y ears Education -.0124*** 0026 -.0372 -.0076*** .0016 -.0228
Education and Job
Skilled Job -.0844*** 0116 -.0844 -.0316%** 0072 -.0316
Employed at Time of Arrest -.0657*** 0122 -.0657 -.0191* 0076 -.0191
Special Problems
Mental Health Problem .0642*** 0173 0642 .0265% .0108 .0265
Substance Abuse Treatment 0444 ** 0113 0444 .0211** .0070 0211
Needed
Under Influence at Time of .0028 0114 .0210** 0071 .0210
Offense
Criminal History
Training School 1519*** 0164 1519 0672x** 0102 0672
Prior Prison 1754%** 0137 1754 .0788*** .0085 07838
N Infractions During Prior .0228*** .0008 0456 .0115%** .0005 0230
Incarceration
Current Sentence for Violent .1360*** 0111 1360 .0631*** .0069 0631
Offense
Control Variable
Time on Current Stay .0006* ** .0000 2292 .0003*** .0000 1146
R .1983*** .1082x**
Adjusted R® 1979*** 1077x**

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

Comparison of Importation to the Prisonization M odel

When comparing the importation models to the prisonization models we see that the R
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for modding al infractions and serious infractions are larger for the importation modds.
However the differenceis not great enough for a conclusive statement for which model best
explains prison infractions. The main hypothesis of this study is that the combination of
importation and prisonization measures will better explain misbehavior than either model aone.
This hypothesiswill be tested and discussed in the next chapter. Moreover, each of the separate
models is misspecified Snce each omits the variables of the other theory. Thisis especidly
problematic in the prison-level analys's since the effects there clearly may be due to the
individud-leve effects discussed in this chapter. So, we turn to a combined modd in the

Chaepter Six.
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CHAPTER SIX

A CONTEXTUAL MODEL OF INMATE MISBEHAVIOR

In the previous two chapters the effect of prisonization and importation factors were
modeled separately on inmate infractions. These analyses showed that inmate characterigtics
most closely linked to importation theory explained dightly more of the variance for al
infractions and serious infractions. Thiswas not unexpected asindividua characterigics vary
more than prison characterigtics. While inmates housed together in a particular prison are likely
to be more smilar than inmates housed in different prisons, individuas within a prison are ill
unique individuals with their own characterigtics. Thus, the answer to our first key question (as
mentioned in Chapter Three) is that prison and temporal contexts do affect rates of inmate
misbehavior dthough the inmate characterigtics play adightly greater role. The following section
is mainly devoted to answering the second key question, ‘ Do these contexts affect the role
inmate characterigtics play in prison misbehavior? Put more smply, we can ask whether or not
prisonization contributes to models predicting inmate misbehavior over and above the effects of

known individual-levd risk factors and control variables.

Combined Regression M odel

The main analysis to test the added benefit of combining importation and prisonization
factorsin amodd for prison misbehavior will be done usng hierarchical linear modding. Prior to
using hierarchica linear models, OL S regression models that combine Level-1 and Leve-2

factors are discussed. The results from these models are shown in Table 7. Like in the separate
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models shown in the previous chapters, interquartile range ratio effects are computed so we can
compare variables to one another using a standard metric.

As seen in Table 7, the R increases to .24 in the combined mode for dl infractions and
.13 for serious infractions. Thisindicates that the combined mode explains an additiona 4% of
the variance (dightly less than 2% for serious infractions) as compared to the highest R for the
Separate models.

The statistica Sgnificance and relaive impact of some variables change when entered
into the mode! together. In the modd for prisonization aone, security level was not Satigticaly
ggnificant for dl infractions. However, in the combined mode as you move from minimum to
medium and medium to close security the number of infractionsincreases by .03. In the separate
modd for prisonization, being in ayouth facility had adaidicdly sgnificant impact on serious
infractions but not on dl infractions. Now, when controlling for both prisonization and
importation factors, being in ayouth facility versus not being ayouth facility has a negative and
datidicdly sgnificant effect on both the number of dl infractions and the number of serious
infractions. The coefficient for youth facility on serious infractions also increased from .04 to .09
in the combined model. Smilarly, the proportion of black offenders on the number of al
infractions is negative and becomes datigticaly sgnificant in the combined modd.

When looking at the importation measures, in the combined modd, educationd level on
adl infractionsis no longer gatiticaly sgnificant when contralling for dl other varidblesin the
modd for any infraction. In the modd for importation done, educationd level was Satidicdly

ggnificant for both dl and seriousinfractions. Likewise, in the combined modd, being
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employed a the time of arrest and having aflag for menta hedth problems are no longer
datidticdly dgnificant in the modd for serious infractions.

If welook to the IQR effects we can see the relative importance of each variable aswe
move from low to high. In both the modd for dl infractions and the modd for serious
infractions, age has the greatest impact as we move from the 25" to the 75™ percentile. For
every 13 year difference in age, the predicted number of dl infractions drops by .2756 and
serious infractions by .1118. The second largest effect is seen in the average infraction rate for
the prison. This provides additiond support for a combined mode since the largest effects are
seen in factors measuring each theoretica viewpoint rather than the dl the larger effects being
from either prisonization or importation.

As expected, the variable coefficients and interquartile range ratio effects are generdly
reduced in the combined mode compared to their counterparts in the separate models. Overdl,
we can see that the combined modd provides a more complete explanation of inmate
misbehavior than either mode singly. The results of the combined regresson modd also suggest
that multilevel andyses are a potentidly powerful method for informing theories of inmate
mishbehavior. Moddling these multileve relationships using a hierarchicad gpproach might provide
more reliable test than a pooled regression approach as pooled regression models may mask

potentid aggregate-leved effects.
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Table7: OL S Regression: Effect of Importation and Prisonization Factors Predicting
All Infractionsand Serious I nfractionsduring Current Prison Stay (n=26,034)

Mode 5: All Infractions Model 6: Serious|nfractions
Variables Cosf. B IQR Cosf. B IQR
Effects Effects
Importation (Level-1)
Demographic
Age -.0212*** .0006 -.2756 -.0086*** 0004 -1118
Black .0374x** 0112 0374 -.0293** 0071 -.0293
Married -.0785*** .0145 -.0785 -.0345x ** .0091 -.0345
Y ears Education -.0048 .0026 -.0049** .0016 -.0147
Education and Job
Skilled Job -.0678*** 0114 -.0678 -.025]*** 0072 -.0251
Employed at Time of Arrest -.0261* 0121 -.0261 -.0058 0077
Special Problems
Mental Health Problem 0453+ * 0170 0453 .0202 0107
Substance Abuse Tx Needed .0356** .0110 0356 .0172* .0069 0172
Under Influence at Time of .0028 0112 .0201** 0071 0201
Offense
Criminal History
Training School 1237%** .0160 1237 .0562*%** 0101 0562
Prior Prison .1239%** 0136 1239 .0583*** .0086 .0583
N Infractions During Prior .0216*** .0008 0432 .0110%** .0005 0220
Incarceration
Current Sentence for Violent .0700*** 0112 .0700 .0378*** 0071 .0378
Offense

Control Variable
Time on Current Stay .00071*** .0000 .0382 .0002*% ** .0000 0764

Prisonization (L evel-2)

Size and Security Level

Prison Size .0193 0115 .0143* 0072 0143
Security Level .0269* 0124 0269 0128 .0078

Age

Y outh Facility - 1761*** .0239 -1761 -.0887*** 0151 -.0887
Density and Turnover

Institutional Crowding .0013 .0076 -.0021 0048

Transiency Rate -.0003*** .0001 -.0448 -.0001** .0000 -.0149
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Table 7 (cont.)

Mode 5: All Infractions Model 6: Serious|nfractions
Variables Coef. B IQR Coef. B IQR
Effects Effects
Activity
Tx-Oriented -.0438 .0306 -.0209 0193
Infractions
Average Infraction rate 1478%** .0068 2232 .0626*** 0043 0945
[ nmate Mix
Proportion Violent Offenders .1694* 0770 .0407 .0395 0487
Proportion Black Offenders -.1769* .0802 -.0248 - 1477** .0507 .0207
R 2367+ ** 1256***
Adjusted R? .2360* ** 1248 **

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

Hierarchical Linear Modds

As discussed earlier, SAS PROC MIXED was used to create the two-level prison
effects moddls. This modd has data at two levels within an organizationa hierarchy: inmates
within prisons. The two-level modd alows us to examine the behavior of the Leve-1 outcomes
(number of al infractions and of serious infractions) as afunction of both Leve-1 and Leve-2
predictors. Inmate-level covariates are the measures of importation and the prison-level

covariates are measures of prisonization.
Unconditional M eans M odels

Thefirst set of equations estimated the unconditional means models. This can be thought

of asaone-way random effects ANOVA mode (Littell et d. 1996; Raudenbush and Bryk
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2002; Singer 1998). This modd expresses the inmate-level outcome using apair of linked
modes; one at the inmate-level (Level-1) and another at the prison-level (Level-2). These

models provide a basdine against which more complex models can be compared.

At Levd-1, an inmae€ s outcome is shown as the sum of an intercept for the inmate's

prison and a random error associated with the i inmate from the j™ prison:
Y; = Ry + 2; where 2,~N(0,s%)
At Levd 2, the prison-level intercepts are expressed as the sum of an overdl mean (7o) and a
series of random deviations from that mean (uy;):
[ = 200 + Uoj Where ug~N(O,t o)
By subdtituting the Level-2 modd into the Level-1 modd, the multilevel mode can then be then
expressed as.
Y = 200+ Uy + 3 Where u,~N(0,t o) and 2~N(0,s°)

The covariance parameter estimates for the unconditional means mode are show in Table 8
below. Variance components for both the mean and Level-1 are sgnificantly different from zero
for both al infractions and serious infractions. These estimates suggest that prisons differ in ther
average overdl infraction and seriousinfraction rates and that there is even more variation
among inmates within prisons. The variance component within a prison is gpproximeately 9 times
the variance component between prisons in the number of dl infractions while the variance

component within a prison is over 18 times that of the variance component between prisons for
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the number of seriousinfractions. While the unconditiond means modd itsdf does not support
one theory over another™® it does show that variation in infractions (all and serious) exists both
between and within prisons. Thisis another indication that a combined contextud mode is

needed to correctly specify amodd of prison misbehavior.

Table 8: Hierarchical Linear Moddls of All Infractionsand Serious I nfractionsduring
Current Prison Stay: Unconditional M eans (n=26,034)

Modd 7: All Infractions Modd 8: SeriousInfractions
Fixed Effect Coefficient se Coefficient se
I ntercept .6037*** .0339 2150%** 0147
Random Effect Variance se Variance se
Component Component
I ntercept .0962* ** .0153 .0165*** .0028
Level-1 Effect TTLT*** .0068 .2890* ** .0025

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

Models Including Effect of Level-2 Predictors

Since the unconditional means models indicated that variation exists between prisons,
the next set of modes includes the prison-level (Leve-2) variables. This combined modd isthe
sum of the fixed effects and the random effects. By including the prison predictors, the individud
outcome (number of al infractions and number of serious infractions) is now expressed asa
function of the Leve-2 measures. Unlike the unconditiond effects modd, this modd is

conditiona on the fixed effects of the prison and can be expressed as.

The model istoo limited to draw any specific conclusions about other than to note the variation
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Yij =20+ 20t %00+ 7.+ Uy + ?,'j where Uoj"‘N(O,too) and ?j“‘N(O,SZ)
The reaults of the effects of Levd-2 predictors are shown in Table 9.

For the fixed effects, the estimated intercept vaue of -.0067 for dl infractions refersto
the 20, the prison mean of dl infractions when the remaining predictors are 0. The estimates for
the other predictors refer to the 2o, + 202 + 23 ... and each presents the relationship between
mean prison infraction probability and each of the other predictors. For example, the estimated
vaue of .2516 for violent offenders tells us about the relationship between the proportion of
violent offenders and the logged number of dl infractions. Prisons that differ by 1% in the
proportion of violent offenders differ by .2516 infractions. The standard error for proportion of
violent offenders of .0956 yields an observed t-tatistic of 2.63 (p<.011), which indicates that
we can reject the null hypothesis that there is no relationship between a prison’s proportion of
violent offenders and the number of al infractions committed by its inmates. Notice however,
that like in the OLS model for prisonization (shown in Table 5), prison size, security level, youth
fadilities, indtitutiona crowding, trestment orientation, and the proportion of black inmates have
no sgnificant effect on the mean rates of infractions. In the modd for serious infractions youth
facilities has a gatidicdly sgnificant effect on the mean number of serious infractions. All other

non-significant variables in the al infraction mode apply to the serious infraction model.

within prisons.
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Table 9: Effects of Prison Characteristics (Level-2) on All Infractionsand Serious
Infractions

Mode 9: All Infractions Model 10: Serious|nfractions
Fixed Effect Coefficient se Coefficient se
Intercept -.0067 0764 .0004 0442
Size and Security Level
Prison Size- Large -.0219 0313 -0271 0173
Prison Size—Medium -.0113 0221 .0092 0127
Security Level —Close -.0222 .0337 -.0036 0186
Security Level - Medium -.0066 .0206 -.0187 0116
Age
Y outh Facility -.0396 0304 -.0461** 0170
Density and Turnover
Institutional Crowding .0095 0111 0011 .0061
Transiency Rate -.0005*** .0001 -.0002*** .0000
Activity
Tx-Oriented -.0284 .0358 -.0102 0213
Infractions
Average Infraction rate 1781%** .0092 .Q734x** 0051
[nmate Mix
Proportion Violent Offenders 2516* .0956 .1288* 0551
Proportion Black Offenders 0844 .0989 -.0928 0567
Control Variable
Time on Current Stay .0005*** .0000 .0002*** .0000
Random Effect Variance se Variance se
Component Component
I ntercept .0011* .0005 .0002 .0002
Residual .7363*** .0065 2811%** .0025

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

The covariance parameter estimatestell us about the random effects. We now estimate

too to be .0011 and s?to be 7363 in the modd for al infractions. These are now conditional
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components, quite different from the unconditional components shown in Teble 8 asthey are
now conditioned on the incluson of the Leve-2 predictor variables. The conditional component
for the variance within prisons (the residual component representing s2) has not changed a great
dedl, going from .7717 to .7363. However, the variance component representing variation
between prisons has diminished condderably; going from .0962 to .0011. Thistels usthat the
Levd-2 predictors explain alarge portion of the between prison variation in mean rates of dl
infractions.

Using the formula discussed by Bryk and Raudenbush (1992, p.65) we can measure
how much of the variaion in prison meansis explained by the Level-2 factors by computing
how much the variance component has diminished between the two modes. This can be
computed as (.0962 - .0011) / .0962 which yields .9886 or 98.86%. We can interpret this by
saying that nearly 99% of the explainable variation in prison mean infraction rates is explained by
Leve-2 measures. Thisis not the same as atraditiona R statistic however. This percentage
only addresses the fraction of explainable variation that is accounted for. If the amount of
variations between prisonsis smdl, the modd might be explaining alarge amount of alittle

difference (Snijders and Bosker 1994).
Models Including Effect of Level-1 Predictors

Now that the Level-2 modes have shown that variation exists between prisons we can
compute models that include a random intercept and dope. These are then compared to modds

that contain the same fixed effects but the random effect is reduced to contain only the intercept.
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Using the modd fit information provided by PROC MIXED, we can compare the Akaike' s
Information Criterion (AIC), Schwarz' s Bayesian Criterion (SBC), and the -2 REML Log
Likelihood (—2LL) to see which is the better fitting model.” The results of this comparison
indicated that the addition of random dopes do not sgnificantly improve the modd. Therefore,
thefind hierarchica linear modd will contain only random intercepts and not random dopes.
The results of this model are shown in Table 10 and discussed below.

Looking at the fixed effectsfor al infractionsin Table 10 we see that dl of the Leve-1
predictors except being under the influence of drugs and/or acohal at the time of arrest are
datisticadly sgnificant. However, for the Level-2 factors, only youth facilities, trangency rate, the
average rate of infractions per inmate, and the proportion of violent offenders are sgnificantly
different from zero. In the mode for serious infractions, al Level-1 predictors except being
employed a time of arrest and having an indicator for mental hedlth problems are sgnificantly
different from zero. With the exception of the proportion of violent offenders, the same Leve-2
predictors that are Sgnificant in the modd for al infractions remain sgnificant when looking

Specificdly at seriousinfractions.

The variance component for intercept remains sgnificantly different from O, suggesting
that there is additiond variaion in prison misbehavior levels not explained by the factors

included in the modd.

" The model with the larger AIC and SBC valuesis considered to be the model with the better fit.
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Table 10: Hierarchical Linear Modesof All Infractionsand Serious I nfractions during
Current Prison Stay: Conditional Effects

Mode 11: All Infractions Model 12: Serious

Infractions

Fixed Effect Coefficient se Coefficient se
Intercept .7900%*** .0863 .3646*** 0531
Level-1
Demographic
Age -.0218*** .0006 -.0090* ** .0004
Black .0365** 0112 -.0189** .0071
Married -.0802%** 0145 -.0347%** 0091
Educational/Job
Y ears Education -.0054* .0026 -.0053** .0016
Skilled Job -.0666*** 0115 -.0236** .0072
Employed at Time of Arrest -.0285* 0233 -.0085 .0077
Special Problems
Mental Health .0451** 0170 0191 .0107
Substance Abuse Tx Needed .0322** 0111 .0156* .0070
Under Influence at Time of Offense 0012 0112 .0195** 0071
Criminal History
Training School 1240%** 0160 0571*** 0101
Prior Prison 1210%** 0137 .0572%** .0087
N Infractions During Prior Incarceration .0216*** .0008 .0109* ** .0005
Current Sentence for Violent Offense 0670*** 0112 .0376*** 0071
Control Variable
Timeon Current Stay .0006* ** .0000 .0002*** .0000
Level-2
Size and Security Level
Prison Size- Large -.0139 0328 -0216 .0198
Prison Size - Medium 0218 0224 .0202 0137
Security Level - Close -.0563 0352 -.0179 0213
Security Level —Medium -.0099 0213 -.0196 .0130
Age
Y outh Facility -.2141*** 0324 -.1102*%** .0198
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Table 10 (cont.)

Fixed Effect

Density and Turnover

Institutional Crowding

Transiency Rate

Activity

Tx-Oriented

Infractions

Average Infraction Rate

[nmate Mix

Proportion Violent Offenders

Proportion Black Offenders
Random Effect

I ntercept
Residual

Modd 11: All Infractions

Coefficient

0149
-.0003***

.0015

1442***

2283
-1322

Variance
Component

.0015**
B707***

0116
.0001

0977
1011

.0006
.0059

Model 12: Serious

Infractions

Coefficient se
.0028 .0070
-.0001** .0000
.0045 .0220
.0597*** .0058
.0864 .0600
-.1265* 0620

Variance se

Component

.0005% .0002
2679%** .0023

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

Overdl, the andyss has shown that using hierarchicd linear modds improves our gbility

to correctly model inmate misbehavior. While the results of the hierarchical linear modd are not

dramaticaly different from the OLS regresson modd shown in Table 7, there are some

differences that can be attributed to using hierarchicd linear modds. Specificaly, inthe OLS

modd on dl infractions, prison security level and the proportion of black offenders were

datigticaly sgnificant but in the hierarchicd linear modd they are not. In the mode for serious

infractions, prison size becomes non-sgnificant in the hierarchica linear model wheress it was

ggnificant in the OLS model. The Leve-2 effectsin the hierarchical linear models are more
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gmilar to those in the OLS modd s for prisonization factors alone shown in Table 5.

The Level-1 effectsin the hierarchicd linear mode differ from the OLS modd only in
the sgnificance of education. In the hierarchica linear mode years of education is Satidticaly
ggnificant while in the OLS modd it was not. In Table 6, the OLS model for importation factors

aone, we saw that when excluding prisonization factors, education was sgnificant.

Using hierarchical linear modes dlow usto separate higher order unit effects from lower
order unit effects, reducing possible errors from the blending of these effects. The Levd-2
effects explain the differences between prisons while the Leve- 1 effects explain differences
within prisons (between inmates). Here we can see that al increased infraction rates between
prisons can be attributed at least in part to non-youth facilities, lower transency rates, higher
average prison infraction rates, and increased ratios of violent offenders. Between prison
differences in serious infractions are nearly the same with the exception of no effect for
proportion of violent offenders and that when racia balances are more even (the proportion of

black offendersis smdler), serious infractions are increased.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to advance criminologica research by providing alogicd
extenson of previous research. Thisinvestigation began where a number of sudies left off, by
examining how context more fully explains inmate mishehavior than has been done in past
research. Thisinvestigation of context was accomplished by combining prisonization and
importation models into a single mode that considers the importance of both sets of factors.
While the main purpose of the study was to examine differences between and within prisonsin
overdl infraction rates, the additiond examination of serious infractions in separate models
alowed us to see which factors affected more serious inmate misbehavior in a greater or lesser
degree than they affect infraction ratesin general. Mogt prior research has only looked at one or

the other.

The debate in the criminologica literature between prisonization and importation
theories has produced avast amount of research over the years. Recently, the genera
consensus has been that neither the pressures of the incarceration experience nor pre-prison
experiences done can explain inmate behavior. Integration of these modes has been caled for
many times (e.g., Ellis 1984; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Owen 1998; Poole and Regoli 1983;
Porporino and Zamble 1984; Smith 1984; Thomas 1973; Thomas and Foster 1972; Thomas
and Zingraff 1976; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998; Zingraff 1980) as the prison experience

is much too complex to be smplified under asingle modd. This premise is supported by the
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findings of the current study.

Prior to combining the prisonization and importation models, this research looked at
separate mode s for each theory. This dlows us to see how models compare to one another and
how integration can change the effects of variables when controlling for factors associated with
both theories. Even though the prisonization modd contained only four datisticaly sgnificant
vaiadlesfor dl infractions and six for serious infractions, the model for prisonization done was
ableto explain over 16% of the variancein dl inmate infractions and over 8% for serious
infractions. While nearly dl varidbles in the importation modd were satisticaly sgnificant, the
improvement in explanation of the variance was not particularly large. The importation mode
explained nearly 20% of the variance for dl infractions and more than 11% for serious
infractions.

By combining the modds, we were able to explain an additiond 4% of the variance for
al infractions and an additiond 2% for serious infractions over the importation modd aone and
an additional 8% and 5% respectively for al infractions and serious infractions over the
prisonization models done. Most variables had gpproximately the same relative effect and
sgnificance leve in the combined models asin the Sngle modd s athough the coefficients were
reduced since the modd included alarger number of explanatory variables. As expected, the
hierarchicd linear mode provided results smilar to, but not exactly like, the combined OLS
model. The hierarchical linear modd is judged to be the most appropriate modd asit is more

correctly specified.
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The overdl finding of this study isthat context as measured by aggregate measures of all
inmatesin agiven prison on July 1, 1997, contributes significantly to the explanation of overal
variance in infraction rates between inmates. Determining the importance of each independent
variablein predicting misbehavior helps us to better understand what inmate characteristics
contribute to misbehavior. In addition, Level-2 predictors explain the mgority of the variation
between prisons in mean infraction rates. Taken together, Level-1 and Level-2 predictors
present a clearer picture of what contributes to infractions between and within prisons aswell as

which inmate characteristics increase the likdlihood of infractions.

The integrated, contextual modd shows that most of the varigbles traditionally
associated with importation have a gatigticaly sgnificant effect on both dl infractions and
seriousinfractions. Age, race, maritd status, education levd, job skill level, employment status
prior to arrest (for dl infractions only), menta hedth status (for dl infractions only), substance
abuse gtatus, being under the influence a the time of the offense (for serious infractions only),
having been to training school, having a prior incarceration, behavior during prior incarcerations,
and being currently incarcerated for aviolent offense have agatisticaly sgnificant impact on the
number of infractions an inmate incurs during a ay, contralling for Level-2 effects and for the
amount of time an inmates gpends during the prison stay. The direction of these effects are
generdly consgent with the findings in the importation literature that essentidly finds thet
behaviors indicative of misbehavior outside of prison (such as crimina behavior) are imported

into prison and result in misbehavior in prison aswell.
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The only non-ggnificant Levd-1 variable in the mode for dl infractions was being under
the influence a the time of offense. There are a least three possble explanations for thislack of
effect. Firg, the indication of the need for substance abuse treetment may override any potentia
effect of being under the influence a the time of offense. Second, it is possble that the
combination of having a substance abuse problem and being under the influence a the time of
the offense may indicate a greater problem with drugs and/or dcohol that predisposes an inmate
to more serious infractions but does not have a great enough effect on inmates who commit
more common infractions such as disobeying an order to be Satidticaly sgnificant. Third, given
the commonly cited deficiencies of officid deta, it is quite possble that the measurement of who
isin need of substance abuse treatment is less than optimal. The lack of conclusive evidence on
the effect of drug use on prison misbehavior should aso be taken into account. While research
by Flanagan (1983) and Stephan (1989) has shown a positive relationship between drug use
and rule violation, other research hasfailed to find this relationship (Cooper and Werner 1990;
Hanson et a. 1983; Morris and Miller 1987; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). Further

research is needed to discover the reason for thislack of effect.

In the modd for serious infractions, two variables expected to have an effect were non-
ggnificant: being employed at the time of arrest and being flagged as having amenta hedth
problem. While both of these variables have shown promise as predictors of prison misbehavior
in previous research, their lack of datistica sgnificanceis not of particular concern here mainly

because there is very little variaion in the variables themsdlves. Like the measure for being in
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need of substance abuse treatment, officid measures of having a menta hedlth problem are
likely flawed. In the univariate descriptions of the individud-leve variables, we saw that 69% of
inmates were employed at the time of arrest and only 10% had been flagged as having mentd
hedth problems. In addition, in the bivariate andys's a negative relationship between
employment status at the time of arrest and serious infractions existed but the correlation was
very smdl (-.03). A amilar reationship existed between menta health problems and serious
infractions, with a bivariate correation coefficient of .04. When testing importation aone usng
the OLS regression modd, both mental hedlth problems and employment at the time of arrest
showed a gatigtically sgnificant relationship but even there, when comparing the interquartile
range ratio effects to those of the other variables we see that the relative effect is quite smdl.
Once we control for Level-2 factors the relationship goes avay. For inmates with menta hedlth
problems, this may be due to ether housing them in prisons where security is higher, reducing
their exposure to serious infraction opportunities or one where the context is more supportive
and less threatening, thus diminating the independent effect of having amenta hedlth problem
when dl other factors are taken into account. Any effect of inmate employment status at the
time of arrest is probably discounted once we include youth facilities since the mgority of
unemployed inmates are al'so younger in age (note the bivariate correlation between youth
facilities and employment status of -.25). It should be noted that these three variables (being
under the influence &t the time of arrest on dl infractions and mental health status and

employment & time of arrest on serious infractions) were non-ggnificant in both the OLS and
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the hierarchicd linear modds.

Looking at the Leve-2 factors traditionaly associated with prisonization, we saw that
youth facility designation, trandency rate, the average infraction rate, the proportion of violent
offenders (on dl infractions only), and the proportion of black offenders (on serious infractions
only) had satidticaly sgnificant effects in the contextud modd. That these varigbles are
ggnificant is condgstent with the mgority of the research on prisonization. Inmates housed in
prisons with ungtable (i.e., more transient) populations have to congtantly reassess the people
around them, both other inmates and the prison staff, leading to the potentia for violation of
rules. Trandency could be seen as one of the ‘pains of imprisonment’ Sykes discussed in his
research dnce the inmate loses dl sense of security in an ever-changing environment. Inmatesin
prisons with alarger proportion of misbehavers and alarger proportion of violent offenders may

learn that misbehavior is acceptable.

However, the relationship between youth facilities and infractions is inconsstent with
prior research. One would expect prisons with alarge concentration of young offenders to show
an increase in the number of infractions. This research does not show this effect however, ether
in the prisonization only modd or in the contextud modd. In both models, youth fecilities either
have no effect (prisonization mode on dl infractions) or a negetive effect on the number of dl
infractions and serious infractions. This may be due to prison policies more than anything e se.
For ingtance, inmates in youth facilities who mishehave are quite likely to be transferred to non-

youth facilities quickly. As discussed earlier, prison staff may dso tolerate ahigher level of
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misbehavior from younger inmates who may be percelved as less dangerous and as smply
‘acting their age while smilar behavior might not be as well tolerated in non-youth facilities. It is
aso possible that individua inmate age is more important than whether or not they are housed in
ayouth facility. Thisis supported in the integrated OLS modd where we see that age has the

largest relative effect (IQR of -.2756 for any infraction and -.1118 for seriousinfractions).

The lack of reationship between severd variables and misbehavior observed in this
sudy are dso0 incongstent with prior research. These include prison Size, security leve,
crowding, trestment orientation, the proportion of violent offenders (on serious infractions), and

the proportion of black offenders (on dl infractions).

It was somewhat surprising that prison size and security were not satigticaly significant
as previous research has shown larger numbers of infractions for larger prisons and more secure
prisons. Perhaps this is due to differencesin the way infractions are counted. Thet is, this study
restricts the number of infractions to those that are incurred during a particular say rather than
smply providing counts for a particular Sze or security level. In addition, it islikely that North
Caralina prisoners move from prison to prison more often than inmates in states with fewer
prison facilities. The sheer frequency of movement may have some effect on how prison size and
security influences inmate behavior. Prison policies might dso have some influence here in that
inmates in less secure prisons are often moved to more secure facilities following an infraction as
both punishment and as a security measure in the case of serious infractions. Moving these

prisoners effectively stops the count of infractions on this study since they are no longer on the
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stay being studied. It is possible then, that the inmates most likely to misbhehave spend the least

amount of time on a stay, reducing the effect of these and other variables.

Prisonization research has found afairly strong relationship between crowding and
misbehavior, either by increasing misbehavior (Eckland-Olsen et d 1983; Jan 1980; Nacci et d.
1977) or by decreasing it (Wadters 1998). That this sudy found no relationship whatsoever was
aurprising dthough not completely unique (Bonta and Nanckivel 1980). A prison’'s trangency
rate had agatigticaly sgnificant and rdaively large effect providing further support for Ellis
(1984) and Poporino’s (1986) argument that inmate turnover, not overcrowding is what
destabilizes prisons and increases problem behavior. Another potentid factor is compensatory
behavior by the prison system itsalf. North Carolina prisons have experienced overcrowding for
over 20 years, even to the degree that the system was under court order to limit the number of
inmates who could be housed in the system at any given time. Because of thisit is quite plausible
that the system has made changes to ether prison physica structure and/or operationa

guidelines that make misbehavior lesslikely.

The literature on trestment orientation and its relationship to prisonization isfarly limited
when compared to other factorsincluded in the modd. In addition, problems with
operationaizing ‘treatment-oriented’ make it difficult to compare one study to another.
Determining the Sze or custody leved of aprison isfairly sraightforward but attempting to
measure correctiona philosophy is quite problematic. The lack of relationship between

trestment-orientation in this sudy in any of the modds may be due to the way in which it was
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measured. At best, the measure used here was a proxy measure based on the number of
program dots available a a given prison rather than atest of actua philosophical orientation. In
addition, that many of these trestment-oriented prisons have treatment focused units within the
prison. Data limitations made it impossible to differentiate these units from the more generd
population units quite possibly diluting any effect. Better measures of this concept would be

expected to produce more conclusive results.

It isdso interesting to note that contrary to assumptions made about potentia effects of
being housed with many violent offenders, the proportion of violent offenders has no effect on
serious (i.e. violent) misbehavior but it has a postive and satigticadly significant effect on overdl
misbehavior. This may because inmates who commit serious infractions are housed together in a
amdler number of prisons than inmates who commit any infraction. Contextua homogeneity
may then partialy account for thislack of proportion violent effect. Additiond andyssto
address this found that 91 of the 94 prisons had at least one inmate who committed a serious
infraction while 93 prisons contained & least one inmate who committed any infraction. The
mean proportion violent offenders were dightly higher for prisons containing inmates with at
least one serious infraction than that of prisons containing inmates with at least one infraction of
any kind (.56 versus .54). When looking at the prisons containing the largest number of inmates
with a serious infraction, | found that 10 prisons account for 51% of &l serious infractions™® On
average, 60% of the inmates in these ten prisons are violent offenders. These high-density

serious misbehaver prisons are generdly medium-sized (80%) and close security (70%).

'8 Larger prisons have a greater likelihood of being included since they hold more offenders.
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Inmates who commit any infraction tend to be housed in more heterogeneous prison
environments. Fifty percent of inmates with any infraction are housed in 11 prisons.™ In these
prisons violent offenders only make up 55% of the population, which is closer to the overal
mean shown in Table 2. In addition, only 73% are medium-sized and only 54% are close
custody. All three custody levels are represented as well whereas for seriousinfractions, the top

prisons were ether close or medium only.

The proportion of black offenders showed the opposite effect as the proportion of
violent offenders. Racia imbalances seem to decrease serious misbehavior but had no effect on
overd|l misbehavior. That is, as the proportion of black inmates increases the number of serious
infractions decrease (controlling for dl other variables). Alternatively, as the proportion of black
offenders decrease, serious infractions are expected to increase. This seems to indicate that
racial imbalances create an environment in which violent/serious misbehavior occurs but does
not affect misbehavior in generd. Some of the literature supports the idea that racid imbalances
fuel tendons and can lead to rioting and other violent behavior (American Correctiond
Association 1981; Carroll 1988; Jacobs 1997; McCal 1995). In prisons where the proportion
of black inmatesis high, the struggle for power may be less necessary than in prisons where the
glit dong racid linesis more even. This might be particularly true for gang-related misbehavior
(which dso tends to be more serious).

The findings of this research, dthough preliminary, have potentid implications for both

¥ Many of the 11 ‘any infraction-prevalent’ prisons are the same as the * serious infraction-
prevalent’ prisons. Three prisonsincluded in the 11 for any infraction are different from the 10 included in
the serious infraction prevalent group.
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prison research and more generdly, for correctiond practice. Firg, this study has shown that
both importation and prisonization variables are directly related to inmate misbehavior. In
addition, while both importation and prisonization theories taken separately contribute to our
understanding of prison misbehavior, taken together as an integrated mode they better explain
the context in which inmates mishehave. That is, whether it isimportation or prisonization
occurring becomes less important asingtitutiona context mediates the impact of inmates
characteristics on levels of misbehavior. By integrating theoreticd traditions we see that
importation and prisonization factors combined create a more complete picture of what
influences inmate behavior. Integration of theories has along-standing tradition in sociology and
this study points to the need to further integrate these and other theories. Integrating these
theories al'so has practical implications since prison officids are interested in what effect
behavior both between and within prisons. Integrating theories has been shown to improve
rather than diminish the importance of the theoretica tenets they spring from because they dlow

us to provide more complete explanations of socid phenomenon.

This research has dso shown that context has an effect on the type of misbehavior that
occursin prisons. In generd we see that contextud effects have lessimpact on serious
mishbehavior than they do on dl infractions. The coefficients are markedly smdler, usudly haf or
one-third that of the coefficients for dl infractions. The same can be generdly noted for
individual-level variable coefficients. In addition, when looking a the OL S regresson R in

Tables 5-7 we see that the modd s explain less of the variance in serious infractions than dll
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infractions (again about haf of the explained variance for dl infractions). Perhgpsthisis dueto
some other unmeasured factors that impact serious misbehavior. Alternatively, serious
misbehavior may smply be more random and less able to be modeled using these techniques
because of the infrequency of its occurrence. If thisis the case, another satistical method may
be cdled for. A third posshbility isthat inmates who commit serious infractions may be housed in
prisons so Smilar that the effects of Level-2 factors are less important due to a greater
contextua homogeneity. Thisideawas at least partially supported in the discussion of
proportion violent offenders on serious infractions above. The red cause of this difference

however, will need further in-depth research.

Looking ahead, future research should examine more systematicdly the way
prisonization and importation measures interact to affect inmate behavior. In addition, future
studies may be able to improve on the measures used in this research. In particular, a better
measure of treatment-orientation would perhaps provide support for the idea that correctiona
philasophy has an impact on prisonization and then, by extension, perhaps to a contextua model
that contains both prisonization and importation factors. Including data on prison staff and
additiond prison physica plant features might greetly improve upon the models shown here.
Staff behavior has been noted many times as an integrd determinant of how inmates react to
various stuations (Hanagan 1983; Steinke 1991; Wooldredge and Carboneau 1998). Having
information on things such as gaff turnover, the levd of training they recelve, and how

experienced daff is may hep explain some of the inconggtencies in the present and past
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research. For ingtance, prisonsthat have a high rate of staff turnover or have staff who fed
highly dienated may have higher rates of infractions than Smilar prisons housng Smilar prisoners
through staff reporting more infractions or acting out by inmates who may fed threatened by
daff. Having information on staff attitudes toward inmates of various ages might help explain the

counter-intuitive findings of the effect of youth facilities on infractions as well.

The physicd features of the prison facility might dso have an impact much like that of
physical features of neighborhoods on other types of crime (Miethe and Meier 1994; Rountree,
Wilcox and Land 1996; Smith, Frazee and Davidson 2000). For instance the presence or lack
thereof of dayrooms® may increase contact between inmates and thus increase opportunities for
infractions to occur. Likewise, the lack of adequate recreationa facilities may increase inmate
dress and increase mishehavior. Future sudies might adso be able to use three or more levelsin
the models by aggregating inmates into housing, work and/or program groups as an interim level

between individud- and prison-levels.

Future studies should aso look to new ways to integrate theories of socia behavior,
perhaps even looking beyond traditiona theoretica explanations of inmate behavior.
Incorporating theories more common to socid psychology such as theories of group dynamics
or even theories of management could provide useful ingight into how the inmate mishehavior
arises and is fostered by individua characterigtics and the wider socia context that inmates live

in. The need for integration springs from the historical and contemporary redity in which there

% The NCDOC prison dataincluded an indicator of how many dayrooms were present in agiven
prison but did not indicate whether the dayroom was being used for recreational purposes. Many prisons
use dayrooms for housing rather than for their original purposein order to provide inmate bed spaces when
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are many disciplinary routes to both socid behavior and criminology.

In dosing, the primary strength of using hierarchical linear models over other more
established methods is that hierarchicd linear models produce more vaid estimates of
agoregate-leve influences on individud-level behavior once individud-levd factors are
controlled for. While the substantive differences between the hierarchical linear models and the
OL S modds were not dramatic, they did exist. Specificdly, in the hierarchica linear modd for
al infractions, prison security level and proportion of black offenders were not atisticaly
ggnificant where they were Sgnificant in the OLS modd. Smilarly, in the hierarchicd linear
modd for serious infractions, prison Sze was no longer datigticdly sgnificant. Using the results
of the OLS regression modd done would lead us to make invaid assumptions on the effect of
these factors. In the hierarchical linear modd only the differentiation between youth and adult
facilities, trangency rate, the average infraction rate and the proportion of violent offenders

provide datisticaly sgnificant aggregate-levd influences on infractions.

More importantly, usng more appropriate satistical methods can lead to better
decisions made by those who use these results to influence correctiona policy. For instance,
using the OL'S regresson mode aone, policy-makers might increase the number of small
prisons, thinking that this would reduce misbehavior. Since smdler prisons are more expensive
to operate per inmate than larger prisons, this would unnecessarily cost the Sate additional
money. Likewise, population shifts might be made to increase the proportion of black offenders

in prisons, resulting in de facto segregation in our prison system. It is my hope then that more

the prison is over capacity or to provide housing wh:i]! S 8ther housing areas are being renovated or repaired.



widespread use of such modeling techniques will become the trend and that the use of these will

produce findings with implications that reach much further than the scientific community.
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APPENDIX A
NCDOC DATA FILES

DB2 Table Name Data Type File Type
INMTOCF1 Infraction Event
INMT4BX1 Inmate Custody Classification Event
INMT4BC1 Externd Movement Event
INMT4CH1 Performance Rating Event
INMT4BF1 Disciplinary Investigation Event
INMTA4BHI Internad Assgnments Event
OFNT4BQ1 Offender Test Scores Event
OFNT4BY 1 Substance Abuse Assessment Event
OFNT4BS1 Certificate ssued Event
INMTOBEL Prior Incarceration Event
OFNT3BB1 Court Commitment Event
OFNT3BS1 Arrest Record Event
OFNT9BB1 Family/Other History Non-event
FACT8AAlL Facility Description Non-event
INMT4AAL Offender Profile Non-event
FACT8BU1 Housing Area Non-event
FACT8BL1 Activity Offered Non-event
FACT8CU1 Bed Description Non-event
OFNT3AAL Offender Profile 2 Non-event
INMTACN1 Medica History Non-event
INMT4CQ1 Mentd Hedth Diagnoss Non-event
OFNT3CQ1 Parent Background Non-event
OFNT3BU1 Military Non-event
OFNT3CR1 Spouse Background Non-event
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APPENDIX B

CHARACTERISTICS OF NORTH CAROLINA PRISONERS: COMPARISON OF
MALE AND FEMALE INMATES

Measure All Prisoners Male Prisoners Femde
(N=48.713) (n=44,695) Prisoners
(n=4,018)
% Mae 91.75% 100% 0%
Mean Ageon July 1, 1997 31.16 31.05 32.33
% African American 63.92% 64.41% 58.44%
% Married 15.03% 14.96% 15.85%
Mean Y ears Education 10.70 10.67 11.07
Substance Abuse Treatment Need Indicated 49.87% 48.83% 61.42%
Developmental Disability Indicated 2.70% 2.72% 24%
History of Prison Escape Indicated 514% 547% 142%
Under Influence of Drugs/Alcohol at Time of 45.48% 45.07% 50.14%
Offense
Mental Health Problem Indicated 13.46% 11.66% 32.40%
Training School Indicated 12.04% 12.37% 8.52%
Employed at Time of Arrest 68.94% 70.85% 47.43%
Skilled or Semi-Skilled Job Skill Level 41.24% 42.35% 28.92%
% Current Sentence for Violent Offense 36.95% 38.34% 21.50%
Mean N Prior Incarcerations™ 231 232 221
Mean N Infractions During Prior Incarceration”®  2.56 263 144
Mean N Prison Stays During Current 7.14 7.36 471
Incarceration
Mean Sentence Length in Days™ 3044.22 317048 168951
Mean % Sentence Served on July 1, 1997% 9.9% 10.21% 7.61%
Mean N Infractions During Current Incarceration  5.32 5.49 3.39
Mean N Infractions/Y ear During Current 256 256 250
Incarceration

2! For prisoners with prior incarcerations only (N=34,740, n males=32,519, n females=2,221)

% For prisoners with prior incarceration only (N=34,740, n males=32,519, n females=2,221)

% Excludes prisoners with alife or death sentence (N=45,830, n males=41,902, n females=3,927)
 Excludes prisoners with alife or death sentence (N=45,830, n males=41,902, n females=3,927)
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As seenin the table above, mde and femde inmates only differ Sgnificantly on afew
characterigtics. Maes are more likely to be African American (64.41% versus 58.44%), spent
timein training school (12.37% versus 8.52%), have a history of prison escape (5.47% versus
1.42%), and be currently incarcerated for a violent offense (38.34% versus 21.50%) while
femdes are more likdy to report being under the influence of drugs or dcohal at the time of
committing the offense for which they are currently serving a prison sentence (50.14% femaes
versus 45.07% maes). Femaes are dso more likely to have a need for substance abuse
treatment (61.42% versus 48.83%) and to have menta hedlth problemsindicated on their
records (32.40% versus 11.66%). Male inmates are much more likely than females to report
being employed at the time of arrest (70.85% versus 47.43% femaes) and are more likely to
rate their job skills as skilled or semi-skilled (42.35% versus 28.92%). Maes are more likdly to
have been prison prior to their current incarceration (66.76% versus 55.28% for femaes) and
for those with prior incarcerations, have alarger number of infractions during their prior
incarceration (2.63 versus 1.44). As expected because of the larger number of prison fecilities
available for maes, men had an average of 7.36 stays while women only had an average of 4.71
gays. In addition, the average sentence length is nearly twice aslong for maes (3170 days
versus 1690 days) but males on average had served a greater proportion of their current
sentence on July 1, 1997 than femaes (10.21% versus 7.61%). Not surprisingly since
sentences for femaes tend to be shorter and that they have on average, served asmdller
percentage of their sentence, the average number of infractions on the current sentence for

males was higher than for femaes (5.49 versus 3.39). However, when controlling for the
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number of infractions per year, maes and females were nearly identicd.
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APPENDIX C
INFRACTIONSAPPLICABLE TO 1997 NORTH CAROLINA PRISON

POPULUATION
A01 Taking Hostage(s) C05 Bribe Staff
A02 Active Rioter C06 Unauthorized Leave
A03 Assault Staff with Weapon Co7 Verbal Threat
A04 Assault Person with Weapon Cco8 Theft of Property
A05 Sexual Assault (60°) Barter, Trade, or Loan Money
A06 Escape C10 Self Injury
A07 Detonating Explosives c1u Misuse/Unauthorized Use of Phone or
Mail

A08 Threat by Fire C9 Attempt Class C Offense
A09 Assault Staff by Throwing Liquids
A10 Fight Involving Weapons D01 Unauthorized Location
A99 Attempt Class A Offense D02 Negligently Perform Duties

D03 No Threat Contraband
BO1 Weapon Possession Do4 Gambling
BO2 Non Threatening Fire D05 Create Offensive Condition
BO3 Lock Tampering D06 Bed Violation
BO4 Substance Possession D07 [llegal Clothing
BO5 Inhale Substance D03 Forgery
B06 Sexua Act D09 Property Tampering
BO7 Provoke Assault D10 Unauthorized Funds
BO8 Interfere with Staff D11 Possession of Money
B09 Violate NC Law D99 Attempt Class D Offense
B10 High Risk Act
B11 Refuse to Submit to Drug or Breath Test  EO1 Unkempt Room
B12 Leave or Quit Community Based E02 Unclean Body

Program

B99 Attempt Class B Offense EO3 Fake Illness

E04 Misuse Supplies
Cco1 Misuse Medicine E0S Legal Assistance
(607 Profane Language E99 Attempt Class E Offense
C03 Disobey Order
c4 Fighting
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APPENDIX D

DISCUSSION OF OLSREGRESSION MODELSINCLUDING VARIABLES
DROPPED DO TO MULTICOLLINEARITY

As noted in Chapter3, severa variables were dropped to reduce problems of
multicollinearity from highly correlated independent variables. These include rated (standard)
prison capacity, average age a the prison level, and the variable designating a prison as activity
oriented. OL S regression modesincluding these variables were run and mgor differences

between these models and the models shown in Table 4 are briefly discussed below.

Inthe modd for the naturd log of dl infractions, including rated capacity, average age
and the activity-orientation variables increased the R? to .1627 (versus .1624) and the adjusted
R? to .1623 (versus .1621). However, it did change the direction and size of the coefficient for
prison size to -.0051 (from .0175) and the size of the coefficient for security level to .0036 from
0111. None of these variables were gaidicdly sgnificant in the modd including them.
Including this variable aso changes the Sze and direction of the coefficient for ingtitutiona
crowding to .0012 (from -.0014) but does not change crowding to a datigticaly sgnificant

variable.

Including the varigble for average inmate age a the prison-level changes the coefficient
for youth facility to -.0629 from -.0271 but does neither varigble is Satisticaly sgnificant.
Another mode was run using forward sdlection techniques in which the youth facility varigble
was more predictive than average age of a prison on the number of infractions. Similarly,

including the activity-orientation variable changed the coefficient for trestment-orientation from -
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.0396 to -.0801 but neither variable was satigticaly sgnificant. Modds using forward selection

showed that treatment-orientation is more predictive than activity-orientation.

In the OL S regresson mode for serious infractions including rated capecity, average
age and the activity-orientation variables increased the R? to .0833 (versus .0831) but did not
change the adjusted R? (.0828). However, including rated capacity did change the Size of the
coefficient for prison sze t0.0046 (from .0151) and prison both prison sze and standard
capacity become non-gignificant wheress prison Sze was Satidicdly sgnificant in the modd not
including these variables. The sze of the coefficient for security level was reduced from .0054
from .0017 but was ill non-ggnificant. Including this varigble had very little effect on the
coefficient for ingtitutiona crowding (change from -.0021 to -.0029) and does not change

crowding to agatidicaly sgnificant variable.

Including the varigble for average inmate age a the prison-level changes the coefficient
for youth facility to -.0085 from -.0373 but does not have an effect on gatigtica significance.
Smilarly, induding the activity-orientation variable changed the coefficient for treatment-

orientation from -.0238 to -.0490 but neither variable was datigticaly sgnificant.
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