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PREFACE 

Donald Clerruner identified the process of prisonization, a sUJl1Illarizing 

concept, which reveals the consequences of exposure to inmate society and 

is believed to exist in ill prisons. According to Clenuner, prisonizatian 

denotes the taking on in greater or lesser degree, of folkways, mores, 

customs and general culture of the penitentiary. He proposed a munber of 

determinants of the degree and speed of prisanizatian. This study is con

cerned with reexamining some of the hypotheses pertaining to the process of 

prisonization as orie:i.nally advanced by Clennner (1 %0) and later raodified 

by Wheeler (1961). 

The major purpose of this study is to determine if there is any causal 

l:i.11Jcage between the amount of outside contacts of an inmate and the extent 

of his subcultural ties in the prison. Inmate attachment to prison 

cont.raculture is equated to his becoming prisonized. It is assuned that 

in the absence of the outside supportive Md meanin.c;ful relationships, 

inmates are forced to seek persooal gratification and acceptance .'.JJ11on3 

his fellow inmates. Their association and interaction patterns 1·.r.ith other 

inmates and their membership in the 5nmate subculture are believed to be 

the principal factors responsible for antisocial attitudes and behavior 

among inmates. If this assumption holds true it will make a strone case 

for a more r;enerous policy toward outside contacts of the -irJ.11late through 

family visitation and wr'itten correspondance. Furthermore, such retention 

of outside ties 1·1ould, no doubt, help the inmate to achieve a sr;1ooth and 
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successful reentry into the outside corrnnunity after his release from the 

penal institution. 
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INMATE ORIENTATION .AND PRISONIZATION 

Critical Issues 

Eff'ectivepc;:iss;Of.Correctienal ~echniques. 

Most experts in the field of penology strongl:y believe that what we 

have so fa.r accomplished by sending a convicted offender to a penal insti

tution has been to isolate.him from socially beneficial contacts with 

persons outside the inmate social world and to.prevent the formation of' 

relationships and personal bonds which inight · redefine him as an acceptable 

member of' the noncriminal conmnmity. This particular belief, no doubt, 

refl.ects a rather harsh criticism of the effectiveness of the penal insti- 1 

tutions in particular and the correctional policies and goals in general, 

and seemingl:y takes into account only the punitive function among all other 

important functions that a.re performed by these instittrliions. 

In recent years, the· failure of correction.al agencies to achieve 

their proclaimed objectives, :Q.amely protection of society from the danger

ous criminals and rehabilitation of their charges through reformation, 

has been dramatically exposed. The widespread manifestations of crime, 

violence, and civil disorders in the .American society have been subjected 

to the critical ana.lysis of five national c;:ommissions established by 

presidential appointments. With respect to corrections, The Col!lllission 

On Law Enforcement And The Administration Of Justice (task force on 

1 
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corrections) concluded that modern corrections still remains a grossly 

ineffective system which.in many cases is ha.rm:t'u.l to.those offenders who 

a.re colllllittedtoitscontrol. 'It was pointed out that in the short run 

penal institutions IllB\V protect society from the criminal but in the long 

run they a.ppea.r to• be the training ground for the formation of criminal 

ca.reers.1 The report was also very skeptical of various correctional and 

treatment efforts. carried out within these institutions. In the opinion 

of these panels, the modern methods of corrections have offered little 

evidence that widely acclaimed programs of counseling, psychotherapy and 

vocational, technical and other formal education in the institution a.re 

achieving their objective of reducing further criminal acts by those 

convicts who have undergone such institutional treatment programs. 

It becomes obvious that there are two veey dist:t.nct issues. The 

first issue deals with the notion of incarceration in the penal insti

tution itself as a form. of correctional technique. Is it an effective wa;y 

to punish those who have committed crimes against society (assuming, of 

course, the reformative value of punishment)? The second issue deals 

withthe ef'ticacy of a:ny one or more of the correctional techniques that 

now a.re in use within these institutions. In the administration of 

criminal. law, we have basically assumed that the punishment of criminals 

in terms of pain and suffering intentionally inflicted by the state has 

some value. The punishment is supposed not only to be one of the correct

ional techniques but it also is supposed to ha.ire a definite deterrent effect 

on the potential. wrong-doers. From time in:unemorial, there have alva;ys 

been:many general programs that were used to implement the punitive re

action to crime •. PhySical torture,. social degradation, restriction of 

wealth and of freedom a.re among the practices.used for inflicting pain 
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on criminals• 'At present,:i;heinost popular techniques of this sort are 

restriction on wealth (f':Lnes)·a.nd restrictions on liberty:(imprisonment).2 

As a. genera.l. program f'or dealing with· criminals, a. prison performs 

an integrating f'unction for society.3 According to this notion, the prison 

. is expected to restore society to the state of equilibrium and harmony 

it was in before the crime was conmrl.tted. This is achieved by segregating 

"tmdesirables", "deviants", ''nonconformist", "outlaws", etc. behind walls. 

The prison also contributes to social integration by reducing the occur- 1 

rence of future crimes. · It is believed that crime rates can be kept minimal 

both by deterrent effects: o:r imprisonment and by reinforcing the anti- 1 

criminal values of' the society• Finally the imprisonment is also expected 

to reduce. crime rates by changing criminals into noncriminals• It is this 

la.st aim of prisons whiCh.givesimprisonment the Character of a "correctional. 

technique". And as yet. we really do not have any objective scientific 

evidence that inflicting pa.in on criminal.a is an efficient system for 

maintaining or restoring social integration, <;>r that imprisoning offenders 

deters others, reinforces·. anticriminal values, corrects·. or in some wa:y 

promotes social solidarity• 4 '. But at the same time we also do not know that 

inflicting pain by imprisonment or by.any other means is not an efficient 

system for achieving the desired ends. 

In recent years, there haS been a trend awa([ from the notion that 

inflicting pain and suffering reforms criminaJ.s; and it has also become 

fashionable to argue that prisons do not correct and, that, therefore, 

they should be abolished,5. br so modified that they become hospitals rather 

than places of punishment.6 1 The fact still remains that neither of these 

two arguments are based on any kind of scientific evidence •. So far, there 

has not been an acceptable measure of "effectiveness" of punishment or 
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imprisonment. Cressey argues that whether the prison is a failure or a 

success should be based on humanitarian, political, or other nonscientific 

grounds for there can be no scientific data supporting the statement.7 

One of the problems of the constant debate over the effectiveness of 

incarceration or the success or failure of any one of the currently 

practiced programs is that we have been able to draw very little on exist

ing systematic empirical knowledge about the rehabilitative efforts includ

ing off ender treatment in various instituticnal. and noninstitutional set

tings. Robert Martinsen and Walter C. Bailey undertook a comprehensive 

survey of various research studies and selected those studies which met 

the researcher's criteria. The studies included in the project had to be 

(1) an eval.uatia:i of a treatment method based on empirical data, (2) employ 

an independent measure of improvement secured by this method, and (3) use 

a c<m.trol group to canpare the result with. These studies used various 

measures of offender improvement such as recidivism. rate, adjustment to 

prison JJ,.fe, vocational. success, educaticnal achievement, perscnal.ity and 

attitude change and the general adjustment to the outside community. Of 

these measures, the cne most camnonly used is the rate of recidivism a.ma:ig 

those released from the penal. institution. 

Ma.rtinscn 1 s find:ings, specifical.ly with respect to the recidivism, 

reported, 11 ••• with few and isolated exceptionsj the rehabilitative efforts 

that have been reported so far have no appreciable effect on recidivism.11 • 8 

Bailey's findings were essential.ly very similar. He concluded, 11 ••• on the 

basis of this sample of outcome reports, with aJ.l of its limitaticns, 

evidence support:ing the efficacy of correctional. treatment is slight, 

inconsistent, and of questicnable reliability11 .9 
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Prisoner Orientations 

It would be safe to assume that impriscnment as a form of punishing 

certain categories of convicted off enders is going to be with us for some 

time to come. And the myriad of problems encountered in the process of 

carrying out this socio-legal mandate of society by penal institutions 

would require cmtinuous and critical attention and assessment. The 

basic problem ~ssociated with the incarceration of an offender lies in 

the fact that he is totally cut off from the outside world and he is de-

prived of many beneficial contacts with persons in the outside community. 

Gresham Sykes elaborates on what an imprisonment means to these men: 

Imprisonment means that the inmate is cut off from 
family, relatives and friends not in the self
isolation of the hermit or the misanthrope but in 
the involutary seclusion of the outlaw. It is true 
that visiting and mailing privileges partly relieve 
the prisoner's isolation if he can find someone to 
visit or write him, and who shall be approved as a 
visitor or correspondent by prison officials. Many 
inmates, however, have their links with persons in 
the free community weakening as the months and years 
pass by.10 

According to Sykes, imprisonment imposes many painful. conditims on 

inmates - the most obvious being the loss of liberty and the freedom of 

movement. He is restricted not only to the institution itself but also 

within the institutional complex. There are other deprivatims which are 

less noticed by the outsiders but nonetheless they are very real to an 

inmate. These deprivations include deprivation of goods and services, or 

hetero-sexual relationships, of personal autonomy and of persalal security. 

Sykes notes that a loss of freedom of movement arid some other deprivations 

mentioned above are not as serious to an inmate as the loss of contact 

with persons outside prison walls. 
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It is commonly assumed that once the prisoner is cut off from the 

outside contacts he has only two alternatives; one is to tum to other 

members of the pris~ conmnmity for moral and emoticnal support, and the 

other is to stay completely isolated during his :institutional stay. Reports, 

especially in biographical material, :indicate that :individuals with lUlUsual 

gifts or talents that had hitherto been dormant or those with caiflicts 

concerning their criminality in the first place, can be motivated to dis

sociate themselves from inmate groups through an orientation to a new goal 

or insight into their own confiicts. But the great majority of priscners 

have neither any special talents nor the ability to achieve :insights into 

their basic problems. For them adjustment means attachment to or at least 

acceptance of inmate group norms. Possible reasons for such an attachment 

are advanced by Sykes, McCorkle and Korn, Wheeler, Irwin and others. 

Wheeler points out that the dominant normative order among :inmates is 

strongly opposed to that of the staff. An inmate who values friendship 

ammg his peers and at the same time wishes to conform to the staff norm 

faces a role conflict. The only way he can resolve the conflict is to 

either give up primary group ties or have a shift in attitude. His data 

shows that the dominant tendancy amcng :inmates is to move in the direction 

of ncnconformity.11 It is also believed that some inmates have a stranger 

need for group affiliaticn than others; such a need can only be satisfied 

in prisan by associating with other :inmates.12 Mccorkle believes that the 

welfare of an individual irunate along with his psychological freedom and 

dignity does not importantly depend on how much education, recreation and 

consultation he receives but rather depends ai how he manages to live and 

to relate with other inmates who constitute his crucial and cnly meaning

ful world.13 Mccorkle and Korn theorize that the inmate social system 
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thus formed attempts to deal with the canmai problem faced by aJ.l the 

inmates. It provides a way of life. which enables them to avoid the de

vastating psychological effects of internalizing and ccnvert:ing social 

rejecticn into self-rejectiai. " ••• in effect it permits the inmate to 

reject his rejectors rather than himself".14 

Sykes and Messinger point to a set of harsh social ccnditicns caused 

by the fact of being in prism and give the reasais why an inmate needs to 

adapt himself to these unusual ccnditicns. They postulate that in order 

to alleviate the "pains of i.mpr.isC11.I11ent11 , including the deprivaticns and 

f'rustratiais of prism life, with their implicatims for destructiai of 

his self-esteen;i, the priscn populaticn needs to move toward a state of 

mutal dependence. They add, 11 ••• as a populaticn of priscners moves in the 

directiai of solidarity, as demanded by the inmate code, the pains of 

impriscnment becane less severe".15 The.studies of priscner participaticn 

in the prism social world recognize two basic styles: an individual 

style reflecting withdrawal and/or isolatim, and a collective style 

denoting participation in a ccnvict social system which through its 

solidarity, regulation of activities, distribution of goods and prestige 

and apparent oppositiai to the ccnventiaial norms helps the individual to 

withstand pain.16 

Irw:in and Cressey believe that individual prisoner's participation in 

the priscn culture is determined by his basic orientaticn. They identify 

two major categories of inmates. There are those inmates who identify and 

therefore adapt to a broader world than that of prison and there are those 

who orient themselves prima.rily to the prism world. Irw:in points out 

that in sane instances this orientation is the basis for forming very 

important choices with important ccnsequences for the felai's lcng term 
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career. It :infiuences the criteria for assigning and earning prestige 

and status.17 Those inmates who are ma.inly oriented to a prism sub-

culture seek status through means available in the prism envirmment. 

The inmates who have a much broader orientatim include two distinct 

types of prisoners. Che type has an orientatim toward a criminal. sub-

culture in a much broader sense with many cmtacts with the outside 

criminal world. To these inmates the present incarceration is only a brief 

break from their routine activities. And then there are others who hold 

conventicnal. anti-criminal values and have an orientaticn to the outside 

legitimate culture. Irwin and Cressey point out that these inmates do 

participate in the interacticn with other inmates but so far, there is a 

total lack of empirical knowledge about the possible effects the "do 
. 18 

rights" have m the total pattern of inmate social interaction. 

Priscnization 

Most crucial to this research project is the ccncept of priscnization, 

a process first identified by Dcnald Clennner. He used it principally to 

denote a way in which an inmate takes an in greater or less degree folkways, 

mores, customs and general culture of the pe.nitentiary.19 Chee priscnized 

in this manner, an inmate is believed to become relatively immune to the 

influences of the cawentimal. society. The degree of priscnization is 

considered to be the most important factor affecting inmate adjustment 

after he is released fran the prism. Clemmer postulates that the degree 

of priscnization would be lowest for those inmates who had positive social. 

relatimships with persons in the outside community; for those whose prison 

stay allows mly a brief exposure to the 11universal features" of imprismment; 

and for those who do not affiliate with other inmates. 20 
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The present study attempts to focus an the two significant variables 

that affect prisonization. The outside contacts of an inmate and the ex

tent of his participatiai in the inmate subculture are believed to be quite 

valuable in order to determine the extent of antisocial value adoptiai and 

antisocial climate perceptiai ai the part of inmate populatim. Inmates' 

participation in the inmate contra-culture, a term describing association 

patterns among inmates, their professed values and attitudes, the collect

ive resistence shown to staff-imposed treatment and training programs, has 

been found to be one of the principal causes of prisonizatian among prismers. 

It is often believed that among the many factors that influence the 

extent of inmate's involvement with other inmates, the degree of his 

attachment to family and friends is quite important. Partial evidence of 

the effect of such ties is revealed in the higher rate of caiformity to 

staff-expectations for married men and for those who report that family 

members have "confidence" in them. 21 So far the effects of the positive 

outside ties oo inmate's participation in prison culture have not been 

systematically researched. 

Stanley Brodsky studied interpersonal relatiooships of confined male 

adults, as these relatiais change over time. The changes in the quantity 

and quality of interactioo were investigated in the ccntext of theories 

that postulated that the pre-prison relatimships and friendships deterio

rate over time. 22 Daniel Glaser also investigated the association between 

family relationships and post-release success en parole. His findings 

reported that family relationships are of major importance and parole 

success was regularly associated with strong family ties.23 Holt and 

Miller's 12-month follow-up study of 412 California parolees also indicated 

that the inmates who had frequent visits while serving their time in the 
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penal instituticns had significantly less parole difficulties than those 

who had fewer visitors. 24 

Another factor believed. to be quite important in determining the 

degree of prisonizaticn is the time element. The total length of the time 

spent in the instituticn alcng with the time as yet remaining to be served 

is taken into ccnsideratian while analyzing the effect of the time dimension 

an the process of prisonizaticn. Wheeler and Garabedian studies point out 

that after the early period of relative isolaticn, there is a tendency for 

prison inmates to became involved in the inmate sub-culture since the 

pressures toward such an involvement are strcnger and are keenly felt at 

a time when the inmates are furthest removed from the outside contacts~ 

More in line with the present research effort is the cross-cultural 

study of Scandinavian priscns conducted by Wheeler and Cline. The research

ers had at their disposal an extensive data that included informatiai. on 

inmates' background, their involvement with other caivicts, staff and perscns 

on the outside, their associaticn patterns, and their responses to incar-

ceraticn. They were able to rank priscns accorcting to varying levels of 

deprivations; and were able to obtain a measure of attitudinal conformity 

to staff-expectatiais. The anti-staff attitudes and anti-staff prison 

climate perception of an inmate were measured by presenting him a set of 

hypothetical situations which indicated his agreement with inmate norms 

and/or staff norms and his estimate of the extent of other inmates' agree-

ment with his own response. The important conclusion drawn from the study 

stated that inmate respcnses to priscn lire are determined to a large extent 

by the relationship of both the prison and the prisoner to the external 
25 

world. They add, "In additicn to its impact an the values held by enter-

ing inmates, the external world influences the kind of culture and social 
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organization that is formed within the prism and which serves as a 
t 

social ccntext within which an adaptatiai to prison life takes place11 • 26 

Wheeler's other findings with respect to time phase and the total 

length of sentence served showed that there was a general trend toward ncn

cmformity to staff-values with the increased length of time spent in prison. 

It was also indicated that the evidence of ncn-conf ormity was mu.ch stranger 

for inmates who had made many friends in the priscn than for those who 

remained relatively isolated. A time measure which took into account the 

institutia:ia.l career phase of an inmate provided support for the notiai 

that, perhaps, the impact of prison culture is short-lived. These findings 

did show a larger percentage of inmates strmgly opposed to the staff 

norms during the last stage of their ccnfinement than during the first but 

at the same time a "U-shaped" distributiai of high caiformity respaises 

over the three periods was also evident.'Zl This particular study also 

showed that corresponding to a larger percentage of ncncmformists during 

the middle period of the sE11tence, there also was an evidence of more 

involvement with other inmates. 

Purpose Of Research 

The purpose of this :research study is to reexamine many of the same 

empirical cmcepts used in the Wheeler study in order to determine, (1) if 

there is any causal linkage between the amount of the outside cmtacts of 

an inmate and the extent of his subcultural ties in prison, and (2) if a 

large number of subcultural. ties or the involvement with inmate subculture 

would automatically imply the adherence to and the adoptiai of the inmate 

code uniformly by all participating inmates. 
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The Data Set And Significant Variables 

The present research is based on an existing data set collected by 

Prof. Norman s. Hayner (University of Washingtai, Seattle) between 1967-

1970. The entire data consists of twenty-two prisons for males, selected 

to represent a wide range of custody and treatment institutiais, in five 

different c0tmtries. This project deals crily with the data obtained :in 

the seven U. s. prisons. With:in each of these prisons, a sample of :in

mates, generally caistitut:ing about 10 percent of the total inmate popula

tiai was selected. A questicrmaire was designed to generate :information an 

sociaJ. and criminal background of the inmates, their pattern of interaction 

with other inmates and the staff, their correspandence and visitation 

records, the length of the present sentence and their participatiai. :in 

staff sponsored activities. other items, included :in the questionnaire, 

were used to formulate various scales to measure inmates' anti-social or 

pro-social values and attitudes. Taped :interviews with wardens and senior 

adnd.nistrators were used to gain :informatiai. ai. administrative goals and 

policies and an the types of facilities and services available with:in each 

of these :institutions. This informa.tiai. was later used to rank these 

:institutiai.s along a custody-treatment continunm to determine the vary:ing 

levels of deprivatiai that existed :in each of the institutiais. 

This data would provide the necessary :information to test some of the 

propositicns of the Wheeler study, particularly his contention that the 

inmates' mode of adaptation to the prism is primarily determined by the 

external and social factors. For an :individual inmate, these external 

factors, :in the main, canstitute the persai.al and social contacts ma:intained 

by him in the outside camnmd.ty. It is anticipated that any change that 
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might occur in the nature of these relatiaiships would correspaid closely 

with a shift in inmate's subcul.tural ties within the prismer ccmnunity, 

that in tum will lead to a shift in his attitude, either in pro-staff or 

anti-staff direction. Inmate participation in the prison sub-culture with 

the exclusion of other positive contacts in the outside camnunity is equated 

to his becaning increasingly anti-social in his attitudes and behavior. 

Two main ccnceptual variables, the outside ccntacts and the inmate's 

sub-cul.tural ties, each with multiple indicators, would serve as the two 

major independent variables. Ch further examina.ticn of these variables, it 

is quite ccnceivable that the formaticn of sub-cultural ties could be thought 

of as an intermediate step leading to an adoption of anti-social attitudes 

by an inmate. For example, diminishing outside contacts, or the total 

lack of any ccntact woul.d cause an inmate to turn to at.her inmates to 

alleviate sane of the pains of :i.mpriscnment; and while so doing cause him 

to· acquire the values and norms of that group which has provided him with 

much needed emoticnal and moral support. In other words, an inmate by 

virtue of his association with other inmates would became priscnized. An 

attanpt will be made to assess the relative strength of each of these two 

variables as to which cne is the most influencing factor in the adoption 

of priscnized attitudes. 

other factors, such as criminal maturity, levels of deprivation and 

prison career phase, appear to have much influence an the process of 

priscnizatian. These variables will be used as controls to test (a) the 

validity of the central hypothesis of this research study, i.e., the 

importance of the positive outside ties of an inmate in determining the 

extent of his involvement in the prism subcul.ture, (b) the pains of 
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irnprisaunent hypothesis, (c) the irnportaticn hypothesis concerning the 

origin of the inmate code, and (d) the existence of U-shaped distribution 

with regard to caiformity to ccnventional values. 

To recapitulate alee a.gain, the main purpose of this research study 

is to reexamine many of the empirical ccncepts used by Stanton Wheeler to 

determine if there is any relaticnship between the amount of outside 

cmtacts of an inmate and also his subcultural ties and priscnizatim. 

An attempt will be ma.de to deternrlne if the large number of ties within 

the prisoner connnunity automatically imply uniform adherence to and adopticn 

of inmate code by all of the participating inmates. other important 

determinants of prisaiizatial such as background factors, time phase, 

deprivation level, etc. will be held calstant to fUther determine which 

of the two afore mentioned variables is the most critical factor in 

determining the degree and speed of prisalizatim. 
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CHAPrER II 

PRISClJ ORGANIZATIClJ AND PRISCNIZATIClJ 

A Survey Of The Literature 

Aims of Organizaticnal Resea,rch 

For some researchers the prism represents a microcosm of the larger 

society. Donald Cressey elaborates en this point in his introductim to a 

collecticn of studies of the prism: 

The prism is a microcosm of the larger society 'Which 
has created it and which maintains it, for this larger 
society also remains as a unit and continues to 11worls:" 
despite numerous individual disagreements, misunderstand-
. t · d .,.., .: t rrl , ings, an agau.sma an cm.L..u..C s •••• 

Cressey believes that we will be able to understand the larger 

society a little better through analyses of its microcosm, the prism. 2 

The study of the prison social organizatim is important for the treat-

ment of prismers for basic reasms. First, it affects the lives of 

many Americans of all ages each year; and secmdly, the treatmmt of inmates 

is bound intricately into the structure and social process of prison 

carmnmity. Without a proper understanding of the way the whole system 

works, many of our treatment and rehabilitative efforts are not likely to 

meet with much success.3 

A survey of the literature indicates that prison research follows 

two major theoretical approaches that attempt to explain inmate behavior 

in an organizaticna.l ccntex:t. Che of the approaches covers a rather 
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broad area with its pattems of inquiry based en the empirical work in the 

field of canplex social organizatiais. This approach deals with the impact 

of total instituticns and managerial goals and policies on the behavior 

of prism inmates who are subjected to such organizaticnal caitrol. Prison 

studies, following this approach include in their analyses various aspects 

of priscn organizatiaial structure such as the administrative hierarchies, 

the interacticn amcng various staff groups, the relationships between the 

staff' and the inmates and the organizatimal relaticnships between prism 

as an integrative social organizatiai and other segments of the public and 

the political, legal and ecmamic structures. The seccnd approach has a 

rather narrow base and it deals specifically with the prisaier conmunity. 

The major cmcern here is en the operatiai and persistence of the inmate 

society in the face of custodial staff' that enforces rules designed to 

cmtrol inmates. 

In the sociology of correctiaial organizatiai, the emphasis is m the 

discovery of social pattems and processes that are typical of correctional 

institutiais. These institutiais are viewed as particular cases of total 

institutions characterized by the barriers to social intercourse with the 

outside.4 These barriers are often Wilt right into the physical plants in 

a form of locked doors, high walls, barbed wires, water, cliff or forests. 

Goffman classified these institutiais as one sub-type of the larger class 

of formal, complex organizatiai and they are given the respaisibility of 

handJ.ing many basic human needs by the bureaucratic organizatiai of whole 

blocks of people, whether or not this is necessary. 5 But this view of 

prism is ally partially true. It has been argued that today's prisms are 

not isolated from the society as they used to be. Even though most of the 

day-to-day concerns of prism populatim center about life inside the 



19 

walls, and the inmates are aware that they have been :involuntarily isolated 

from others :in the free c<11JD.unity, these inmates are not completely cut off 

fran what's happen:ing :in the outside world. They are allowed to have 

visitors, to write l~tters and to receive mail from the family and friends. 

Many of them can listen to the radio or TV broadcasts or read the news

papers. Prisons are less total :in me other respect. Outside interests, 

various pressure groups, political, legal and ecmomic agencies along 

with general public opinim do :influence the way :in which these :institutims 

carry out their diversified objectives. Schrag clarifies the above state

ment when he says, "the correctional officials carry a public trust, and 

their duties and responsibilites are defined for them in terms of ca'lVentimal 

beliefs cmcerning criminal behavior".6 

Many of these studies have important and direct im;plicatims for 

rehabilitatia:i even though these studies have not been cmce;:ned primarily 

with therapy. These studies suggest that certa:in stru.ctural problems and 

.cmtradiction of purposes do exist and are likely to persist and canplicate 

the implementation "or rehabilitative goals. There is a rather large body 

of theory and evidence cmceming various facets of prism and reformatory 

social structure and organ!satim but most of the material has accumulated 

fran observatims :in a few maxi.mum security institutims. There are 

important organizatimal differences among variouis types of penal facilities 

with different kinds of inmate populatim. These institutims also vary 

in the architecture of their physical plants and the size of the total 

number of inmates housed within any me institutim. For example, 

reformatories which handle relatively young felms might show a greater 

incidence of troublesome, unstable inmate behavior than would a prism 

where the captives would be more :involved :in "doing their awn time." 



Similarly, other things being equal, fac:ilities with obsolete architecture 

might be more custodia.lly oriented than recently constructed, functionally 

designed institutiais.7 The size of the institutional population would 

also influence the type of organizatiaial set-up and have important 

bearing on the outcome of the rehabilitative goal. 

It becomes clear from the above discussion that one of the principal 

aims of the organizational research has been to describe the major 

organizational variables and their relationships to individual behavior. 

Pioneering work in this area was undertaken by Donald Clemmer when he 

conducted a full scale study of social and cultural organization of a 

penitentiary. Since Clemner's work a number of significant organizaticnal 

studies have docwnented differences in attitudes and behavior of inmates 

according to the type of institutiai in which they are confined. 8 Inmates 

ccnfined in traditional custody-oriented prisms tend to be unified in 

their oppositim to the formal authority systEm. However those confined 

in institutions, where treatment is a major organizatiaial goal, tend to 

express more favorable attitude toward staff and priscn administration. 

These observations have been made in both adult and juvenile institutioo.s 

including minimwn security facilities and have been used to promote the 

argwnent that the type of inmate social system is largely determined by 

the type of formal organizatiai of the prisai. 9 

Prisons: Bureaucratic Efficiencies 

The official view of the traditional custodial institutions presented 

to the public gives a false impressiai that these facilities are orderly, 

efficient, cdlsrent systems in \'D:lich various facets of correctiaial 

. . . . . t• 10 activity caiverge upon the inmate to change him into a law abiding cl. izen. 
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Prisons are often th~t of as autocratic in form - custodial officers 

give orders and inmates obey them. Prisoners are seen as tot~ managed 

persoos with no opportunity for self-direction. Moreover, these institu

tions are regarded as havjng a singularity of purpose in which all the 

responsibilities of the members of the system are specific~ defined. 

Prisons are thus described as well-oiled, smooth running, people-punishing 

and people changing social machines.ll This view presupposes the clarity 

of purpose and the consensus among all prison employees regarding their 

tasks of maintaining, disciplining and sometimes treating inmates. In this 

sense, prisons are frequently believed to be models of autocratic and 

rational bureaucratic structures. 

These are some of the major distortiais in the public image of prisons, 

for these prisons normally depart from this mcnolithic model. Cressey has 

pointed out that "as basic concepts of prison purposes and :institutional 

management have changed new activities have been added to the :institutional 

operatiai, but without first being integrated with the earlier forms of 

administrative structures11 • 12 Consequently, there is a group of employees 

who maintain custody over prisaiers, another group supervises inmates in 

their work activities, and the third group endeavors to rehabilitate the 

prisoners. In this sense, we do have a complex bureaucratic structure 

with a divisiC8.1 of labor, specilizatiai of task, etc., but the ratiC8.1ality 

of such a model disappears when we note the number of defects that are 

built right into the formal organizatiai of prisons.13 

One defect, frequently observed, is the assumption that mandates 

issued from above will be followed with unquestiC8.1ed loyalty by lower 

ranking staff members. Another defect is the way in which decision

making authority is distributed in a bureaucratic organizatiC8.1. Authority 
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is centralized in the top adm:inistrative positions and the subordinate 

staff members do not participate in making any significant policy decisions. 

Yet these low level employees are supposed to enforce rules and carry out 

adm:inistrative dire~tivea that are based on those policy decisions. For 

this reason, the guard in the traditicnal prison is almost as powerless 

and alienated from adm:inistration as are his captives. Another defect that 

has been documented by the organiza.ticm.al research rests in the fact that 

correctional institutions exist to perpetuate themselves.14 Prison 

adm:inistratian is greatly concerned with maintenance problems and the 

majority of decisions are made from this perspective. It has caused prison 

structures to become very rigid and ncm.receptive to the desirable structural 

changes. This fact contributes to the rise of the informal society of 

prisoners within the penal institutions. 

Prisons are not as autocratic in wielding power and control over 

inmates as they are ma.de to appear. The basic problem stems from the 

fact that inmates are not in these institutions voluntarily and they do 

not accord legitimacy to official norms or to the goals of the organiza.tiai. 

This poses a serious problem. Gibbons points out that an autocratic control 

over the hostile and uncooperative inmates could be obtained by using force 

and they could be maintained under caiditions of anomie and demoralizatiai.15 

But the priscn officials are required to :minimize the physical and social 

isol~tian of inmates and also refrain fran physicalJ..y abusing or coercing 

prisoners as a result of the recent humanitarian movement of penal reforms. 

Constant surveillance of prisoners by correctiaial officers in order to 

detect rule violations is not possible because the physical structure of 

priscn itself does not faciliate simple marl.toring of :inmates from one . 

central location. And a relatively small guard force cannot effectively 
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supervise a large number of inmates. 

For these reasms, prisons might be accurately def:ined as partially 

disorganized.16 They exhibit less than complete organizational consensus 
I 

am.mg employees, and they tend to show a defective canmunicatim pattern. 

As the orders move down a chain of conmiand to guards where orders are 

implemented, distorticns frequEntly occur :in the message flow, particularly 

:in the f~edback of explanatims to low ranking staff members. Consequently, 

prisons, includ:ing treatment oriented models show a degree of guard 

alienation. Cressey has devoted a good deaJ. of attentim to an organizat

iaial dilemma faced by modern prisms.17 In treatment-oriented :institutions, 

guards are supposed to becane the theraputic agents and help in off ender 

therapy. They can contribute to therapy by being receptive, passive, re-

laxed and by not "doing a.nything11 that would be harmf'ul to the process 

of rehabilitation. But even in these :institutions where the administrative 

authority is decentralized and the role-conflict among various staff groups 

is minimized, some of the "old" organizatiaiaJ. problems still persist. 

Here we find a similar lack of cooperation among certain employee groups. 

These employees usually are the veterans of "old order11 , and they fail to 

see offenders as "sick11 people and therefore :in need of treatment. They 

feel more comfortable with the traditiaial custodial. system :in which the 

guards are required to carry out only the custodial. functions. Since 

there is no clear-cut format which spells out the exact nature of the 

effective therapy programs that would operate within the ;Lim:its of the 
. ' 

:institutiaiaJ. security, nru.~ cc;mfusion and meas:iness prevails in the 
I . 

treatment-type prisons. The ambiguous definitiais of tasks al.so cause 

some employees, like guards, to f e!ll alienated and some others, like 

soc:l.aJ. workers and case workers, ~o assmne the res~onsibility of being 



protectors and rescurers of inmates and thereby becondng vulnerable to the 

influence of manipulative inmates.18 

Prisaier Management Teclmiaues 

One commonly used technique contrived for the control of uncooperative 

inmates has been to urge them to put themselves in voluntary isolation 

from other convicts, to 11 do their own time0 , and to pursue incentives and 

privileges as rewards for conformity. But deprivation of privileges tend 

to have little effect within the harsh envira:unent of penal institution. 

Incentives, such as reductiai of sentence for good behavior, have been 

redefined by the prisoners as "rights11 rather than as rewards. Generally, 

prison administratiai will tamper with good time credits cnly in extreme 

cases.19 

In a classic solution to the problem of keeping peace with and among 

the uncooperative inmates there develops a form of 11 corruptian of authority" 

in a max:i..nrum security prisan. 20 Che form of corruption of authority 

manifests itself in the development of the informal 11 subrosa11 ties between 

inmates and administrators. This arrangement is considered as illegitimate 

and improper in the caitext of the f ormaJ. definitions of prison procedures. 

Prison "elites" enter into informal. relationships with the administrative 

staff which provides inmate leaders or "good inmates" with many special 

privileges in terms of work assignments, easy access to privileged 

conmrunicaticns, and relatively few restrictiais an movement within the 

institutiai. In return, these "leaders" take over the job of correcting 

other inmates into minimally disruptive behavior. In other words, inmate 

leaders are covertly aided in their efforts to establish control over 

other less powerful inmates. The wave of prison riots in the 1950' s was 
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attributable, in part at least, to attempts by some prison administrators 

to weaken inmate leaders' positions and to neutralize their influence in 

order to create a favorable treatment enviraunent within some institutions. 21 

A second form of corruption of authority pertains to inmate-guard 

relationships in which the guard obtains a measure of cooperation and 

obediance from inmates by his discretionary actions. A guard realizes that 

the use of force in day-to-day management of inmates is self-defeating. 

Sykes notes that the guard is under pressure to achieve a smoothly rl.llliling 

tour of duty not with the "stick" but with the "carrot. 1122 He earns the 

inmates' conformity by overloold.ng some inmate conduct infractions and in 

return the inmates are obliged to cooperate in maintaining proper order. 

In the formal administration of the day-to-day prison operation these 

informal ties come to play an important role. The inmate leaders who receive 

convert support from the prison staff in wielding control over the rest of 

the prison inmates have much influence over the type or informal social 

system that would emerge in any one prison. Mccorkle and Kom have found 

that the prison officials exercise far less actual authority over individual 

inmates than does the informal social system. 23 They state: 

"This fact becomes apparent when the punitive and 
coercive resources of inmates and officials are 
compared. More important, the psychological damage 
capable of being done by inmates is much greater 
than that which officials are able to inflict. 
Punishment by officials is frequently a source of 
status and prestige. 11 24 

The other theoretical approach deals specifically with the community 

of prisoners which is characterized as having its own social structure, 

role systems, normative systems and value orientations. Some of these 

studies have implications for administrative policies while others have 

come up with propositions conceming the effect of the prison canununity 
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an both the institutional and post-institutional behavior of inmates. 

Hayner and Ash have described prisaner conummity as a social group 

developed by the outcasts of the larger society. 25 They believe that 

the organizatiai of prisoner camnunity is primarily an economic arrange-

ment devoted to obtaining goals and services denied by the administration. 

But this organizatim also addresses to the common problem of adjustment 

faced by all the inmates as they enter the institution. Schrag has pointed 

out the existence Of an unofficial social system that originates within 

the institution and regulates inmate caiduct with respect to many focal 

issues such as length of sentence, relations among prisoners, caitact with 
26 staff members and other civilians, food, sex and health among others. 

The prisaier contra-culture, a term denoting the inmate social system 

with its special canduct norms, describes the associaticn pattern among 

inmates, their professed values and attitudes and the collective resistance 

shm.n to staff-imposed treatment and training programs.27 The prisaier 

comnunity with its peculiar contra-culture, its camivings, perversians 

and exchange of crime techniques "reinforces those behavior tendancies 

which society wishes to prevent11 .28 In other words, the principal 

consequence of membership in a prisaner conununity is prisanization, a 

socialization process first identified by Donald Clemmer and which is at 

work within the inmate community. He described the impact of imprisonment 

an inmates in terms of prisonizatiai, "the taking an, in greater or lesser 

degree, of the folkways, mores, customs and general culture of the 

penitentiary11 .29 According to Clemmer, this process resulted in the 

replacement of the inmate's caiventimal values with another set of 

values oriented tOW'ard the criminal subculture. <:nee the values of the 

prison canmunity were internalized by the inmate, he was relatively 



impervious to the influence of conventional values. He stated that the 

extent of prisarl.zation was inversely related to success in adjustment 

following the inmate's release from prison.JO Clennner stressed the fact 

that the prisonization was almost a "universal feature" of the penitentiary; 

and therefore, the question was its degree, not its existence. Prisoners 

who manifested a low degree of prisonizatiai were those who continued 

their relationships with their families and friends on the outside, 

those who resisted taking over the inmate code and cooperated with the 

staff, those who did not involve themselves in primary group relatiaiships 

within the prison connnunity, those whose stay in prison was of short dura-

tiai, and those who resisted sexual relationships and gambling activities 

with other inmates.31 This whole issue of prisonizatim is central to the 

development of the present research project and it will be dealt with in 

rather full detail in the last part of this chapter. 

!nmate Code 

One camn.cn but exaggerated view of convicts is that they are an 

aggregate of persons, all standing in opposition to the administrative 

regime. Thus Sykes and Messinger have described an "inmate code" of 

t . . t" d . t . b l" d t . t . all . 32 norma ive prescrip ions an i is e ieve o exi.s in prisms. 

The code provides a raticnalization for criminal behavior; solution for 

getting scarce goods and services are made lmown; and methods of dealing 

with the staff and for interacting with fellow inmates are detailed. 

Thus the code provides a philosophy for 11do:ing time" and the inmate 

social organizaticn provides mechanisms implementing the maxims of the 

code. The conduct definiticns contained in the code center around 

directives to refrain fran. interfering with inmate interests, to avoid 
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quarrels and conflicts w.i.th other prisoners, to be strong :in the face 

of administrative pressure and punishment and to never squeal on other 

inmates. The model convict, the "right guy11 as defined by this code 

differs distinctly from the staff version of the "good :inmate11 • 

Several theoretical explanations have been advanced to account 

for the emergence of the inmate code. Sykes and Messinger maintain that 

the most likely e.xplanatiai is functional in which the code is seen as 

serv:ing to reduce the "pains of imprisonment" found in custodial type 

institutiais.32 The pains of imprisonment include the deprivation of 

liberty, goods and services, heterosexual relations and personal autonOiey" 

and security, all of which are believed to cause much psychological pa.in 

to inmates. The authors postulate that the pains of imprisonment become 

less severe "as the population of prisoners moves in the direction of 

solidarity.~s demanded by the inmate code11 .34 Accordingly, this explana

tion of the :inmate code sees inmate behavior rooted in the conditions of 

confinement. In Goffma:n's words, "these pains of deprivation lead to 

an establishment of a social system mitigating against the process of 

degradation, mortification of self, depersonalization and anomie11 .35 
Mccorkle and Kom have advanced a compatible thesis which holds that 

the :inmate code and priscner solidarity in opposition to the authority 

permits the inmate to "reject his rejector11 • 36 The authors state, "In 

many ways, the inmate social system may be viewed as providing a way of 

life which enables inmates to avoid the devastating psychological effects 

of internalizing and converting social rejection into self-rejectionH.3? 

Schrag also talks about the various roles that inmates play in the institu-

tion arising out of the pa.ins of deprivation and constituting the inmate 

social system to which the new inmates mu.st adapt. The rules and maxims 
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covering these adaptations ccnstitute code. New inmates find information 

available from inmate "politicians" and scarce goods that are available 
38 

from inmate 11merchants". 

Street et al also support the problem solving model of informal 

inmate social organizaticn. But it is believed that the g~eral character-

istics and fl.ll1cticns of informal groups vary with the larger organizational 

ccntext. In a comparative study of several juvenile institutions, Street 

f 01.U1d that a variaticn in organizaticnal goals gave rise to differences 

in inmate orientations and characteristic of inmate group.39 

Recent systematic research efforts such as the Wheeler and Garabedian 

studies of socialization in prison, make clearly explicit the fact, implied 

in many other research efforts, that inmate attachment to oppositicnal 

groups and culture varies. The 11 solidary opposition" accol.ll1t fails to 

consider adequately the ccnsequences for inmate social system with the 

introducticn of modern treatment ideology. This explanation also fails 

to take into account the important differences between juvenile and adult 

institutions including the relatively short stay, prestuned lesser crimina-

lity of the juveniles and the possibility that many of the severe depriva-

ticns and degradation in the adult correctional institutions where men 

are treated like children, may not be so degrading in the juvenile 

instituticn.40 It is also true that in explaining the emergence of solidary 

inmate subculture, in terms of its fl.ll1ctional utility to alleviate its 

members deprivations and degradation, some researchers have failed to 

take into account the effects of varying levels of deprivations found in 

varying levels of custody grading. 41 

Wheeler has shown that solid.ary opposition posed to the staff is 
42 

more apparent than real. His data shows that prisoners judge other 
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inmates to be more hostile to treatment and other institutiai.al activities 

than they are in fact. Wheeler postulates that the discrepency between 

private sentiments and estimates of group view appear to be related to 

the greater visibility of the most anti-social persai.s in prisan.43 

Schrag notes that the inmate community is comprised of a number of roles 

played by the inmates with respect to each of the "focal issues", and a1l 

of which were not oriented to the inmate code. But he also observed that 

the roles called 11 right guys" and square John" could be classified accord-

ing to the inmate code. According to Schrag, the "right guys" or the 

anti-social J.runates perceive role requirements in terms of the norms of 

the prisoner society, or they could be classified as highly prisanized. 

By cai.trast, the "square Jahns" .or pro-social inmates perceive role 

requirements in accordance with the prison's official system, or they could 

be defined as not prisai.ized, or else significantly less so.44 Garabedian 

cai.clud.ed from his research f:indings that are consistent with the reports 

of Clermn.er and Wheeler that inmates are socialized in varying degrees and 

rates, :indicating a differential inq:lact of the prison culture an its 

participants, but the data also suggested that the po:int of heaviest inq:lact 

varies with different role types; the early phase being important for 

"dings11 , the middle period for "right guys" and "square Johns", and the 

late phase for "outlaws".45 

Thus there are a number of studies which have prompted consideration 

of other factors in accotm.ting for prisoner behavior during and after his 

instituticnal stay. These theoretical statements stress the important 

belief that prisoner behavior is rooted in more than just the conditions 

of confmement. They support the "diffusiai." interpretation or the 

"importatiai" model of the inmate code. They advance the propositiai. that 
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tlio .iw111.1.t" corlo ex:i.cts in prisoc1, in part, because some in.....""lates bring it 

into the instituticn from rutside. 

A supporting evidence for the diffusicn interpretation of :inmate 

code comes from Wheeler's findings of his Scandinavian prison study. These 

findings show that the pains of irnprisaunent are f 01.md in those priscns 

but there is no clear cut parallel to the inmate code or the prisoner 

solidary opposition observed in American priscns.46 Wheeler interprets 

this fact in terms of the cultural differences found in different societies. 

Most prisoners in Scandinavian institutions enter from a society which 

ccntains a lower incidence of anti-authority attitudes than in the United 

States. Despite his emphasis cn prisonizaticn of the new comers, Clennner 

noted that the degree of conformity to prison expectations depends, in part, 

an prior outside conditions. Schrag has collected data on both preprison 

experiences and priscn experiences of prisoners and has tried to relate 

the actions of :inmates to the broader comnunity as well as to the forces 

that are more indigenous to prisons themselves. His research findings 

show that anti-social inmates or right guys are usually from the lower 

class background with lengthy prior criminal records and previous institut-

ional commitments, whereas prosocial inmates or square Johns are often 

devoid of any prior criminal patterns and no history of previous incarcera

tian. 47 These propositions are often cited to question the validity of the 

"pains of imprisonment" hypothesis. It is believed that the first offenders 

and situational criminals or the square Johns would be the mes who will be 

most traumatized by the deprivations of prison life. en the other hand, 

recidivism-prone, crime-wise prisoners should be the least likely candidates 

t . . t . tal . t' 48 o experience prison sen ence as a severe socie reJec ion. 

The diffusianist explanation maintains that the adoption of inmate 
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code by certa:in off enders is the contmuation mside the walls of a pattern 

of "rejection of rejectors" which originated at a .rrru.ch earlier pomt :in 

their career. In many cases the po:int of origin lies :in the early 

experience with police, juvenile courts and other societal :institutions. 

It also seems possible that elements of inmate code represent :institution 

manifestations of hostility to police and other attitudes which are wide

spread :in the lower classes of society. Qi the other hand, the first 

offender experiences the pa:ins of imprisonment and societal rejection, 

but his pre-prison experiences and his mvol vement with pro-social 

reference groups outside the walls serves to :insulate him from develop:ing 

any serious loyalty to the inmate code. In addition, :insofar as the 

situational offender is a novice in crime, he is not likely to be accept

ed by the anti-social inmates jn priscn. Mccorkle and Korn point out that 

the inmate s,ocial system is most supportive and protective to those 

inmates who are most criminally acculturated and conversely, most threa-

tening and disruptive to those 'Whose loyalties and personal identifica

ticns are still with a naicriminal world.49 

Irwin and Cressey feel that the ''mdigenous origm" notion has been 

over emphasized and that the observers have overlooked the dramatic effect 

that external behavior patterns have on the conduct of inmates :in any 

given prison. They add, n ••• a clear understanding of :inmate conduct 

cannot be obtained simply by view:ing 11prison culture" or "inmate culture11 

as an isolated system springing solely fran the conditions of imprisaunent 11 .50 

They conclude that the total set of relationships called "inmate society" 

is a response derived from a combmaticn of great many determ:inants 

includlllg certa:in problems posed by impriscnment and inmates' external 

experiences.51 Giallombardo does not believe the fi.mctional theory which 
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eJqJla:ins hanosexuality in the adult male prisons as an adjustment to the 

deprivations of imprisonment can explain the inmate social system in the 

female prisons. Based ai Giallombardo's study of the female prison, she 

pointed out some basic differences in homosexual patterns of male and 

fema.le prism canmunities. She states, "general features of American 

society with respect to the cultural definitiais and content of male and 

female roles are brought :into the prison setting and function to determine 

the direction and focus of irunate cultural system11 .52 

Gruninger, Hayner and Akers developed a causal model with the 

assumption that there is a causal linkage between criminal background 

and prisoner role adaptatims. In addition, the role adaptation a 

prisoner makes upon admissic:n is asstml.ed, in turn, to determine his pro

fessed attitudes, the imputation of attitudes to other ~tes and the 

prison climate he observes, the ways in which the individual i~ structured 

~, into the inmate group, and the participation in staff initiated programs. 53 

Causal linkage between background factors and roles, and between roles and 

normative alienation (prisc:nization) was anticipated. Various measures 

of deprivations and time factors were expected to modify the original 

relationships. Results of their study showed that the background factors 

appeared to be a more crucial element in creating role identifications and 

normative alienatian than did deprivatian levels. 54 

Eventhough there is a general agreement among the prison researchers 

about the existence of irunate code in all types of prisons, there is still 

some arguement as to how those particular sets of values come into being. 

The source of irunate code has some very important implications not only 

for the adm:inistrat.ive policy decisions but also for the effective 

applicatiai of the various rehabilitative techniques. .Another important 
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aspect of the inmate cu).ture, directly releverit to this paper, is the 

inmate participatim in such a culture which ts believed to be followed 

by the change of attitudes and vaJ.ues in the anti-social directim en the 

part of the inmate populatim. The priecnized attitudes form a formidable 

block to the rehabilitative programs spmsored by the priscn staff and 

are usually ccntra-productive to the inmate's success Cl1 parole after his 

release fran the institutim. Prisonizatim, therefore, shc:uld be studied 

within the context of what so far has been known about the inmate orientat-

ions and adaptation modes in priscn. 

Major Hypotheses 

As stated earlier, the present study endevours to reexamine sane of 

the propositicns cmcernirtg the theory of priscnization as originally 

advanced by Clenmer (1940) and later modified by Wheeler (1961). The 

principal independent variables are the outside contacts and the inside 

contacts of an inmate. other equally important variables under consideration 

include levels of deprivatiai, time factor (including prison career phase) 

and criminal maturity. Four major hypotheses, derived from the existing 

literature oo prisonizatiai, will be investigated through the analyses of 

the present data-set. The principal hypotheses are as follows: 

1.1. The degree and extent of prisooizatioo is a 
function of the quality and the amount of outside 
i'amilial and social caitacts maintained by an 
inmate during his incarceration. There appears to 
be an inverse relatiaiship between positive out
side ties and priscnized attitudes of inmates. 

1.2. An inmates sub-cultural ties within prison or 
his involvement with other inmates generally implies 
acceptance of anti-social or prisanized attitudes 
en the part of the inmate. · 



2.1. As the time spent in an institutim in
creases, inmate's outside ties tend to become 
weak. And there is a correspcndjng increase 
m priscnized attitudes and in the number of 
friendships formed amcng inmates. 

2.2. The extent or priscnized attitudes and the 
number of social ties formed within the prison 
vary during the three phases of the inmate's 
institutional career. Incidence of each of 
these two indicators will be quite low during 
the early phase, with a noticeable increase 
through the middle phase and becoming somewhat 
lower agam during the late phase of the inmate's 
institutional career. 

3. Criminal maturity will influence the degree 
and extent of priscnizaticn of an in.mate. The 
prof essicnal criminal type will tend to be devoid 
of positive social ties and he, therefore, would 
be more likely to hold priscnized attitudes than 
the novice or the first time or the situational 
offender. 

4. The vary:ing levels of deprivation determines 
the type of in.mate culture that would emerge in 
any given institution. Severely depriving instiJ. 
tutian with its strict limitatim en the.outside 
contacts would cause inmates to form a solidary 
opposition to the stall and to the conventional 
value system. 
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The following discussion pertains to the literature an the concept 

of prisonization and the various factors that are believed to be quite 

~ortant in terms of their influence en the process of prisonization. 

The ccncept of prisaiizatiai itself and the related factors are operation-

ally defined in terms of their relevance to the major hypotheses under 

mvestigatim. 

Definitiai Of Factors Associated With Prisonizaticn 

Prisanizatim 

Earlier the concept of prisanizatim was defined and introduced as 
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a major caisequence resulting from inmate p~icipatiai in prisai contra-

culture or the inmate social qstem. whose codes, norms, dogma and ieyth 

stressed loyalty to other :inmates and opposition to the prison staff. The 

net result of the process of prisanization was the internalization of 

criminal outlook, leaving the "prisonized.11 persai relatively inn:nune to the 

infiuence of a conventiaiai value system. Clenrner felt that the extent of 

prisonization was inversely related to success in adjustment following the 

inmate's release fran prisai. 55 Beyond the "universal features" of 

incarceratiai that affected each prisaier, there were other conditions 

that :i.nfiuenced both the speed and degree of prisonization. Thus the 

degree of prisanization was said to be lowest for those inmates who had 

"positive" and "socialized" relatimships during prepenal life, those who 

continued their positive relatimships with persms outside the walls, 

those who had only brief exposure to the i.miversal features of imprisonment, 

and those who refused to affiliate with inmate primary groups.56 Clennner 

believed that the most crucial factor a.moo.g all the rest was the degree of 

primary group attachment of an inmate while in prison. 

According to many students of prism organization, this account of 

socialization process bears mu.ch similarity with Southerland's theory of 

"differential associaticn". Variables affecting the degree of prisonizatioo. 

refiect the same infiuences Southerland noted - .the frequency, duratim, 

priority, and intensity or contact with crim:i.nal patterns. The theory 

of prisanizatioo. is believed to be incomplete since it only accounts for 

the process of transmissim of the culture and does not explain why the 

culture is there to be transmitted. Sykes and Messinger have criticized 
i 

the theory on the grounds that it fails to account for the origin of the 

inmate culture. 57 
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Prisonization is conceived as the dependent variable in the present 

study and is measured in terms of the attitude index, where priscners were 

asked to state their solutioo to various hypothetical prison situations, 

and in terms of the climate index that measured an inmate's assessment of 

the solutions he felt other prisQ'lers would have offered to the same 

situations.58 Other indicators of prisonization such as the IIl8!1Iler of 

leisure time associatiQ'l, leadership patterns and the extent of partici

pation in staff-sponsored activities are also relevent to measure the 

extent of anti-social and anti-staff orientation. 

For the purpose of this study, it is assumed that the important 

factor influencing the degree and extent of prisonizatian is the nature 

and extent of inmate's contact with people in the outside community. 

other equally important factor influencing prisooizatian, the extent of 

~ inmate's involvement with other irunates within prison, will be used to 

det~rnrl.ne if the positive outside orientatian of an inmate would mean 

less involvement in irunate group affiliation. The time phase, length 

of the sentence, deprivation levels, and prior social and criminal history 

will be used in order to reevaluate propositions of prisonizatiai offered 

by Clemmer, Wheeler, and others. 

Outside Cmtacts 

Clemmer stressed two factors that he felt were important in determining 

the lowest degree of prisonizatian - a fairly stable personality rein

forced by positive and socialized relationships during prepenal life and 

continued positive relationships with persons outside the walls. It is 

assumed that the outside attachments may have a kind of holding power 

whereby inmates would not feel the need to look to other fellow inmates 
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for satisfactory persai.al relationships. There is a general belief that 

prisonization might be inversely related to a positive relationship with 

liranediate family and other supportive contacts. Clennner found that when 

the memories of prepenal experience cease to be satisfying or practically 

useful, a barrier to prisonization has been removed.59 According to 

Sandhu, prisonizatian "is a function of availability of satisfactory 

attachments outside the prison11 • 60 Wheeler, after studying the Scandinavian 

prisons, concluded that prison socialization of inmates is determined by 

the "nature of social ties its members have had with the outside world 

and the nature of the outside world itself 11 • 61 Wheeler also found that 

there was very little inmate cohesion among the prisoners :in Scandinavian 

prisons and there was no evidence of prison jargm, clique or the oppositiai. 

to the staff. He thus contends that prison society is a reflection of the 

larger society. Sandhu makes a strong case for the outside positive 

attachments and the maintenance of familial bands when he relates his 

observations of the Asian priscns. According to Sandhu, an Asian prisoner, 

cam:ing from a f amilistic society often times maintains familial orientatiai 

and frequently f:inds support and helpful attitudes on the part of his family 

and friends. 62 

Sykes notes that many inmates in the New Jersey State Prison found 

their links w.i.th persons in the free community weakening as months and 

years pass by. After examining the visiting records of a random sample 

of inmate population, covering appraxi.mately a one year period, he 

discovered that 41 percent of the prisoners received no visits from. the 

outside world. 63 Most of the penal institutiais are located far away from 

the populatim centers, and the distance and expense become critical 

factors in determining how often a family of an inmate can make the trip. 
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Letters received from the fam:ily members and friends remain to be the 

only access for inmates to the outside world, but as it was mentioned 

earlier, the number of letters that are received by an inmate become 

minimal as the time spent in the institutioo. increases. Glaser noted a 

U-shaped pattern of prisanizatian respaise while examining the relaticn

ship between the reference group orientation and institutional career 

phase. His finding indicates that the proportion of inmates who expected 

post-release assistance mainly from parents and siblings was constant 

during most of the confinement, but increased slightly near release; 

ru the other hand, the proportiru of those who expected help mainly from 

their wives decreased as imprisonment progressed, reflecting an increased 

number of marriages breaking during the husband's confinement. 64 

The outside contact is used as one of the independent variables in 

the present study. It is measured in terms of inmates' communication 

(letters, visits) with the reference group outside prism walls. The high 

or the low amolll'lt of outside contact, it is believed, would have the effect 

on inmates' readiness to form prism alliances which in turn would determine 

their prison-adaptation mode. It is also asS1.Ulled that the involvement of 

inmates with other fellow inmates, the time element, the deprivatiai level 

and the criminal maturity would influence to some extent the original 

relationship between inmates' outside crutact and their holding of the 

antisocial attitudes. 

Inside Contacts 

According to Clenuner, a readiness and a capacity for integration into 

a prison primary group and a blind acceptance of the inmate code and the 

general inmate culture are the two most influential factors that contribute 
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cent of the short term inmates and 17 percent of the long termers belonged 

to a primary group. 65 Glaser, in his study of several Federal institutions, 

grouped prisoners on the basis of friendship and found that about 21} per

cent made several friends; 38 percent made a few friends; and about 17 per

cent knew many inmates but they were not close friends with them; and 

about 20 percent or so tried to keep to themselves. 66 The common findings 

from these two studies about the nature of inmate grouping indicates 

that a relatively large number of prison inmates, varying from one-third 

to one-half, are ungrouped or only marginally attached to a cohesive 

group. 

To test Clemmer' s central theme that the degree of prisonization 1·rill 

vary according to the degree of involvement in the informal life of the 

inrnate community, t-Jheeler used two items to tap the extent of irmate 

involvement. One item reflects the extensiveness of involvement in 

terms of a number of close friendships established with other inmates' 

and the second item reflects the intensity of involver~1ent by ascertaining 

the degree to which inmates spend their free time with other :inmates or 

by themselves. The results thus obtained supported Clenuner' s proposition 

that both the speed and the degree of prisonization are a function of 

informal inmate involvement.67 

How does social involvement of an inmate and his attitudes and values 

relate? Wheeler suggests that rather than thinkine of one of these 

variables as an effect of the other, a more appropriate model of their 

interaction in the prison corrnnunity might stress the structural incompati

ibility of beine; both highly involved with inmates and attitudinal conforrnt3r 

to staff expectations. The dominant normative value of the :inmate social 
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system is strongly opposed to that of the staff. Wheeler, therefore, 

theorizes that inmates who would like to have inmate friends and would 

also like to conform to the conventional norms face a "real and vivid" 

role conflict.68 This conflict becanes more acute and intense as the 

length of time spent in the prison increases. Inmates resolve this 

conflict by either giving up close association with other inmates or by 

a shift in attitude. In either case, Wheeler adds, polarization of 

nminvolved conformists and involved nonconformists would occur, so that 

"one group of inmates becane progressively prisonized, the other progress

ively isolated". 69 His data shows that the move is in the direction of 

nonconformity. First, it is believed that in the close custody prisons, 

the negative inmate culture exerts pressure on both the staff and the 

inmates and it also appears to suppress the formation of solidary ties 

ammg the conforming inmates.70 Secondly, the social climate of the 

close custody prison provides for the anti-social and asocial inmates a 

higher social status and involves them more frequently in patterns of 

friendship and position of leadership.71 Thus the values held by these 

anti-social elements are more apparent and are believed to be the "norm" 

of the inmate populatim at large. A pluralistic ignorance, therefore, 

operates to restrain even the initial seeking out of like-minded individuals. 

Four factors are identified by Irwin as determinants of group 

affiliation among convicts: preprism identity, the prism adaptatim 

mode, the ties between the individual and other cmvicts, and the racial 

and ethnic identity.72 Schrag points out that the normative orientations 

of prison inmates are importantly related to their patterns of social 

participation. He adds that in general, inmates "are selectively responsive 

to those segments of their society that reinforce their own standard of 
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judgement and provide continuity of experience11 .73 He also felt that the 

l)Jl'l01lJ'1t, of cmt-,act, may not be as important as the quality of relationships, 

~ud1 a~; 1':r-iendship, a.rdmoeity, or leader-follower patterns. Major findings 

fran his socianetric study indicate that members of every social type, 

except one, selected their friends most frequently from their own social 

type. It was the prosocial ''square John" who expressed a slight preference 

for pseudosocial friends over his choice of prosocial friends. 74 The same 

study reported the high frequency with which asocial inmates were identified 

as leaders by other inmates. 

With respect to the informally def:ined social types and roles, 

Wheeler finds that the dimensiai of caiformity and involvement also point 

to the similar behavior patterns. He points out the involved noncooformists 

are roughly equivant to the "right guy" (Schrag) and to the role of "real 

man" (Sykes). Inmates who receive outside support from families and friends 

do not have a greater need for the inmate friendships and thus can remain 

relatively noninvolved conformists or "square Johns". The larger number 

of inmates who are nonconformists but who remain relatively unaffiliated 

with inmate primary groups are a heterogeneous group, being composed in 

part of those variously labeled as outlaws, toughs, ball busters, etc., 

and in part of those less strfring figures who are unable to establish 

strong ties with other inmates even though desirous of such friendships. 

The latter types are what Cloward has refered to as "double failures 11 • 75 

The inside contact is used as the other independent variable. The 

inside contacts are measured by the extensiveness of inmate's involvement 

in terms of the frequency with which he talked to other inmates during the 

day, week or month, and the intensity of such involvement is measured by 

ascertaining the degree to which he spends his free time with other inmates 
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or whether he prefers to keep to himself. There are two other items which 

try to tap the information on inmate preference in selecting other inmates 

over staff when it can.es to seeking assistance. The other factors of 

prisatlzatiai are also used as controls in conjunction with the inside 

contact to determine whether there is any change in the original relationship 

between the extent of inmate's inside involvement and his holding of anti-

social attitudes. 

Time Factor 

Wheeler notes that Clemmer concentrated merely on the process of 

induction into prism conmrunity and had little to say about changes that 

might occur as inmates neared the time for release. He feels that Clemmer' s 

proposition that prisarl.zation is an important determinant of parole 

adjustment is obviously based on assumption that the process observed 

during the early and middle phases of incarceration continue until the 

inmate is paroled.76 By introducing the noticn of institutional 11 career 

phase" or the time remaining to be served, Wheeler takes into account the 

concept of "anticipatory socializaticn",77 a preparatory respcnse that 

frequently precedes an actual change in group membership which in a prison 

situatiai happens when an :inmate gets ready to move from prison to a 

broader society. Wheeler offers a phase of :institutional career as a 

factor highly related to the degree of prisonization. His data confirmed 

that normative prisanizatiai proceeded not ally in a linear fashion but also 

in a "U-shaped" fashiai. 78 

Wheeler theorizes that fran. the inmate's perspective the length of 

time remaining to be served may be the most crucial temporal aspect. It 

seems that many inmates know by heart the precise number of months, weeks, 
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and days until their parole date arrives. Thus, Wheeler feels that the 

above observation has important implication in studying the effects of the 

time spent in prison since such a temporal fra.m?- of reference could have 

specific psychological and social meaning. 79 

In analyzing the relationship between conformity to staff expectations 

(or degree of prisonization) and t:iJne remaining, Wheeler divided the prison 

term into three phases: early phase, the first six months; middle phase, 

more than six moo.tbs served but more than six months remaining to be 

served; and late phase, less than six mcnths remaining to be served. He 

observed two trends. First, the percentage of inmates showing low conformity 

to staff expectations increased from the early phase through the middle 

phase to the late phase. This was the priscnization process as explained 

by Clemmer. Second, there was a U-shaped distribution with regard to 

high conformity. Those in the early phase showed high cmformity, those 

in the middle phase showed medium to low conformity, and those in the late 

phase again showed high conformity. OO Wheeler explains the above pattern 

of inmate-response as the shedding of inmate culture by an inmate when once 

a.gain he reorients h:iJnself toward the values of the outside world in 

preparation for leav:ing prison. 

Wheeler's D·-shaped distributioo of conformity to staff expectations 

was used to explain the emergence of the inmate code. He explains that 

the inmate code develops to mitigate the pains of imprisaunent. He noted 

that the irunate code would be accepted to the greatest extent at the point, 

·where prison experience was most severe, during the middle phase of the 

institutiooal career. 81 

Wellford, in his reevaluaticn study of the factors affecting adoptia:i 

of inmate code found that Wheeler's concepticn of the relaticnship between 
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time and degree of prisanization is correct but his deprivational theory 

of adoption of inmate code is not sound. 82 Wellford believes that the 

degree of normative prisonizaticn is affected by both situational elements, 

the depriving nature of the institution and an actor characteristic, the 

criminal social type. 83 Atchley and McCabe attempted to replicate Wheeler's 

findings concerning U-shaped cmformity to staff expectations by inmates 

during the three phases of their instituticnal career. Their study found 

no eVidence to sustain either Clemrner's or Wheeler's theories concerning 

the development of prisonization. These writers suggest that the future 

research m this topic should take into account several other factors such 

as the importance of reference groups, influence of staff orientaticn, 

physical plant, prior inmate characteristics and inmate social types for 

the development of the inmates' patterns of interaction and prisonization.84 

Garabedian's findings were ccnsistent with those advanced by Clermner 

and Wheeler. It was found that inmates were socialized in varying degrees 

and rates indicating a diff ere:itial impact of prison culture on its 

participants. His data also supports the notion that the point of heaviest 

impact varies with the different role types; the early phase being important 

for dings, the middle for the right guys and square Johns and the late 

phase for the outlaws. The evidence on reported contacts amcng inmates 

provided an indirect test of the social processes that might be linked to 

the various role types and which might be responsible for the observed 

patterns of adjustment. According to Garabedian, the process of isolaticn 

and involvement operate at different time periods of confinement. He states 

that isolation appears to be the dominant process during the early career 

phase, even among the politicians and the right guys. The tendency for the 

inmate to become involved during the middle phase suggests that pressures 
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toward involvement are stroo.ger and more keenly felt at that period when 

the inmates are furthest removed from the free community. However, the 

process of involvement may take different forms such as with either inmates 

or staff members or with both. But it is observed that involvement oo.ly 

with staff, with the excluai.m of inmates, occurs very infrequently even 
85 

among those inmates who might be expected to exhibit this tendency. 

Garrity, based oo. the data on parole adjustment, found no support 

for the general cantentim that extended exposure to the prism connnunity 

decreased the chances of successful adjustment an parole. 86 His general 

observation was that property offenders corresponded most closely to the 

expectations developed from the cC11cept of prisonization, that individuals 

who were most stable appeared to be negatively affected by prolaiged 

incarceratim, and that individuals who were relatively unstable appeared 

to be positively affected by prolonged incarceration. Garrity also 

devised an objective measure for the Schrag role types, using the social 

and criminal background of the offender, his prosocial and anti-social 

values as measured by hypothetical situations and value statements, and 

his association pattems and role played in prisC11. All these variables, 

making up a social type, were shown to be related to post-release performance. 

It was observed that the time served in prison had a different effect on 

various social types. It was found that the "square Johns11 have a low 

parole violatiai rate, and the time served has little effect en it; 

the 11right guy" has a decreasing violation rate as the time served increases; 

the "outlaw'' has high violatiai rate, unaffected by time served; the 

11politician" has an increasing violation rate as the time served is increased. 

It becomes obvious from above discussion that time served in prison does 

not have an uniform effect upm the various social types; some types are 
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immune to criminalistic influence in prison; others become prisanized 

and more antisocial; still another type seendngly undergoes some change and 

learns to stay out of prison.eJ? 

In the present study both time dimensicns are used to evaluate the 

basic propositions of prisanization advanced by Wheeler, and most importantly 

to measure the amount of outside ccntacts through various phases of an 

institutional career and its effect on the degree of prisonization. 

Levels Of Deprivation 

It is assumed that the differing conditicns of deprivatiais existing 

in various prisons affect the process of prisanization in general and the 

adoption of an inmate code by an inmate in particular. Since inmates' 

antisocial responses arise out of the pains of imprisorunent imch, :1n part 

at least, are alleviated by the emergence of inmate contra-culture with its 

solidary opposition to the staff-held values and norms, a natural ccnclusion 

follows; if the depriving conditions are somehow minimized, and prison 

environment is modified so that it becomes more conducive to inmate partici

patic:n in staff-sponsored activities, then the problem of inmate opposition 

to staff should be partially solved. It is also argued that a positive and 

cooperative type of staff-inmate relationship is prerequisite for and is a 

cc:nsequence of the treatmalt goal. This is primarily due to the accepting 

attitudes on the part of the staff, the overall replacement of formal cai

trols by more informal ones and by the greater reduction of inmate deprivations. 

The index of deprivatim is a device used to rank prisons m a cmtinuum 

ranging from the most harsh, restrictive and punitive custody-oriented 

institutim on the one extreme to the most lenient one oriented toward 

treatment on the other. The custody-treatment scale employed in the present 
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study for the classificatioo of prisons aJ.cng the ccntinutUn used nine 

dimensicns thought to be relevant for this purpose. It includes architecture, 

administrative goal.a, classification, inmate employment, educaticn and 

training, treatment, custody and security, persormel and outside contacts 

as the indicators of the penal. philosophy. Instituticns, classified as 

custodial. type, are thought to be the most depriving and those classified 

as treatment type are thought to have the least amount of discomfort for 

the inmates. 88 

Grusky found support for the hypothesis which stated that more positive 

attitudes among inmates are f01llld in treatment rather than in custodial. 

institutions.89 Berk in his replicaticn study compared attitudinal. 

responses of inmates in three institutioos with varying levels of deprivat

ion. Inmate attitude toward the prison, staff and treatment programs 

were examined. It was found that inmates were more positive in their 

attitude toward the institution, staff, and programs in treatment institu-

ticns than those in the custodial. ones. Furthermore inmates became more 

positive or negative with the length of time they spent in the priscn, 

depending upon the type of organizational. goaJ.. 90 The result of this study 

indicated that inmates who had spent longer time in the custodial.ly 

oriented prison were more likely to hold negative attitudes than those who 

had been there a short time; whereas the reverse was true in the treatment-

oriented prison where inmates who spent long time were more likely to hold 
. . 91 

positive attitudes. 

Differences between prisons were found to be related to differences 

in inmate organization. Inmate attitudes were found to be related to the 

degree of involvement with inmate organization and the inmate leaders' 

attitude were f01.U1d to vary systematical.ly with prison goal.s, being more 
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positive and responsive in the treatment institutian and more negative 

and hostile in the custodial institutions. Leaders in custodial prisms 

were also found to be more authoritarian and less well liked than leaders 

in the treat,:ment type prisons. 92 

Street and his associates came to a similar conclusion after t~ey 

studied four juvenile institutions which differed in the types of formal 

organizatianal structure and their stated goals. These institutions were 

classified on the basis of staff emphasis on inmate rehabilitation versus 

custody goals and also on the basis of staff conception regarding the nature 

of juvenile inmates. The purpose of their study was to find out under what 

type of organizational conditions the inmates would attach themselves to 

opposing groups, or becane alienated from the staff norms to various degrees. 

The findings of their study indicate that the inmate responses are due to 

variations in institutianal setting and cannot be explained by social or 

crirn:inal attributes of the prisoners. There were considerable variations 

amang organizations, in inmate attitudes, and in types of social relation-

ships that emerged; and these variations could be shown to be related to 

organizational goals and to the levels of deprivation and social contro1. 93 

In the custody type institution, with tight staff control, inmate solidarity 

was lowest, antistaff attitudes were more prcnounced and there was hardly 

any evidence of inmate cohesion. Ch the contrary, the treatment institutions 

seemed to foster both inmate solidarity and positive attitude toward staff 

and organizational goals.94 

With respect to time dimensicn, Street et al found that in the 

obedience/conformity institution, inmate's attitudes became increasingly 

negative with time spent in prison, similar to Clenmer's prisonization 

mode. In the reeducaticn/development model the inmate's perspectives be-
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came more prosocial with time spent there. Neither type of :institution 

exhibited a U-shaped pattem. However, :in the treatment :institution, a 

U-shaped pattern emerged. Inmates :in treatment :institutians expressed pro-

social attitudes and values at almost every po:int :in time, the proportion 

holding prosocial attitudes :increased somewhat :in the early period of 

sentence, decreased :in the middle of the sentence and :increased sharply 

again toward the end of the sentence.95 

Street further notes that :in the treatment sett:ing, :integraticn into 

friendship groups was correlated with positive self-image and the rejectian 

of prisanized perspectives, while :in the custody prison for juveniles, 

group membership did not correlate with self-image and the holding of 

priscnized views. An analysis of the jo:int impact of :integraticn and 

length of stay an the attitudinal measures :indicated that variaticn :in 

the length of stay did not accotmt for the variations :in the relation 

between integraticn and attitude. 96 

The levels of deprivations will be used in the present study to 

test the "pains of impriscnment11 hypothesis. The data used for this 

study lends itself for the analysis of the situation-response model of 

the origin of the inmate code. Seven prisans with:in the United States, 

ranging from the closed custody model to the open treatment type would 

be quite helpful to find out if the varying levels of deprivation would 

modify the inmate response in terms of solidary opposition to the staff-

held norms. It is also assumed that treatment institutians would be 

more lenient toward outside contacts of inmate~ with few restrictive rules 

on inmate correspondence and family visitation. If the inmates are allowed 

more positive contacts, they will experience less severe pa:ins of imprison-

ment thereby giving rise to a more positive inmate informal organizatim. 
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Criminal Maturity 

Criminal maturity of 11 crim:inality index" is a measure of involvement 

in a criminal career. Criminal maturity is measured in terms of the age 

at first arrest, number of juvenile sentences served, number of adult 

sentences served, type of offense and the minimum sentence received. 

These career variable have been used by Schrag and Irwin to demonstrate 

a linkage between criminal background and prisoner role adaptations. 

Schrag found that the prisaier roles could be classified according 

to inmate code, especially in the case of.the roles called "right guy" 

and "square John". The 11right guys" or anti-social inmates perceive 

role requirement according to the norms of the prisoner society, or they 

are highly prisalized, and the "square Johns" or prosocial inmates define 

role requirement in terms of the prisai's official social system, or 

they are not as much prisaiized. 97 Consistent with his belief in the 

influences of criminalistic subculture an the inmate code, Schrag places 

the determinants of crim:inal social type an the criteria of "career 

variables", with heavy emphasis on the extent of participation in 

criminal activity prior to commitment to the institution for the present 

offense. Irwin and Cressey have found that the "prison code" - dai't 

inform on or exploit another inmate, dai't lose your head, be weak, etc. -

is also a part of the crindnal code existing outside prisai. They note 

that many inmates come to a given prisai with a prior criminal record that 

in sane cases dates back to early childhood. These men bring with them 

a ready-made set of pattems which they apply to new situatiais. 98 

These career variables also determine for an individual inmate how 

he will do his time and what mode of prisai-adaptatian he will choose. 
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According to Irw:in, sane :individuals are seen to adapt only to the out

side world and others to the inside. Inmates who adapt to the prison 

situation alone, a pattern described as "jailing", are most often persons 

with prior criminal careers. These :individuals are often raised in 

orphanages, state institutims or juvenile prisons. They try to gain 

status within the inmate social world and seek power over other inmates 

and guards by assuming the roles of 11gorilla", "tough", or the "politician". 

R~peated experience in the :institutim has taught them how to manipulate 

the system to their advantage. Another type of inmate described as "doing 

time" tries to avoid trouble while in prism, finds friendship patterns, 

activities, and luxuries that reduce the pains of imprisorunent. They will 

do what they think necessary to get out early. They adhere to inmate-code 

and manage ally token participatim in staff-planned programs without any 

intention of changing their life-style. Professional thieves fall in this 

category. Square Johns also do their time but for a different reason. They 

do not want to jeopardise their standing with the staff. There is yet another 

category of inmates who engage in "gleaning", they are always on me of 

their self-improvement kicks. They are often rejected by other inmates 

and yet they are not square Johns, but the kind of persms described as 

"losers". 99 

Garrity found that the "career variables" play an :invaluable role in 

predicting parole adjustment rate for various Schrag social types. His 

data an parole-adjustment did not support the general contentim that 

extended exposure to the prisa:i coonnmity deer.eases the chances of success

ful adjustment an parole. Cnly property offenders corresponded most 

closely to the expectations. Garrity says 11 ••• time served affects jnma,tes 

(a:i parole) in quite different ways. The differential effect is the product 
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of the social background of the perscn, his value system, and the status 

and role he plays ll1 prison ••• 11100 

It was found that the age at first arrest, the number of juvenile 

sentences served, the number of adult sentences served are the most 

efficient indicators with respect to the lll.dependent variables measuring 

prisonization responses. And these indicators were selected to form an 

lll.dex of criminal maturity. The scores gave equal weight to each of the 

three variables and sum.med scores were categorized lll.to four criminal types, 
101 

professional, habitual, occassianal, and novice or first offenders. At 

cne extreme, the professional offender can be described as an lll.dividual 

whose criminal career began at an early age, and served a number of adult 

and juvenile sentences m the past. At the other ext.reme there are offend-

ers who have had no previous coo.tact with law-enforcement agencies and 

their first arrest came relatively late in life. 

The criminality index is used as ane of the major variables mostly to 

determine whether the previous criminal and social factors have any 

lilfluence an the original relationship between independent variables, 

outside contacts, lll.side cmtacts, and the dependent variable normative 

prisanizatian. 

The literature and the previous research efforts pertaining to the 

process of prisanization have cited five major factors - the amount of 

outside contact, lll.rnate involvement in prismer contra-culture, time 

factor, levels of deprivation and criminal maturity factor - that seem 

to have nruch influence an the lll.rnates' behavior while he is serving his 

sentence in the penal institution. It was pointed out earlier that the 

prisanizatian is merely a behavioral and attitudinal response and is not 

to be confused with criminalization. Inmates may or may not learn the 
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tricks of the criminal trade while they acquire prisonized attitudes and 

seemingly give allegiance-to the in.mate code. Nevertheless, it is true 

that the degree of prisatlzaticn is found to be inversely related to the 

successful parole outcome but it is far from being a reliable predictor 

with respect to :inmates' future participation in criminal acts. 
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CHAPI'ER III 

METHODS OF RESEARCH-~ 

The data set utilized for this project was generated over a period of 

three years (1967-1970) by Prof. Norman s. H~er, University of Washington, 

Seattle. The wide ranging information contained in the set has previously 

been analyzed for the purpose of various research projects including a 

doctoral dissertatioo. by Dr. Wemer Gruninger, a major adviser for the 

present study. The set ca:ita:ins the information an inmates' outside 

contacts, inside grouping and friendship patterns, participation in staff

sponsored rehabilitative programs and other pert:inent demographic and perscnal 

data. It also includes previously formulated rating-scale used in determin-

ing the levels of deprivaticn, prison career phase needed to test the U-

shaped prisonizatian hypothesis, and two major indices of the dependent 

variable, prisonizatim, as measured by the attitude index, a measure of 

ccnformity to staff-eJq>ectations and the climate index, a measure of inmate's 

estimaticn of attitudes held by other inmates. 

The original data set consists of twenty-two prisons for males in 

the United States and four other countries. The present research deals only 

with the data collected in seven prisms in the United States. 

~!Material and description of t)le mode of prison selectia:i, sampling 
method and index formation appears in the Ph.D. dissertation by Dr. 
Wemer Gruninger. The author is grateful for the permission to use the 
original material. 

60 



61 

The Selection Of Prisons 

In order to determine varying levels of deprivations that exist 

amcng penal instituticns, research design required the inclusion of a 

wide variety of prison situations. Therefore, prisons that varied in 

modes of iruna.te control, administrative goals and strategies, and degree 

of physical and psychological deprivations were selected. Since acess-

ibility to prisons often times is not vecy easy to gain, penal institutions 

were selected from among those to which the senior investigator had access. 

While this procedure, no doubt, limits generalizaticn of findings compared 

to a random sample of institutions, every effort was made to include prisons 

of a wide variety: :maxi.mum security penitentiaries, reformatories, and 

modern treatment instituticns. 

Tape recorded interviews were arranged with directors or deputy 

directors of the correctional system and with wardens and other top 

administrators at each instituticn. The interviews were designed to elicit 

answers to a set of predetermined questions that would yield comparable 

informaticn about the phy~cal plant, the administrative goals of the 
I 

institution, the facilities for iruna.te employment, education and training, 

col.U'lseling and security, the type and qualificaticns of employees and the 

extent of contact of iruna.tes with outsiders. This information was used 

for the assessment of priscn type and for the constructicn of an :index of 

deprivation. A set of written specifications about each prison was given 

to three independently world.ng raters who would locate the prism on a 

custody-treatment continuum developed for the study. The custody-treatment 

scale was defined in terms of nine dimensicns thought to be relevent to 

the classification of prisons as either custody-oriented or treatment-



oriented. The nine dimensiais are as follows: 

(1) Architecture: 
Fortress appearance, bars, maxim.um security cellblocks, 
manned guard towers, high walls, compulsive perimenter 
security. Built for hardened felons, recidivists: 
daily population of 600 irunates or more. 

versus 

Fences, campus appearance, rooms, concealed gratings, 
dormitories, easy movement between areas, huts. Built 
originally for juveniles, first offenders, or for women. 
Populatian under 600 inmates. 

(2) Administrative Goals: 
Custody-oriented, view of the inmate as an evil brute; 
military hierarchy of ranks, tough repression of irunate. 
Cancentrated power of the warden, carma:nded bureaucracy, 
formal organization and decision-making. · 

versus 

Treatment-oriented., training and indulgency-type climate, 
view of the inmate as sick, misguided, or enviranment
conditiaied towards crime. Canmittee structure for 
decision-making, based on lmowledge and flll'lction; concern 
with inmate needs. 

(J) Classification: 
Disregard for inmate needs, assignment to cells and 
workshops m basis of space and supervisim; custody 
consideratims predan:inant. Classification by lll1.der
tra:ined chief guards, novices, without diagnostic or 
testing devises. 

versus 

Thoroughness of diagnostic and test materials for 
inmate assessment, by qualified staff; determination 
of :inmate's training needs and rehabilitative capacities. 
Custody not an overriding consideratian. Sufficient 
time for observation. 

(4) Inmate Employment: , 
Priority of prisan maintenance and production needs; 
dull jobs without training benefit; few opporttmities 
for skill development, token pay, make-work. 

versus 

Training-relevant work assignment, geared to inmate 
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needs, maintainance of prior skiJJ.s, work motivations. 
Variety of work opportunities, incentive pay scale, 
reward system. 

(5) F.ciucation and Training: 
Low-level offerings, primary and some secondary school; 
few basic crafts with little release value or post
release employmEl'lt relevance. No work release program, 
few library resources; no aid in obtaining post-release 
jobs or institution-based employment enquiries. 

versus 

Good educational facilities, with qualified teachers 
and instructors. GED and training certificates to 
gain labor force access; higher-level college courses 
by school-release or correspondence program. High 
proportion of inmates an work release; good library; 
attention to post-release employment or inmate; job-
seeking help and information. 

(6) Treatment: 
Lip-service, paper-shuffling, dossier administration; 
few treatment strategies available; low inmate contact 
with treatment staff or programs. No specific pre
release program to aid in transition to outside. 

versus 

Clinical strategies of many varieties offered; 
psychologists and psychiatrists available. High part
icipation of inmates in groups and individualicounceling. 
Vigorous pre-release preparation of inmate, half-way 
houses or dormitory, guidance for adjustment. 

(7) Custody and Security: 
Close, repressive attention to inmate activity; frequent 
shake-downs of cells; door-post person frisking; group 
punishment. Mandatory tower watch. Use of hole, diet 
loaf, corporeal punishment; frequent reporting of 
discipline infractions, frequent loss of privileges, 
good time, and mail withholding. 

versus 

Mild disciplinary action; error view of inmate mis
behavior, "acting out" permitted, reprimand. Easy 
movement of inmate; off-grounds programs and activities. 
Use of appeal board, iruna.te veto in disciplinary action; 
no isolation cells, with mild privilege withdrawal •. 

(8) Personnel: 
High representation of custody staff, few treatment 
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workers, and little use of trustees for housekeeping 
duties. Guard-inmate ratio high; treatment-in.mate 
ratio low. Low-trained staff, formal and impersonal 
guard-inmate interaction; uniforms, distrustful manners, 
commands without explanatim. 

versus 

High representation of treatment personnel, guards in 
secmda.ry role; inmates trusted to help in administrative 
jobs. Guard-inmate ratio vecy high; treatment-inmate 
ratio high. Well-trained staff; easy-going staff
irunate relatiansh:i.ps; professional-client relatienships. 
Low-key orders, supervisory-worker style of control. 

(9) Outside Centact: 
Low frequency of incoming and outgoing mail; censor
ship, few mail partners allowed. Severe restrictien 
of visiting frequency, under guard, for sma.Jl circle 
of relatives; use of screens, telephone, visitor 
search. No furlough program, no outside lawn activities, 
short time. 

versus 

Open letter camn.unicatim, without censorship, few 
restrictiens on partners. Frequent visits encouraged, 
open and unsupervised visitor area; few restrictions 
en time and number of visitors. Furlough program 
for selected types of inmate; f ~ lawn and picnic ~ 
visits, conjugal visits, time flexible • 
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Ea.ch of the nine custody-treatment dimensions was scaled en a seven 

point rating scale by three raters; the stmnned score over nine items of 

information represents the total prison score as an index of deprivatim, 

or as a measure of pains of imprisaun.ent. Disagreements between raters 

were resolved by discussicn. The initial agreement an prisen score was 

fairly high (tau=.763), and after re-reading of the prison information 

and mutual discussien, the final measure of concordance was .951. 

The final ranking of all prisais according to the specificatians 

allowed a mininrum. possible score of 9 points, qanceptually representing 

the most severe form of custody-oriented prisai, and a ma.:x:i.nrum possible 

score of 63 po:ints, representing the most modern, well-staffed treatment 
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facility. The ratings actuaJ.J.y obtained in the group of prisons studied 

ranged from a high of 57 points to a low of 16 points. For the purpose 

of data analysis, prisons were grouped mto three groups; custody

oriented prisons were def:ined as those having an averaged swmned score of 

29 points or less; intermediate prisons bemg a mixture of custody and 

treatment facilities and aims were those with a score of 30 to 44 po:ints; 

and treatment :institutions were those with a score of 45 pomts or more. 

A full list of prisons for men and their respective score is given in 

Table 1. 

TABLE I 

A LIST OF PRISCNS AND THEIR RE5PF.cTIVE SCORES 

Name of Institution 

,Wisconsin Correctional Institution 

Tehachapi Correctional Institution 

Avon Park Correctional Institution 

Colorado State Penitentiary 

Arkansas Internrliary Reformatory 

Arizona State Penitentiary 

Arkansas State Penitentiary 

Score Po:ints 

57 

52 

50 

30 

21 

18 

16 

The group:ing of priscns into three types categorizes three of the above 

prisons as treatment oriented :institutions; one prison would fall :into 

the mtermediate category or mixed prison type, having both custodial 

and treatment features in roughly equal proportions; and the remaining 
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three prisons would form a custody-oriented group which reflects a general 

absence of treatment or training facilities and a punitive managerial goal. 

Method Of Inmate Selection 

The research design calJ.ed for the :inclusion of about 10 percent of 

inmate populatiC11 as a sample from which questionnaire information could 

be obtained. The actual sampling rate achieved was about 8 percent. About 

equal numbers of :inmates were confined in the treatment and custody type 

institutions or 213 and 205 respectively, and about 129 :inmates were held 

:in the intermediate type :institution. 

While random selecticn of prison inmates had been anticipated, the 

peculiar features of administrative restraint in certa:in prisals as well as 

the mode of formal inmate organizaticn in others, made random selection 

impossible to achieve. In some prisons the senior investigator was allowed 

an access to :inmate personnel files which could be used for systematic or 

interval sampling of every tenth inmate. In some cases, prison administrators 

agreed to select the sample according to specific instructions where the 

desirability of obtaining a representative cross-section of inmate populat

ion was stressed. Administrators who denied access to files were asked to 

make certain that interval sampling was used; or at least the inmates includ

ed in the sample group should ccntain the same proportion of whites, 

negroes, and Me:x:i.can-America.ns, as found in the total population; 

instructions also were given to make certain that administrators included 

various pro-administration and anti•administratian inmate role types, 

inmates from various security classificatians, and a cross-sectian of the 

educational distribution found in the priscner population. The instructians 

were to ensure the selecticn of a representative inmate group. 
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In two of the prisons intemaJ. control was in the hands of trustee 

guards who themselves were serving sentences. Similar instructions were 

given to them aJ.so to ensure the selection of representative inmate group. 

The degree to which instructions were followed in fact, or the extent of 

modification of the original sampling plan by those persons actually 

selecting the respondents, cannot be known with certainty. The senior 

investigator assumed that administrators and inmate acted conscientiously 

within the limits set by particular situations. As a result, representa-

tiveness and generality of findings cannot be ascertained and the application 

of the relationships found in this study to other inmate populations Ilillst 

remain tenuous and requires caution. Table 2 gives a listing of prisons, 

population size, the number of inmates selected for inclusicn in the sample 

and the method of inmate selecticn. 

TABLE II 

INMATE POPULATICIJ, SAMPIE SIZE, AND Mfil'HOD OF SELECTI<N 

Daily Sample Selection 
Prison Populaticn Size Method 

Wisconsin c. I. 560 54 IntervaJ. Sample 

Techachapi c. I. 1280 90 Staff Selectia:i 

Avcn Park c. I. 720 69 Interval Sample 

Colorado Pen. 1600 129 Interval Sample 

Arkansas Reform. 350 41 Inmate Selection 

Arizona Pen. 1651 94 Staff and Inmate 

Arkansas Pen. 1050 70 Inmate Selection 
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Questiannaire Administration 

The senior investigator met with a sma.11 selected group of prisoners 

who were chosen by the warden or by a key staff member with an effort to 

include those prisoners who had the respect of their fellow :inmates. In 

private meetings between the investigator and the select group of inmates, 

the purpose of the project was explained, and the strict confidentiality 

was promised. The group was asked to respond to the questionnaire, and 

to .lllfor.m other inmates of the research purpose. Criticism and suggestions 

were also :lllvited. Members of such groups often served as monitors for 

illiterates and helped record their responses. 

Members of the sample for a given prison were gathered together in 

groups of about twenty inmates in a room provided by the prison staff. 

No prison officials were allowed :lll the room during the questionnaire 

session. A member of the :t.nitia.lly selected group who had already responded 

to the questionnaire was en hand to explain the research purpose and the 

questionnaire to his fellow prisaiers. The senior investigator was 

available during these sessions to answer questions and to check each 

questionnaire for completeness. 

It was found that the inmate cooperation was genera.lly good. The 

great majority of inmates canpleted all questiais; and, when open-ended 

comments were invited, some inmates wrote lengthy and quite informative 

passages. Only a handful of questiamaires had to be discarded for lack 

of information or for very frequent non-respaises. 

Principal Index Ccnstructiai 

Out of the five major indices that are used in the present research 
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project, the three indices were previously formulated during the course of 

the earlier research studies carried out at the Washington State University. 

The other two indices, developed specificaJ.ly for the present study are 

the index of outside cootact and the index of inside contact of inmates. 

They form the two major variables. The other three indices that are used 

in most of the data tabulation include the index of criminal maturity, 

the attitude index and the climate index or the measure of attitudes 

believed to be held by other inmates. 

The Index Of Inside Contact 

It is a measure of inmate involvement in a prisoner conmmnity. It 

is based on a total of four variables which were designed to tap the extent 

of inmate contact with other fellow prisoners. The irunate response was 

sought an four items; how many times during the day or week inmates talk 

to other inmates; how do they spend their free time - alone, with a buddy 

or with a group; from wham do they find out about prison rules; and with 

wham do they discuss their personal problems. The scoring proa.dure involved 

the weighing of the responses to each of the four items form:ing the index. 

The scores were as follows: 

1. Talk to Inmates 

Once a week or less 
Once a day 
Several times a day 

2. Spend Free Time 

Alone 
Buddy 
Group 

Score Points 

1 
2 
3 

Score Points 

1 
2 
3 

No. of Cases 

26 
23 

!flll:. 
543 

No. of Cases 

137 
324 

81 
532 



3. Find Out Rules 

Staff 
Inmate 

4. Discuss Personal Problems 

Outsiders 
Staff' 
Inmate 

Score Points 

1 
3 

Score Points 

1 
2 
3 

No. 

No. 

70 

of Cases 

181 
ill 
532 

of Cases 

1 
296 
222 
519 

From the above scores, the ttinside contact11 index was formed by simple 

sumr.na.tian of score and the respandents were categorized into two groups; 

those having low inside contact and those having high inside contact. 

Sunnned Values Ch Four Variables 

4-8 points 
9-12 points 

The Index Of Outside Coo.tact 

No. of Cases 

134 
m 
50'7 

Ex:tent of Contact 

Low Contact 
High Contact 

This index measures the extent of the outside contacts of the irunate 

following a similar procedure described above. There were three principal 

items which described the type and amotmt of the outside contact. They 

were the number of letters received during the past month; the number of 

letters written to the relatives and friends during the same time period 

and the number of visits received each month. The scoring procedure was 

as follows: 

1. Received Letters 

Two or Less 
Three or More 

Score Points 

1 
2 

No. of Cases 

21µ 
302 
543 



2. Wrote Letters 

Two or Less 
Three or More 

3. Received Visits 

Che Visit or Less 
Two Visits 

Score Points 

1 
2 

Score Points 

1 
2 
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No. of Cases 

204 
ill 
542 

No. of Cases 

388 
156 
544 

From these scores the "outside contact•i index was formed and the summed 

score was categorized into low and high contact groups. 

Summed Values Cn Three Variables 

3-4 points 
5-6 points 

The Index. Of Crim:inaJ.. Maturity 

No. of Cases 

242 
300 
542 

.Ex:tent of Contact 

Low Contact 
High Contact 

It is a measure of involvement in a crim:inaJ.. career. It is based on 

three variables; the age at which the prisoner had been arrested for the 

first time; the number of sentences served in juvenile prisons; and the 

number of sentences served :in adult penal. institutions. It was found that 

these variables were highly correlated with each other. The scoring pro-

cedure involved the weigh:ing of an early age at first arrest as a high score 

and the low score was assigned to those whose arrest came relatively late 

in their life. The scoring procedure is as follows: 

1. Age at First Arrest 

Less than 14 years 
14-17 years 
18-20 years 
21-24 years 
25-29 years 
30-39 years 
40 yea.rs and over 

Score Points 

7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
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The number of juvenile sentences served in the past were scored as 

shown below. 

2. Number of Youth Sentences Served 

Ncne 
One Sentence 
Two or More Sentences 

Adult prison sentences served were scored as follows: 

3. Number of Adult Sentences Served 

None 
Che or Two 
Three or Four 
Five or More 

Score Points 

1 
3 
6 

Score Points 

1 
2 
4 
6 

From the above scores, a criminal maturity index was formed by simple 

summation of scores, and individuals were categorized into four groups 

of off enders. At one extreme a professional off ender can be described as 

the aie whose criminal career began at an early age, who served a number 

of sentences in juvenile prisms and a number of previous sentences in 

adult prisons. At the other extreme, one finds an individual who had no 

previous contact with law enforcement agencies and his first arrest came 

late in life. Two intermediate categories were also formed. The sunnned 

values and type designatim are as follows: 

Summed Score Ch Three Variables No. of Cases 

3-7 points 
8-11 points 
12-15 points 
16-19 points 

184 
194 
108 
-22 
545 

Offender Type 

Novice 
Occasional 
Habitual 
Prof essimal 
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The criminal maturity index is one of the principal control variables 

used in the present study. 

The Attitude Index 

It measures the priscner's pro-social or anti-social orientations. 

Three questions were designed to elicit a pro-administration or anti-

administration respoo.se from the inmate. The questions posed three hypo-

thetical situatioo.s with which an inmate might be faced in prison. In one 

situation the inmate might defend a guard against other prisoners; in the 

secood situaticn he might be asked to hide same money for another convict; 

in the third situation he is asked to decide whether or not to inform the 

administration about the misbehavior of a fellow prisoner. The scoring 

procedure entailed the summa.ticn of three four-point Lickert-scale items. 

Inmates could be distinguished as to who would solve typical prism 

situations according to the dictate of inmate code, presumable because they 

are integrated members of the priscner conmrunity and opposed to staff goals. 

other inmates, lmown as "square Johnstt, would solve the same situations in 

a manner desired by prism administrators, conforming to staff expectations 

rather than to inmate expectations. An intermediate category of inmates, 

solving part of the situaticns in either direction, was described as 

ambivalent in orientations. The scores and categorization are as follows: 

Summed Score On Three Variable 

9-12 points 
7-8 points 
6 or Less points 

No. of Cases 

324 
93 

129 
546 

Attitudinal Type 

Anti-Staff 
Ambivalent 
Conf ormi.st 
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The Climate Index 

It is a measure of :inmate's perception as to how other inmates would 

have solved the very same hypothetical prison situations that were used to 

measure his own pro-administration or anti-adnrlnistraticn attitude. Again 

the three questions were combined to form the index; these questions asked 

the inmate to estimate the proportion of other inmates whom he believed to 

be anti-administration in solutions to their problems. The scoring of three 

five-point answer sets allowed the summation of scores obtained from each 

inmate. Sununed scores on three variables are as follows: 

Summed Scores On Nmnber Of Perceived Attitud:inal 
Three Variables Cases Climate 

9-15 points 441 Anti-staff Climate 
Perceived PY Inmates 

7-8 points 65 Ambivalent Appraisal 
of Prison Climate 

6 points of less 39 Conformist, Pro-adnd-
nistration Climate 
Perceived by Inmates 

545 

In the above scoring procedures, the attitude index and the climate 

index were made comparable for analysis. Both indices will be used as 

major indicators of the dependent variable, prisonization. They measure 

the extent to which an inmate is enmeshed in the prisoner ccntra-culture 

or the degree of his prisadzation. For the purpose of further data analysis 

each of the two indices are dichotomized. The categories ambivalent and 

conformist are combined together to form a new category called prosocial. 

Those who obtained a summed score of 9 to 15 points would be called anti-

social and the others who scored less than 9 points would be ref erred to as 
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prosocial. This would, no doubt, place some limitation en the descriptive

ness of the data but it is true that the category containing the antisocial 

respondents w:iJJ. not be affected in any way. Vfuile interpreting the find

ings it will be recognized that the new "prosocial" category cnly partially 

contains those 'Who hold clearly 11prosocial" attitudes. 

In summary, the data analysis depends on three major sets of variabl$s; 

outside contact is measured by the number of letters received and ~Tritten 

by the in.mate, and the munber of visits from relatives and friends; his 

involvement with other prisC41 inmates is measured by how often the inmate 

talked to other inmates, haw many close friends he had, how he found out 

about prison rules and 'Whether he confided in other inmates, staff or an 

outsider about his personal problems; and the twin measures of prisoniza

tian, the attitude and the climate index. There are three other sets of 

variables that are used partly as cC41trols and partly as independent 

variables having nmch influence over the process of prisonization as 

indicated by the past research. A measure of the pains of imprisonment is 

gained by determining the levels of deprivaticn that e:x:i..st in different 

types of prisons; a measure of criminal maturity w:iJJ. be used to determine 

how the imported characteristic of irunates affect the adoption of inmate 

code or the extent of the :inmate's anti-social attitudes; and a measure of 

the prison career phase of the inmate will be used to replicate Wheeler's 

U-shaped distribution of call'ormity to the staff expectation. These three 

sets of variables will also be used in conjunction with the other two 

principal independent variables to determine the extent to which the 

original relaticnships are affected by the introduction of each one of the 

ccntrol variables. 
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A method of tabular analysis will be employed and the Gamma values 

e..~ceeding +-.25 at .05 level w:ill be considered as statistically significant. 

Generality of results thus obtained will be of limited nature and any 

cooclusions reached should be cautiously interpreted given the non

representativeness of the sample. 



CHAPI'ER IV 

PRESENTATICN AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Profiles Of Respondents 

Fram the preliminary anaJ.ysis of the data it was noted that the 

majority of the respondents came from the urban areas. Approximately 

61 percent of inmates were from the major metropolitan cities or from 

the various state capitaJ.s of the United States. It was aJ.so noted that 

haJ.f of the inmate population was less than 30 years old, and a very 

sizeable majority, or about 65 percent of the inmates had completed at 

least 10 years of schooling. The sample was aJ.so characterized by the 

absence of maritaJ. ties; only 28 percent of the prisonser were married. 

The originaJ. cross-culturaJ. study, using the same data set, had noted that 

the culturaJ. differences did account for the way in which marital stability 

and the risk of incarceration were related. It was found that American 

inmates were more often divorced than their c0W1terparts in Great Britain 

and Germany in spite of the fact that divorce rates in all of the above 

countries were very similar.1 Table 3 gives the actuaJ. distributiai. 

of priscn inmates contained in the study-sample based en their age, 

maritaJ. status, education, and place of residence. 

77 
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TABLE III 

DEM.OGRAFHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF OFFENDERS 

Present Marital Education Residence 
Age % Status % % 

Up to 24 years 32 Married 28 Up to 6 years 11 Metro-Capital 29 

25 to 29 years 18 Single 34 7 to 9 years 24 Major City 32 

30 to 39 years 29 Divorced 29 10 to 12 years 50 Small Town 35 

40 to 49 years 15 Comm.on-Law 8 13 to 16 years 15 Farm, Rural 4 

50 years+ 6 

100 100 100 100 

Table 4 contains a cOJ!q)arison of the sample age distribution with 

the national census age distribution found in the Demographic Yearbook. 2 

It shows that young persons between the ages of 21 and 40 are overrepresented 

in prisons. 
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TABLE IV 

COMPARISClJ OF PRISClJ POPULATICN WITH CE'JSUS 

AGE DISTRIBUTICN: (IN PERCE:J'l') 

--
Age Group Observed Expected _,_,_ 

18 to 20 years 10 10 

21 to 21+ years 22 11 

25 to 29 years 18 12 

JO to 39 years 29 20 

40 to l~9 years 15 21 

Over 50 years 6 26 

The _offense categories in Table 5 are defined in terms of the most 

serious offense in the case of multiple offenses or where an offender was 

convicted of both, an offense against a person and a property offense. 'I"ne 

criminality is defined in the methodology chapter. The type of offense 

"'I'd.th built-in risk factors and associated sentence does have some influence 

on the recidivism patterns (Garrity, 1961), but these two factors have not 

shovm. much utility in studying prisonization per se, therefore they were 

not included in the research design. On the other hand sentence length 

and involvement of the individual offender in a criminal career, beginning 

with arrest in early life, and his prior institutional history are believed 

to be quite relevant for the purposes of the present study. Cri~~nal 

maturity is used as one of the control variables to determine how much of 

the antisocial response to :i.Jnprisonment is indigenous to prison conditions 

themselves or it is brought into the prison from the outside. 
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TABLE V 

CRIMINAL BACKGROUND OF OFFllMJERS-l!-

Offense No. % Sentence No. % Criminality No. c! 
/0 

Persa:is 330 (61) Up to 5 years 280 (54) Professional 60 (11) 

Property 107 (20) 6 to 15 years 168 (32) Habitual 108 (20) 

Sex 33 (6) Over 15 years 73 (14) Occassional 194 (35) 

Drugs 69 (13) Novice 185 (34) 

539 (100) 521. (100) 547 (100) 

Hypotheses Under Investigation 

Introduction 

Donald Clanmer considered the degree of prisonization to be the most 

important factor that seems to affect inmate's successful adjustment after 

his release from the penitentiary. He postulates that the degree of 

prisonization would be lowest for those inmates who have positive social 

relationships in the outside conununity, for those who do not affiliate 

with other inmates, and for those whose prison stay allows only a brief 

exposure to the "universal feature" of imprisorunent.3 The Figure 1 on 

page 81 conceptually dema:istrates the inter-relationships of the two 

basic independent variables and the dependent variable, prisonization. 

The present study using the extent of inmate's outside and inside 

cmtacts as two major variables attempts to test the validity of the first 

two postulates. The third postulate emphasizes the influence of time 

element. The length of time served in the penitentiacy, according to 

*Source: Werner Gruninger (1974) p. 86. 
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Clennner, does affect the degree of prisanization. 

the present study deals with the time dimensioo.. 
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The second hypothesis of 

The first part of the 

hypothesis coo.siders the total length of time spent in the institution, and 

the secaid part uses Wheeler's modified measure of time which specifies the 

three phases of inmate's prisai career as early, middle and late according 

to how nruch of the sentence is already served and how much of it is still 

remaining to be served. The third and the fourth hypotheses serve a dual 

function. They would be used to test the previous theories caicerning the 

"importation" model and the"situation-respais~'model of prisonization. The 

levels of deprivatioo. and the criminal maturity would also serve as caitrols 

to determine whether or not the original relationships between the outside 

and inside contact and the extent of prisonized attitude would still hold. 

The presentation and analysis of data for this study will be reported 

as it relates to each of the major hypotheses and relevent research 

questions under consideration. ChJ.y those hypotheses which demoostrate a 

Gatmna Value of + - .25 at the .05 level will be accepted. 

Relationships Among Indicators Of Ma.ior Variables 

The relationships among the indicators of the two independent variables, 

outside and inside contacts, are described in Tables 6 and 7 respectively. 



TABLE VI 

OUTSIDE CWTACTS: GAMMA VALUES 

Wrote Letters Recd. Visits 

Recd. Letters .95~:-

Wrote Letters 

*These values were significant at the .05 level. 

Talk To Inmates 

Spend Free Time 

Find Out Rules 

TABLE vn 
INSIDE COOTACTS: GAMMA VALUES 

Spend Free 
Time 

.29* 

F;ind Out 
Rules 

.22 

Discuss 
Persaial Problems 

-.007 

~!These values were significant at the .05 level. 

From the above gamma vaJ..ue tables it appears that the relationship 

among the indicators of the variable, outside cmtact, are fairly strmg. 

Therefore the index which uses these indicators to measure the extent of 

inmate communicatiai with those outside the penal institution should 

prove quite useful. On the other hand, it appears that some of the 

indicators used to form an index to measure the extent of inmate's contact 

with other inmates within the institutim do not seem to have the necessary 



concordance to be a realistic and reliable measure. For instance, the 

indicators which attempt to find out how often a respondent talks to other 

inmates and whether he would discuss his persC11al problems with them or 

with the staff do not have any relaticnship what so ever. It is quite 

possible that many of the persaia.l problems confronting each :inmate may 

have stennned from his association with other inmates. If this is the case, 

then the inmate may prefer to discuss his personal problems with the staff 

members rather than with his fellow inmates. The measure of inside contacts 

is used throughout the data analysis process with some reservatiC11 and the 

results thus obtained should be interpreted with same caution. 

Relationship Between Indicators And Prisonization 

The relationship of each indicator of outside and inside contact with 

the attitude index and the climate index is summarized in Tables 8 and 9 

respectively. 

Outside Contact 

Recd. Letters 

Wrote Letters 

Recd. Visits 

TABLE VIII 

. OUTSIDE CONTACT AND PRISCNIZATICN 

Attitude Index 

x2 = 0.0052; 1 D.F. 
P > .• 05; Gamma = .001 

X2 = 1.2998; 1 D.F. 
P> .05; Gamma = .11 

X2 = 1.8915; 1 D.F. 
P > .05; Gamma = .13 

Climate Index 

x2 = o.6955; 1 n.F. 
P > .05; Gamma = -.10 

2 
X = 1.3429; 1 D.F. 
P > .05; Gannna = .14 

X2 = 0.5141; 1 D.F. 
P > .05; Gamma = .09 
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TABLE IX 

INSIDE CCNTACT AND PRISCNIZATICN 

Inside Contact 

Spend Free Time 

Talk To Inmates 

Find Out Rules From 
Inmates Rather Than Staff 

Discuss Personal Problems 
With Staff 

Attitude Index 

x2 = 0.1951; 2 D.F. 
P > .05; Gamma = .02 

X2 = 0.0936; 2 D.F. 
P > .05; Gamma 1= .Ol+ 

x2 = 7.8242; 1 D.F. 
P < .05; Gamma = .26 

X2 = 35.7593; 2 D.F. 
p < .05; Gannna = • 50 

Climate Index 

x2 = l.8210; 2 D.F. 
P > .05; Gamma = -.07 

x2 = 9.6644; 2 D.F. 
P < .05; Garrnna = .13 

x2 = 1.4368; 1 D.F. 
p ) .05; Gamma = .14 

X2 = h.3136; 2 D.F. 
P) .05; Gamma = .009 

Above tables indicate how each of the indicators of the inside and 

outside contact is related to both, attitude and climate index. It appears 

that the first two indicators of the inside contact do not have any relation-

ship to the attitude index or the climate index. It w~s interesting to 

note that when inmates found out about the institutional rules from other 

inmates they were more apt to be antisocial (Gamma = .26) and th~J also 

perceived other inmates to be more antisocial (Gamma ~ .14) than they were 

themselves. There was a fairly strong relationship (Gamma = .50) between 

those who discussed their personal problems with the staff and those who 

were prostaff in their attitudes. 

On the other hand, there was hardly any significant relationship 

between each indicator of the outside contact and the attitude and climate 

index. A very slight relationship was noted between those who wrote 

three or more letters per week and also received some visits from their 

relatives or friends each month and those who were prosocial in their 
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attitudes (Gamma =.11, Ganrna =.13 respectively). 

It was gJrl.te anna.rent from the initia1 results of the preliminary 

gata anaJ.ysis that cne Of tQe ma.ior propositicns Of the present study -

positive outside ccntacts of the priscn inmates produce beneficial. results 

in terms of less priscnizatian - was not supported by the dqta-set. 

Ccnsideraticn Of Major Hypotheses 

Hypothesis Che 

The first hypothesis ccnsists of three parts. The first part states 

that the degree of prisanizaticn is a :function of the extent of outside 

ccntacts (familial. and social ties) of :inmates during their incarceraticn. 

An inverse relationship is anticipated. Tables 10 and 11 sununerize the 

relaticnship between the outside ccntact and the attitude index and the 

climate index. 

Attitude Index 

Antisocial. 

Pro social. 

Column Total. 

TABLE X 

RELATICNSHIP BETWEEN OUTSIDE CCNTACTS .AND 

PRISCNIZATICN: ATTITUDE nmEX 

Outside Contacts 

Low Contact High Contact 

139 (57.4) 182 (60.7) 

103 (42.6) 118 (39.3) 

242 300 

x2 = 0.4522; 1 D.F.; P> .05 Gamma = -.06 

Row Total. 

321 (59.2) 

221 (40.8) 

542 



Climate Index 

Antisocial 

Prosocial 

Column Total 

TABLE XI 

RELATICNSHIP BE'l'WEEN OUTSIDE CCNTACTS AND 

PRIS<lUZATIOO: CLIMATE JNDEX 

Outside Contact 

Low Contact High Contact 

193 (79.8) 21+7 (82.3) 

49 (20.2) 53 (17.7) 

21+2 300 

(44.6) 55.4) 

X2 = 0.42741+; 1 D.F .; P> .05 Ga.rrnna = -.08 

Row Total 

440 (81.2) 

102 (18.8) 

542 (100) 

As noted earlier the hypothesis 1.1 is based an the assumption that if 

an irunate happens to have more outside contacts with family members and close 

friends in the free community, he will be less apt to hold antisocial views. 

The results of the cross tabulation do not support this very basic assumption. 

A gamma value of -.06 is not significant. It, in fact, shows that high 

response an outside contact also produces lower response an the category 

labeled prosocial, meaning thereby that the score is higher on the anti

social category. Very similar results are noted when the relationship 

between outside contacts and priscn climate :index are compared. A gannna 

value of -.08 also indicates no association among these two variables 

compared, and the relationship states that if there are higher outside 

contacts then there is a less perception of other inmates as being prosocial. 

It is conceivable that such results could have been due to the unusually 

large proportion of respcndents for whom the sentence stage could not be 
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determined. Not lmow:ing how lcng each of those inmates thus sentenced would 

be serv:i.ng time may have certain influence on the final outcome. Later 

an attempt will be made to separate such influence to determine whether or 

not the original relaticnship would still hold. 

Hypothesis 1.2 simply states that prisonization is positively related 

to the amount of inside ccntacts of an indi victual prisoner id th his fellow 

prisoners. 

TABLE XII 

RELATICl.JSHIP BETWEEN Il~SIDE CCUT ACTS illJD 

FRISClUZATICN: ATTITUDE Il'JDEX 

Attitude Index Inside Contacts 

Low Contact High Contact Row Total 

----
Antisocial 67 (50) 234 (62. 7) 301 (59.4) 

Prosocial 67 (50) 139 (37 .3) 206 (40.6) 

Column Total 134 (26.4) 373 (73.6) 507 

2 x :o:: 6.ll02; 1 D.F.; p < .01 Gamma = -.25 



Climate Index 

Antisocial 

Pro social 

Column Total 

---

TABLE XIII 

RELATICNSHIP BEl'WEEN INSIDE C<lJTACT AND 

PRISCNIZATICN: CLTI1ATE INDEX 

Inside Contacts 

Low Contact High Contact 

103 (76.9) 308 (82.6) 

31 (23.1) 65 (17.4) 

134 (26.4) 373 (73.6) 

x2 = 1.7372; 1 D.F.; P> .05 Gamma = -.17 

89 

Row Total 

411 (81.1) 

96 (18.9) 

507 

The results indicate that there is some relationship (Ga.mm.a "= -.25) 

between the attitude index and the inside contact; but it is statistically 

significant at .01 level. Sirn:ilarly, it appears that the inmate's associa

tia.1 with other inmates also contributed to their perception of an anti

social climate. It shows that 76.9 percent of those having a low inside 

contact as aga.:inst 82.6 percent of those with high inside contacts perceived 

other :inmates to be more antisocial than they, themselves were. The 

perception of other inmates befug more antisocial is due to what Wheeler 

has called a "pluralistic ignorance". The social climate of the prison, 

especially of close custody type, provides for the antisocial and asocial 

inmates a higher social status and involves them in positions of leadership 

and in frequent interaction with other inmates. Thus values held by these 

antisocial elements are more apparent and are believed to be the norm of 

inmate populatioo at large.4 
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These findings do support one of Clenuner's basic propositions 

concerning prisonization which states that the degree of prisanization 

would be highest for those who becane involved with other il'lll'!B-.~e~ 

:inmate groups. But the results should be interpreted with much caution 

since there was very little concordance amaig the indicators that f ornrulated 

the composite measure of inside contact. 

Hypothesis 1.3 maintains that the psychological and emotional support 

derived from inmate's outside ties would keep inmate's inside contacts to 

a minimum. The following table describes the relationship between outside 

and inside contacts. 

TABLE XIV 

RELATIClJSHIP BErWEEN OUTSIDE AND DJSIDE crnTACTS 

Inside Contacts Outside Contacts 

Low Contact High Contact Row Total 

Low 59 (Z7.2) 74 (25.6) 133 (26.3) 

High 158 (72.8) 215 (71~.4) 373 (73.7) 

Column Total 217 (42.9) 289 (57.1) 506 

x2 = 0.0890; 1 D.F.; p > .05 Garmna = .04 

The results indicate that there is no relationship between these two 

independent variables (Gannna = .04). It appears that inmate's inside contact 

does not depend upon how much outside cannrunicaticn he may have had throup)l 

letters and visits. The findings are quite contrary to what was originally 

assumed. It becanes apparent that those inmates who had a high amount of 
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outside contact (74.4 percent) also had a fairly active involvement with 

other inmates within the institution. It suggests that some people by 

their very nature are outgoing and gregarious, while others who would 

rather keep to themselves; they do not find it necessa.J'."1J to make friends 

or spend their free time with other inmates. It may be that these inmates 

who remain social isolates do so not by choice but are forced to keep to 

themselves. They may have problems of' acceptance by their fellow inmates, 

and therefore they may constitute what Cloward has described as 11 double 

failures11 .5 

The two variables, inside contact and outside contact will be tabulated 

once again in conjunction with "time served11 and prison 11 career phase11 • 

They also will be tested by using two other cantrol variables, prison 

score and criminal maturity. 

Hypothesis Two 

This hypothesis deals with the time dimension and the influence of 

sentence length as well as that of the particular stage in the inmate's 

prison career .. an the process of prisonizatian. There are three parts to 

the hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2.1 states that the total length of time spent in an 

institution determines the status of the inmates' outside cantacts. A 

longer period in the instituticn would weaken those familial and other 

social ties of inmates. 
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TABLE XJJ 

SENTENCE SERVED AND OUTSIDE CCNTACTS 

Outside 7 Mos. or 8 Mos. to 3 Years Ro:w 
Cm tacts Less 3 Yrs. or More Total 

Low Ccmtact 58 (41.4) 136 (46.1) 46 (44.2) 240 

High Cmtact 82 (58.6) 159 (53.9) 58 (55.8) 299 

Column Total 140 295 104 539 

2 X = 0.8439; 2 D.F .; P:> .05 Gamma = -.04 

Table 15 shows that there is no relationship between the length of 

sentence served by_an individual inmate and the extent_of his outside contact. 

But the distribution of contacts over a time indicates that even for inmates 

1dth high outside contact all the wa:y through, the percentage of those 

receiving a high amount of outside contact decreases as the time served in 

the instituticn increases. In the early time period about 58 percent re

ceived a high amount of outside ccntact and during the middle period (between 

8 mmths to 3 years), the outside ccmtact dropped to about 54 percent and 

again rose to about 56 percent during the late period. A U-shaped distribu

tion of the outside contacts is clearly evident. 

It has been suggested that during the middle period of the inmate's 

sentence, he becomes a "forgotten" man. His links with the outside world 

begin to weaken as more time passes by. According to Wheeler and Garabedian, 

this is the most critical period for an inmate When the pressure to jo:in 

inmate groups and to accept "inmate code" become more intense. These authors 

believe that given the choice between involvement with other inmates or 
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isolntion, most inmates move in the direction of involvement with other 

irunates and thus accept antisocial attitudes. 6 The percentage of inmates 

receiving outside contacts :increases a.gain during the later time period. 

It may indicate a change in inmate orientation once again toward outside 

as the time for the release approaches near. 

Hypothesis 2.2 attempts to determine how the sentence length would_ 

have an effect on overall inmates' attitudes. 

TABLE 1.'VI 

SENTENCE SERVED AND ATTITUDE lliDEX 

Attitude 7 Mos. or 8•Hos. to J Years Row 
Less 3 Years or Hore Total 

Antisocial 76 (53.5) 178 (60.3) 67 (63.2) 321 

Pro social 66 (46.5) 117 (39. 7) 39 (36.8) 222 

Column Total 142 295 106 543 

x2= 2.620~.; 2D.F.; P} .05 Gamma = -.12 

The relationship between time served and the attitude index, though very 

weak, (Gamma= -.12) is in the expected direction, i.e., there is a steady 

increase in the proportion of inmates who held antisocial attitudes with 

time. The percentage of inmates holding antisocial attitudes increased 

steadily from 53.5 percent in the early period, 60.3 percent through the 

middle period to 63.2 percent in the last time period. It appears that the 

original proposition advanced by Clemmer has some merit since loneer time 

served in the institution tends to contribute to more antisocial _feelings 

and attitudes. 
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Hypothesis 2.3 attempts to test Wheeler's U-shaped hypothesis which 

states that there is a curvilinear relatiaiship between sentence stage of 

an inmate and his likelihood. of holding prosocial or antisocial attitudes. 
i 

Wheeler has found that when the tiinstitutiaial career" was divided into 

three phases of early, middle, and late (regardless of total amount of 

time that each of these stages represented for the inmate), then the great-

est amount of prisatlzaticri was found in the middle phase. Wheeler argued 

that in the early stages of confinement the :inmate's reference groups in the 

free community are still important to him, and he is apt to caitinue to 

orient himself to them rather than to the inmate society. In the middle 

phase, the inmate's old ties to the outside are weakened, and he comes more 

under the :influence of the inmate code. In the later stages as he nears the 

time of his release, the :inmate begins 1to orient himself to the outside and 

the antisocial attitudes ence again become less pronounced. Table 17 shows 

the relatiaiship between sentence stage and the attitude index. 

TABLE XVII 

S:ElJTlllJCE STAGE AND PRISCNIZATICN: ATTITUDE IlJDEX 

Attitude Index Sentence Stage 

Early Middle Late Indeterm. Row Total 

Antisocial 44 (59.5) 35 (64.B) 55 (56.7) 189 (59.1) 323 

Prosocial 30 (40.5) 19 (35.2) 42 (43.3) 131 (40.9) 222 

Column Total 74 (100) 54 (100) 97 (100) 320 (100) 545 

x2 = 0.9596; 3 D.F.; P) .05 Gannna = .01 
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TABLE XVIII 

SENTD~CE STAGE AND PRISCNIZATICN: CLIMATE INDEX 

Climate Index Sentence Stage 

Early Middle Late Indeterm. , Row Total 

Antisocial 62 (83.8) 1+4 (81.5) 80 (82.5) 255 (79. 7) 441 (80.9) 

Prosocial 12 (16.2) 10 (18.5) 17 (17.5) 65 (20.3) 104 (19.1) 

Column Total 74 54 97 320 545 (100) 

2 
X = 0.8706; 3 D.F.; P > .05 Gamma= .08 

It is evident from Tables 17 and 18 that the relationship between 

sentence stage and prisanization is ncnexistent. The sample contained a 

ver-iJ large proportion of inmate respondents (58. 7%) for whom the prison 

career phase could not be deter.m:ined with any certainty. It is quite 

possible that indeter.m:inate sentence stage as one of the values of the 

variable, sentence stage, could cause the results to become confounded. In 

order to overcome this effect it was decided to place those with indeter-

minate response among the respmdents who were in their 11middle phase11 of 

the sentence stage and then reevaluate the outcome by comparing the sentence 

stage with the attitude index. Table 19 summarizes the results obtained 

by modifying the values of the sentence stage. 
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TABLE XIX 

MODIFIED SENTENCE STAGE .AND ATTITUDE IlJDEX 

Attitude Index Sentence Stage 

Early Middle Late Row Total 

Antisocial 41+ (59.5) 224 (59.8) 55 (56.7) 323 (59.2) 

Pro social 30 (40.5) 150 (40.2) 42 (43 .J) 222 (40.8) 

CollllTil1 Total 74 (100) 374 (100) 97 (100) 545 (100) 

-·--
x2 = 0.0429; 2 D.F.; P > .05 Gamma = .02 

The results show absolutely no change in the percentages of those 

holding antisocial views through early and middle phases (59.5% and 59.8% 

respectively), and in the late phase, this percentage drops to 56.7. This 

particular finding is contrary to the basic assumption that the percentage 

of those holding antisocial views would be lmier in the earlier period,· 

would increase through the middle phase, and drop again in the late phase. 

Table 20 contains a comparison of the results of the two earlier 

studies (one by Wheeler and the other by Atchley and McCabe) and the present 

study. 
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TABLE XX 

ca~FORMITY TO STAFF AND SENTENCE STAGE: 

A COMPARISCN WITH EARLIJJR STUDIES 

Percentage of Ccnformity To Staff Values 

Early Phase Middle Phase Late Phase Gamma 

% of N % of N % or N 

Wheeler (47) 77 (21) 94 (43) 40 -.21 

Atchley-HcCabe (34) 89 (35) 248 (36) 69 -.06 

Present Study (40.5) 74 (40.2) 374 (43) 42 .02 

The comparison between the two earlier studies and the present study 

shows that ncne of the results match. The study shows that there is 

practically no change in the percentage of conformity during the first two 

stages but there is a slight increase in conformity during the late stage. 

In the recent publication, .Akers, Hayner and Gruninger attempted to 

compare Wheeler's and Atchley and McCabe's findings with their findings 

from the study of some 22 prisms from five different countries. They noted 

that their findings concur with those of Atchley and HcCabe's of little 

association between prisarl.zation and either time served in prison or 

instituticnal career phase when the total sample from all of the seven 

United State's prisons was used; but when the sample populatioo from each 

of the prisons was studied separately there was significant variation in 

the results. The findings from one institution matched closely with those 

of Wheeler's, while another instituticn came up with f:indings similar to 
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those of Atchley and McCabe's. The authors surmise that combining of the 

samples from various types of institutions tend to mask significant 

variations among prisons, therefore, these authors conclude that prison-

ization will vary by institutimal environment and other sources of dif

ferences in inmate populaticn.6 

Hypothesis 2.3 presents the nature of the contacts themselves as the 

attitudes vary during the three phases of the institutional career. Table 

21 gives the breakdown on the am01.U1t of outside contacts during the 

three phases of the instituticnal career and distribution of those holding 

clearly antisocial or ncncanforming attitudes. 

TABLE XXI 

NCNCCNFoo.MI'l'Y TO STAFF AND OUTSIDE CCNTACT 

THROUGH THE PHASES OF JNSTITUTICNAL CAREER 

Outside Coo.tact Percentage Of Nonconformity 

Early Middle 

% of N % of N 

Low Contact (65) 34 (46) 2.4 

High Contact (54) 39 (SO) 30 

Column Total 73 54 

Early: x2 = 0.4931; 1 D.F.; P > .05 
Middle: x2 = 5.4091; 1 D.F.; P < .02 
Late: x2 = 0.1216; 1 D.F .; P > .05 
Indeterm: x2 = 0.0041; 1 D.F. P > .05 

Late Indeterntlnate 

% of N % or N 

(54) 50 (59.0) 134 

(60) 47 ( 59. 2) 18l~ 

97 

Gamma = -.22 
Garmna = -.65 
Garmna. = -.ll 
Ga.mma. ~ -.005 

318 

Row Total 

2.42 

300 

51+2 
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The f:indings from Table 21 indicate that those with high outside 

contact become more nonconformist dur:ing the middle phase than those having 

a rather low contact. It shows that dur:ing the early phase the percentage 

of the nonconformists with the low outside contact is fairly high (65%) 

compared to nonconformists with high outside contact (51~%); but dur:ing the 

middle phase that percentage drops for those with low outside contact (46%) 

while it :increases for :inmates with high outside contact (80%). 

These f:indings suggest that sentence stage does :influence the relation-

ship between the outside contact and the ncncmform:ing attitude. Those with 

low outside ccntact tend to become less nonconforming (prosocial) :in the 

middle stage than those who have had higher outside contact and who tend 

to become more nonconforndng during the same prison career phase. 

From the orig:inal "no relationship" between the outside ccntact and 

attitude, there appears to be a definite departure when we c<l1sider their 

relationship separately during each of the prison career phases. 
! 

In the next tabulatioo. attitude :index and the :inside contact are 

compared through the three phases of the institutional career. 
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TABLE XXII 

NCNCCNFORMITY TO STAFF .AND INSIDE CCNTACT 

THROUGH THE PHASES OF INSTITUTICNAL CA.REl!lt 

Inside Contact Percentage Of Nonconformity 

Farly Middle Late Indeterm. Row Total 

% of N % of N % of N % of N 

Low Ccntact (53) 17 (71) 14 (58) 26 (Li.3) 77 134 

High Contact (59) 51 (63) 38 (55) 65 (66) 219 373 

Column Total 68 52 91 296 507 

Early: x2 = 0.0200; 1 D.F .; P > .05 Gamma = -.11 
Middle: X2 = 0.0517; 1 D.F.; P> .05 Gamma= .18 
Late: x2 = O.OOll; 1 D.F.; P > .05 Gamma = .04 
Indeterm.: X2 = 11.4891; 1 D.F.; P < .001 Gamma = - .43 

It appears that during the first three phases of the institutional 

career of irunates, there is no statistically significant relationship 

between the inside contact and the attitude index. 'The results suggest 

that for those inmates for whom it was impossible to determine the sentence 

stage the low inside contact shows the lower incidence of antisocial 

attitudes (43%) than for those inmates who have had a high amount of :inside 

contact (66%). But the inmates who have low inside contacts during the 

middle and late phases tend to become more antisocial (71% and 58% res

pectively) than those inmates with higher amounts of the inside contact. 

'The early and the indeterminate phase do offer some support to the basic 

proposition advanced by Clemmer which states that the high amount of inmate 

involvement with other inmates promotes antisocial attitudes. 



101 

Hypothesis Three 

This hypothesis looks into the possible influence of criminal maturity 

of inmate respondents on their participation and association patterns in 

the inmate contra-culture, and on their relationship with those on the out

side. The criminal maturity determined by age at first arrest, the number 

of juvenile sentences served and the number of adult sentences served is 

considered to have a great deal of influence on the value system of an 

inmate. It is assumed that the criminally mature or the "professional" 

inmate-respondents would be devoid of the familial and other positive 

outside social coo.tacts, and in additim, it seems likely that their previous 

institutimal experience would have prepared them to form various kinds of 

alliances with other inmates more readily than the "novice" or the first 

time 'offenders. Based en these assumptions, it is postulated that 

professional-type offenders would be more likely to hold antisocial attitudes 

. or they would be more prismized than the others who have not progressed 

as far in their criminal careers. Table 23 describes the basic relatim

ship between criminal maturity and prisonizatioo. 
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TABLE XXIII 

CRIMINAL MATURITY AND ATTITUDE INDEX 

CRIMINAL MATURITY 

Attitude Professional Habitual Occassianal Novice Total 

Antisocial 42 (71.2) 66 (61.1) ll9 (61.3) 96 (52.2) 323 (59.3) 

Pro social 17 (28.8) 42 (38. 9) 75 (38. 7) 88 (47.8) 222 (40.7) 

Colunm Total 59 108 194 lali. 545 (100) 

X2 = 7.8043; 3 D.F.; P < .05 Gamma= .17 

TABLE XXIV 

CRDIDJAL MATURITY AND CLIMATE INDEX 

CRIMINAL MATURITY 

Climate Prof essianal Habitual Occassimal Novice Total 

Antisocial 53 (89.8) 85 (78.7) 160 (82.5) 143 (77.7) 441 (80.9) 

Pro social 6 (10.2) 23 (21.3) 34 (17.5) 41 (22.3) 104 (19.1) 

Colunm Total 59 108 194 lali. 51+5 (100) 

x2 = 4.9030; 3 D.F.; P::::. .05 Gamma= .12 

There is a rather weak relationship (Gamma :=:: .17) between the criminal 

maturity and the attitude index, but that relationship is statistically 

significant at the .05 level. It becomes apparent from the above tabula

tion that the "professional" criminal is more apt to be antisocial in his 
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attitudes rather than prosocial. It is noted that 71% of "professional" 

offenders compared to only 52% of the "novice" type are antisocial. With 

respect to climate index, it is observed that the 11professianal11 offenders 

more so than any other category of cr:im:inality percieve institutional 

climate as being more antisocial (about 89.8%). 

The Table 25 shows the interrelationship between the outside contact 

and the cr:im:inal maturity as it relates to the antisocial attitudes held 

by the inmate respondents. 

NC!'JCCNFORl{[TY TO STAFF AND OUTSIDE C<.lJTACT 

FOR EACH CATEnORY OF CRIMINAL MATURITY 

Outside Contact PERCENTAGE OF NOOCOOFORJITTY 

Prof essianal Habitual Occassional Novice Total 

Low 

High 

Colunm Total 

Professional 
Habitual 
Occassional 
Novice 

% of N % of N % of N % of N 

(81) 26 (58) 57 (58) 81.4- (48) 75 

(64) 33 (65) 51 (63) 109 (55) 107 

59 108 

X~ ~ 1.3296; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
X = O.'Z179; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
x2 = 0.3061; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
x2 = o.6375; 3 n.F.; P > .05 

193 182 

Gamma= .41 
Gamma == - .14 
Garrnna = -.10 
Gamma == - .14 

21+2 

300 

542 

Fram the above findings, it becomes clear that the amount of outside 

contact is quite critical for a 11professional 11 crim:inal type. Approximate-

ly 81 percent of the 11professional" offender types with low outside 

contacts hold antisocial attitudes as compared to only 64 percent of those 
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who have had high amount of the outside contact. There seems to be a 

direct relationship between outside contact and prisanizatian when only 

the 11professianal11 type offenders are considered. These, however, are 

only 10.8%. The other three categories of criminality fail to show any 

significant relationship to prisonizaticn and at the same time it is in 

the opposite direction than e.."'q)ected. The results obtained in each of the 

other three categories show that the high amount of outside contacts of the 

inmates and the extent of prisonizatian coeri.st. 

Inside Contact 

Low Contact 

High Canta.ct 

Column Total 

Professional 
Habitual 
Occassianal 
Novice 

TABLE XXVI 

NONCClJFORNITY TO STAFF AND JNSIDE CCNTACT 

FOR EACH GATOOORY OF CRIHJNAL MATURITY 

PERCENTAGE OF NCNC(];rFORMITY 

Prof essianal Habitual Occassianal Novice Total 

?b of N % of N % of N 

(73) 15 (62) 21 (50) 1+2 

(70) 40 (61) 78 (64) 138 

55 99 

X~ = 0.0082; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
~2 = 0.0493; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
x2 = 2.0115; 3 D.F.; P > .05 
X - 5.6207; 3 D.F.; P < .Ol 

180 

% of N 

(39) 56 

(60) 117 

173 

Garrnna = • 08 
Gamma = .007 
Gamma= -.Z? 
Garrnna = -.39 

134 

373 

507 

Nonconformity to staff and the amount of inside contacts for each of 

the four categories are also tabulated. There is absolutely no relation-

ship between inside contacts and antisocial attitudes when only the 

"professional!! and "habitual11 types are considered. But the relatiaiship 
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changes for the other two categories. For the "novice" and the 

11 occassional 11 criminal types, the amount of inside contact do seem to in

fluence the attitude patterns. Especially for the "novice" types, there 

is moderate association (Gamma = -.39) between the amount of inside contacts 

and prisonizatiai. at a statistically significant, .Ol level. It is noted 

that among 11novices 11 those with very little involvement with other inmates 

(about 39 percent) are antisocial as compared to 60 percent of those with 

a higher inmate cai.tact. 

The background factors do seem to influence the manner in which the 

inmates who differed in their criminal maturity will respond to being 

incarcerated. In addition, the above findings also support the asswnptiai. 

that inmates who have made crime a part of their life have in all probab

ility lost most of their attachments and ties in the outside community. 

H;ypothesis Four 

This hypothesis specifically deals with the varying levels of 

deprivations in order to test the "pains of imprisonment" explanaticn of 

the origin of the inmate code. Seven prisons which ranged from the close 

custody model to the open treatment type institution should provide the 

needed variation in the levels of deprivation in order to detennine whether 

or not these variations would modify inmate respcnse in terms of the solidary 

opposition to the staff-held norms. It is also assumed that the treat-

ment institutions would be more lenient toward outside contacts of inmates 

with few restrictions ai. inmate correspondence and family visitatiai.. 

Inmate prisonization response and the varying levels of deprivation 

appear in Tables Z7 and 28. 



TABLE XXVII 

LEVE1S OF DEFRIVATIClJ AND ATTITUDE INDEX 

LEVELS OF DEFRIVATICN 

Attitude Treatment Intermediate Custody 

Antisocial 106 (50.0) 85 (66.4) 133 (64.6) 

Prosocial 1_06 (50.0) 43 (33.6) 73 (35.4) 

Column Total 212 128 206 

x2 = 12.6432; 2 D.F.; p <: .001 Gamma = -.21 

TABLE XXVIII 

LEVELS OF DEPRIVATICN AND CLIMATE nmEX 

LEVELS OF DEPRIVATICN 

Climate Treatment Intermediate Custody 

Antisocial 174 (82.1) 110 (85.9) 157 (76.6) 

Prosocial 38 (17.9) 18 (14.1) 48 (23.4) 

ColU11U1 Total 212 128 205 

2 
X = 4.761,,.6; 2 D.F.; P > .05 Gamma= .12 

106 

Total 

324 (59.3) 

222 (40.7) 

546 (100) 

Total 

441 (80.9) 

104 (19.1) 

545 (100) 

From Table 27 cc.ntaining the attitude index it appears that there 

is a rather weak but statistically significant' relatioo.ship (Gamma 0 == -.21) 

between the levels of deprivation and the holding of antisocial attitudes. 

In a custodial institutic.n, there is a proportionately higher incidence 

of antisocial attitudes than that found in the treatment type institution. 
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It is also observed that the intermediate institutions where custodial and 

treatment philosophies are employed in roughly equal proportion, do con-

tain a slightly larger percentage of inmates who hold antisocial views 

(66.4%) canpared to the custodially oriented institutions where approxi.-

mately 64 percent of inmates hold antisocial attitudes. 

As regards the perception of antisocial climate, irunates living in 

the treatment type facility tend to perceive a larger percentage of in-

mates holding antisocial attitudes (82.1%) than those conf:ined in the 

custodially oriented institution (76.6%). But it is interest:ing to note 

that an :intermediate type instituticn holds even a larger percentage (85.9%) 

of inmates who tend to perceive antisocial climate. These f:indings show 

sort of mixed-up results. When cmsiderin.g the attitude index, the find-

ings do offer support to the proposition advanced by David Street and 

others that the levels of deprivation do account for differential irunate 

responses in either prosocial or antisocial manners; 8 however these find-

ings do fail to support the main contention that less repressive and relative-

ly open institutions tend to foster a more positive social climate. 

In Table 29, nonconformity to staff and the amount of outside contacts 

are compared in each of the prison types. 



TABLE XXIX 

NCNCGIFORlITTY TO STAFF AND OUTSIDE CCl'JTACTS 

Fffi EACH PRISCN TYPE 

Outside Contact P.ERCJJNTAGE OF NCNCCNFORJ1ITY 

Treatment Intermediate 

% of N % of N 

Low Contact - (49) 90 (60) 60 

High Ccntact (51) 122 (71) 67 

Column Total 212 1Z7 

Treatment X2 = 0.0193; P > .05 Ganma = -.03 
Intermediate X2 = 1.4310; P > .05 Gannna = -.25 
Custody X2 = 0.0014; P > .05 Gamma = -.01 

Custody 

% of N 

(6h) 92 

(65) lll 

203 

108 

Total 

242 

300 

542 

In each instance those with high outside contacts are found to be more 

nonconforming than those with a slightly lower outside contact. The irunates 

in the :intermediate type clearly show a weak relationship (Gamma == -.25) 

between nonconformity and the outside contacts. It appears that about 60 

percent of those with low outside ccntact compared to approximately 71 

percent of those with high outside contact hold antisocial attitudes. 

Aga:in this find:ing is contrary to the orig:inal theoretical assumpticn. 

It was believed that outside contacts and the mean:ingful reference groups 

outside the prison walls w:i.JJ. have a noticeable beneficial effect :in 

terms of less :incidence of antisocial attitudes among prison inmates. 

Obviously our data fails to support this assumption in the :intermediate 

type :institution, while the amount of the outside contact does not seem 

to have any relationship with ncncanformity in the other two :institutions. 
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Once aga:in the attempt is made to measure the consequences of inside 

contacts of inmates in the va.ry:ing levels of institutional deprivation. 

TABLE XXX 

NOJCCJ:!FORMITY TO STAFF AND INSIDE CClJTACTS 

FOR EACH PRISCN TYPE 

Inside Contact PERCllTTAGE OF NCNCONFORMITY 

Treatment Intermediate Custody Total 

% of N % of N % of N 

Low Contact (36) 59 (58) 24 (63) 51 134 

High Contact (56) 142 (69) 95 (65) 136 373 

Colunm. Total 201 ll9 187 507 

Treatment x2 = 5.9186; p < .01 Garrana = -.38 
Intermediate x2 = 0.6328; p > .05 Garrana = - • 23 
Custody x2 = o.0295; P> .05 Garrana = -.05 

When the relationship between nonconformity and the extent of inmates' 

inside contacts are considered separately for each institutional type, it 

becomes apparent that the relationship between inside contacts and anti-

social attitudes becomes stranger in the treatment institution. It shows 

a moderate association (Gamma = -.38) between inside contacts and prison-

ization at a statistically significant .01 level. Appro.:x:i.ma.tely 56 percent 

of those with high inside contacts compared to only 36 percent of those 

with low inside contacts are found to be holding antisocial attitudes. 

On the other hand in the custody type institutions there are very slight 

differences in the percentages of those having either low or high inside 
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contacts and the irunates holding antisocial attitudes. 

Irunate group involvement and inmate cohesion are believed to have some 

very beneficial implicaticns for inmates housed in a treatment type 

facility. Inmate integration is supposed to be strongly associated with 

positive perspective on the institution and staff. David Street notes that 

inmate integration and cooperation with staff are positively associated 

in the treatment but not in the custodial setting.9 The results do not 

support the above findings. Instead the results show that the hii:;her 

amotmt of inside contact produces proportionately more antisocial response 

among the inmates who are housed in the intermediate and the treatment type 

facilities than among those with the high amount of inside contact housed 

in the custodial type institution. It appears that the amount of outside 

contact has almost no effect as far as their having antisocial or prosocial 

attitudes in a custody type institution. 

Street et al., in their research en four juvenile institutions, 

showed that levels of deprivation accounted for inmate responses, but noted 

that the relationship between inmate cohesion and antisocial responses 

were quite different amoo.g juveniles from those found in adult prisons. 

This offers at least partial explanation as to why our results show a 

larger proportion holding antisocial attitudes in the treatment type in

stitution since the sample was drawn from adult penal institutions. 

Summary Of Findings 

The first of the four major hypotheses tmµer investigation is of 

primary importance since it does embody the main purpose of the present 

study. It is based on the assumption that the extent of prisonization 

would be less for those inmates who retain a fairly high amount of 
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positive outside contact. An inverse relationship was postulated between 

the amount of the familial and social ties of inmates and the extent of 

their prisonization. An inverse relationship was also anticipated between 

the :inmate's outside contacts and his involvement within the prison com

munity; and a positive relationship was expected between the extensiveness 

of the inmate's inside contacts and the incidence of antisocial attitudes 

(prisonization) among prison inmates. A causal link had been conceptual

ized between the amount of outside contact and the extent of inmates 

inside contact, and again between the amount of inside contact and the 

a""Ctent of prisonization. 

The findings did not support the first two propositions. There was 

no association whatsoever be,tween the amount of outside ccntact and the 

extent of inmates' inside contact, and also between the amount of outside 

contact and the extent of prisonization (Garrnna = -.06). Fram the distri

bution of those holding antisocial views, it appeared that the hir;her 

amount of outside contact and the greater extent of prisonized attitude so 

together. A similar trend was also noticed with respect to :inmates' per

ception of antisocial prison climate. It was also noted that irunates' 

subcultural ties within prison were not dependent on how many ties an inmate 

had in the outside conununity. There was no association between the amount 

of outside contact of inmates and their involvement in the prison culture. 

Wheeler and Garabedian have noted that inmates would participate in prison 

subculture because their outside ties had become too distant and less 

supportive for them. The results did indicate. that the inmate who had a 

high amount of outside contact were also highly involved with other fellow 

prisoners. It appeared from these findings that an inmate would partici

pate in prison subculture or associate with other :inmates regardless of 
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his social and familiar ties outside prison walJ.s• It would seem likely 

that if the inmates do not talk to or spend their free time with other 

inmates in prison where there are built-in barriers to communication with 

guards and other staff members, who else could they possibly comnnmicate 

with? Therefore, the amount of outside contact may not be the deciding 

factor that had been anticipated in determ:ining the inmate involvement 

with other inmates. 

There was a rather weak but statistically significant association 

(Gamma = -.25) between the inside contact of inmates and the extent of 

prisonization. Clemmer had proposed that the extent of :i.nlll.ates 1 involve

ment with other inmates is positively related to prisonization. The data 

did support this particular proposition, and at the same time showed that 

with the high amount of inside contact there was proportionately large 

number of inmates who perceived antisocial prison climate. 

The other three hypotheses are mainly employed to serve as c<ntrols 

to determine whether or not the original relationship between each of the 

independent variables, outside contact and inside contact, and the dependent 

variable, prisonization, would hold. The other prisonizaticn factors such 

as the length of time served in prison, the prison career phase, the 

criminality, and the levels of deprivation were also employed to test the 

earlier research theories concerning linear relationship between the length 

of time served and prisonizatiai., a U-shaped distribution of conformity to 

staff-held values, importation of antisocial attitudes by incoming inmates 

and the levels of deprivation determining inmate perspective on the staff 

and institution. 

With respect to linear relationship between the length of time served 

and prisonization, there was a very weak support for Clemmer's proposition 
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concerning the higher degree of prisonization with increased length of 

time served in prison. There was no relationship between sentence served 

and the amount of outside contact. But the U-shaped distribution of the 

outside contact through the three time periods of the sentence length was 

evident. It was found that the outside contacts were low during the early 

period and they decreased through the middle time period (8 months to 3 

years), and increased again through the last time period (3 years or nore). 

These findings once again failed to support Wheeler's findings of 

U-shaped conformity distribution through the three phases of inmates 

institutional career. When the prison career phase of an individual inmate 

was controlled in order to test whether the overall relationship between the 

outside and the inside contact and the extent of nonconformity a..'TI.ong 

inmates would change in sane respect, there 1,-mre some specific instances in 

which each set of relationships departed from the original association. 

With re[Sards to the relationship between the outside contact and noncon

forming attitudes it was noted that the first three phases of sentence 

stage showed that the irunates with high outside contacts became more non

confornrlng, more so in the middle phase of the sentence stage than the other 

two, while the indeterminate category showed absolutely no relationship. 

It appeared from this breakdown of association values, that the indeter

minate category which contained over 5s;;; of the sample population may have 

been the one that affected the original relationship (Gamma= -.06). 

Nevertheless, the relationship consistantly showed that the high amount of 

outside contacts arid prisonization did coexist. 

When the extent of antisocial attitudes and the inside contacts were 

compared during each of the prison career phases, it showed very little 

association between the two variables during the first two phases and 
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practically no association during the late phase. But during the indeter

minate stage the association between inside ccntacts and antisocial attitudes 

was fairly moderate (Gaillllla == -.43). The above results indicate that the 

high amount of inside contacts of the inma.tes for whom the a"Qlct sentence 

stage could not be determined, did influence to a greater extent overall 

antisocial attitudes. The present study used a cross-sectional data in

volvine only one data point in time per respondent. This procedure, no 

doubt, seriously restricts the authenticity of the measurement procedure. 

The relationship between criminal maturity and the prisonization was 

in the expected direction, and showed a very weak (Ganuna = .17) but stat

istically significant relationship. It is assumed that the criminally 

mature professional type offender was more apt to hold antisocial views 

than the novice type whose entry into crime came relatively late in life, 

and in all probability, the present sentence may have been his very first 

time to be in prison. The association between criminal maturity and anti

social attitudes showed a consistant pattern, i.e., proportionately larger 

percentage of the professicnal, the habitual and the occassional criminal 

types (representing 71, 61.1, and 61.3 percent respectively) were holding 

antisocial views compared to novices who constituted only 52.2 percent of 

the total novice type who held the antisocial attitudes. These findings 

do support in same small way the as~ption that the social and criminal 

background of the inmate is important in predicting prisonization response; 

and also confirmed what Wheeler, Irwin and others have theorized about the 

importation model of prisari.zation. 

When the criminal maturity was controlled, the association between 

each of the independent variables (outside cantact and inside contact) and 

prisanizaticn did show same modification in relationships for each of the 
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criminal types. The expected relationship between the outside contacts 

and antisocial attitude did become somewhat intense for the professional 

criminal type (Ganuna = .41), but for the other three categories, the am01U1t 

of outside contact had no influence on their antisocial attitudes. With 

respect to the inside contacts and prisonization for each of the criminal 

types, some change in the original association was noticed. For the pro-

f essional and the habitual criminals the amount of inside contact had no 

significant effect, while the associatian between the inside contacts and 

the antisocial attitude was modified for the occassional and the novice 

type criminals. It was the novice type who seemed to be affected most by 

the increased amount of inside contact. It led to increased antisocial 

attitudes amang these criminal types. 

The fourth hypothesis did attempt to test the deprivation model of 

prisonizatian and also used the varying levels of deprivation to determine 

whether relatianships between the am01U1t of inside and outside contact and 

prisonization would vary from one type of the penal institution to the other. 

The findings did show a weak relatianship between the varying levels of 

institutional settings and the extent of prisonization. The more depriving 

the institutional type, the more incidence of antisocial attitudes (Gamma = 

.21) was found among the prisan inmates. This set of findings did support 

Street, Berk and others who have theorized that the inmate response to 

prison life is determined by the prison's formal organizational factors. 

When the levels of deprivation were used as controls, the outcome for each 

type of the institutianal setting was slightly different. 'l'he relationship 

between the outside contact and the antisocial attitude showed that the 

inmates in the intermediate type facility were more antisocial with the 

increased contacts with outside while the other two types of institutions 
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showed no relationship. When the inside contact and the antisocial attitudes 

were compared :in each type of the :institutions, the treatment (Gairnna = -.38) 

and the intermediate type (Gamma = -.23) :institutions showed that the great-

er involvement with other inmates contributed to a great extent to the anti-

social attitudes. These findings did not agree with the earlier findings 

of Street et al. which demonstrate that positive attitudes are more closely --
associated with inmate group integration in the treatment :institutions 

than :in the custodial :institutions. 

In the final analysis, there was no support for the original pro-

position that the increased amount of outside contact would decrease the 

extent of prisonization amoog prison inmates. But there was some evidence 

to support the second proposition concerning a direct relationship between 

the amount of inmates' subcultural ties and the incidence of antisocial 

behavior among prison inmates. The various controls did change the original 

set of relationships between each of the :independent variables and the 

dependent variable, prisonization, and these controls also specified lU1der 

what conditions a change in the basic association strengths could be expected. 

The fifth and the final chapter will specifically deal with some of 

the probable causes as to why the findings of the present study did not 

match the earlier research findings, and some of the limitations that are 

necessary to note in order to gain a proper perspective with regards to 

some of the f:ind:ings of the present study. 
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CHAPrER V 

CCNCLUSICN AND CO:Ml@JTS 

In the prisanizaticn literature, many writers (Clennner, Wheeler, 

Glaser, Sandhu) have theorized that the lack of close ties with the relatives, 

friends, and the siginificant others in the outside co:mmunity, in some way 

turns the off enders to look inside prison for the psychological and moral 

support. HcCorkle and Kom have theorized that the inmates form these 

inside attachments because they provide a way of life which enables them to 

avoid the devastating psychological effects of 11intemalizing and converting 
1 

social rejection into self-rejection". lfoCorkle insists that inmates' 

welfare along with his psychological freedom and dignity depend, in large 

measure, on how he manages to live and to relate with other inmates who 
2 

constitute his crucial and meaningful world. 

Sykes has menticned that the loss of liberty and many other painfUl 

conditions that are thrust upon the inmates as a part of the incarceration 

process are not as painful to an individual inmate as is his isolation from 

others in the free society. This situation is utterly damaging and is 

thought to be one of the principal forces leading inmates to form a solidary 

tie among other inmates and to oppose collectively all of the official and 

cawentional values, in other words to become "prisonized". Prisanization, 

according to Clemmer, means 11 the taking on, in greater or lesser degree, of 

folkways, mores, customs and general culture of the penitentiary11 • 3 Once 

prisonized in this manner, an inmate is believed to become relatively 

118 
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immune to the influences of the conventional society. 

The present study did attempt to focus an two of the most significant 

variables which are believed to affect priscnizaticn. The outside contact 

in terms of letters and visits, and the extent of his participation in the 

irunate subculture were believed to be quite important in determining the 

degree of irunates' prisanizatian. It was also assumed that among many 

factors that seem to influence the extent of inmate's involvement with other 

irunates, the degree of his attachment to his family and friends was quite 

important. 

As it was pointed out in the early part of the present study, the 

effects of the positive outside ties on inmate participation in prison 

culture have not been systematicalJ.y researched. Stanley Brodskey only 

studied the changes in the quantity and quality of interaction over time, 

in the context of theories that postulated that the preprison relaticnships 

deteriorate over time.4 Glaser found that family relationships are of 

major importance in terms of parole success. 5 Holt and Miller also found 

that the parolees who had frequent visits while serving their time in 

prisons had significantly less parole difficulties than those who had fewer 

visitors.6 But there has not been any effort to relate prisaiization process 

with the amount of outside contact. 

To find a causal link between irunate's outside caitacts and the extent 

of his prisanizatian was precisely the primary intent of the present study. 

Secondly, an equally important task was to investigate the relationship 

between the amount of outside contact of an inmate and the extent of his 

subcultural ties within prison. 

The findings of the present study did not support either of these two 

propositiai.s. There was no relatiooship between the amount of inmate's 
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outside contact and the extent of his holding antisocial values, or between 

the amount of outside contact and the extent of inmate's subcultural attach-

me.nts. It may very well be that the assumptim about the causal relationship 

in the latter proposition was not warranted. Instead of looking at the 

outside contacts as the cause of inmate's attachment to other inmates, 

the whole issue of subcultural ties, as Wheeler had previously suggested, 

should have been looked at as something that comes about due to structural 

incompatibility of the formal organization of prisons7 which tends to 

exclude inmates' cmtact with the staff, and for security and other reasons 

excludes more free contacts with those significant others on the outside. 

It is quite likely that for most inmates, isolation is personally and 

psychologically damaging and there appears to be no other alternative for 

these inmates than to join their fellow inmates in order to learn to live 

and get along with them. 

The reasms as to why the findings did not show any relationship 

between the amount of outside contact and prisonizatim are purely specula

tive on the part of this author. Qlly a partial list of probable causes is 

given below: 

1. The data set provided us with only the quantity of the out-

side cmtacts in terms of so many letters written and visits re

cei ved. But there was no way to know with certainty what trans

pired during those visits, or who those contacts were. It is con

ceivable that these contacts themselves could have been the 

source of inmates' antisocial attitudes. If the inmate and 

his family members believed that the la't'l enforcement authorities 

had made a mi.stake or the justice system was unfair in sentencing 



121 

him to imprisorunent, naturally the bitter attitude would be 

reflected in their connnunication with each other. Similarly, 

Glaser has also noted that the proportion of :inmates who expected 

post release assistance from parents and siblings was constant 

and showed a slight increase near release, while the proportion 

of those who expected help mainly from their wives decreased as 
B 

the imprisarunent progressed. This particular finding does dif-

ferentiate among the sources of outside contacts and corresponding 

prisoner expectations. Thus the qualitative and content infor-

mation about the outside contacts will have a better predictive 

value than the mere quantity. 

2. AJJ. penal institutions have definite rules and assigned 

quota as to the maximum number of visits or letters that could 

be received by an individual inmate and the number of letters 

he could post during a certain period of time. How many letters 

or visits constitute an adequate quantity for a meaningful 

outside contact can only be determined arbitrariJ.y since there 

can only be an educated guess as to what would be the optimum 

number for any given inmate. 

3. Wheeler a.ttributes prisanization of inmates both to the nature 

of social ties inmates have had with the outside world and the 

nature of the outside world itself. The antisocial attitudes, a 

response taken to be the primary indicator of prisanization, 

could have been a learned response prior to incarceration, and it 

was probably brought :i.l;lto the prison by an entering inmate. This 

way, it makes priscnizatian as a continuation of the sa.."Ile response 
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police and prison authority prior to his present commitment. 
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4. The measure of inside contact al.so lacked the true concordance 

amcng the principal indicators. The most valuable information 

pertaining to inmate's friendship patterns was missing from 

the data. For reasons unknown to this author in.mates did not 

want anyone to know who their friends were. 11No response" may 

have been the result of official dictates of the prison rules 

which encourage inmates to 11do their own time", and caution 

them 11not to get involved with other inmates". At any rate, there 

was only the qu.antatative knowledge of how often the irunates 

came in contact with other inmates or how they did spend their 

free time. In an Auburn type institution where the inmates are 

required to work in groups and are marched from cell to dining 

hall and back in groups, there are obviously many opportunities 

for inmates to engage in conversation or get to know many others 

who, like themselves, a.re experiencing what Sykes has called "the 

pains of imprisorunent". A good operational definition of 

"involvement" was lacking. 

Even.though, the inside contact measure lacked the precision 

needed to be a reliable research tool, it did provide some 

expected results consistantly throughout the course of the data 

analysis. In general, the amount of inside contact definitely 

did have some association with the extent of prisonization 

among inmates. 

5. The results did confirm the U-shaped distribution of out-
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side contacts during the length of the sentence served by an 

inmate, which indicated that the outside cmtacts decreased 

somewhat during the middle period of the sentence, and increased 

again during the last. period of the sentence-served category 

which happened to be the sentence served ever three years or 

more. It is quite possible that during this time period, there 

may have been same inmates who were awaiting their release date 

and thus were in the process of reorienting themselves toward 

the outside carnnunity through letters and other forms of cannnuni

cation. In all other instances with respect to time element, the 

results failed to confirm earlier theories conceming linear 

relationship between the length of time served in prison and the 

extent of prisonizatim, or the Wheeler's U-shaped conformity 

to staff-norms. As it was pointed out earlier, the cross

sectional data which allows value or attitude neasurement at 

~ one point in time, ai numerous individuals at various 

phases of their prison career, would not be capable of pro

viding the ccnsistent ~esults that are expected. 

6. The findings also suggest that both the cmtrol variables, 

the criminal maturity and levels of deprivation, cmstitute 

valuable determinants of prisonization. They did modify the 

original relatimship between the independent and the dependent 

variables. They showed a rather weak but statistically signi

ficant relationship to prisonization; but the scope of the present 

study did not allow for any definite conclusions to be drmm 

with respect to which one of' the two, the criminal maturity or 



the levels of deprivation, was significant in determining the 

degree of prisanizaticn. 

Inpl.j.oatiC11s 
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Since there was no associaticn at all between the amount of outside 

contact and prisonization and the basic assumption of the present study 

did not hold true, it would be tempting to conclude that the positive 

outside contacts have no consequence for the prisonizatio:n respanse, 

therefore why not completely do away with them. But that would be an in

ference drawn on a very limited data and the project involvi_ng a ver-'J 

elementary type of the inquiry process. The results indicate that the 

higher amount of outside contacts and prisonization were positively related 

to each other. On the-contrary, the extent of prisanization may not have 

been the loGical outcane that followed the higher amount of outside contacts. 

There may be many confounding factors that could influence the nature of 

the outside ccntacts themselves. 

A case for more generous and less restrictive policy toward outside 

contacts of inmates through family visitaticn and written correspondence 

needs no theoretical substantiation; such a policy can stand on its oNn 

:merit not only from the humanitarian point of view but also from the 

practical angle. Furthermore such retention of ties would no doubt help 

inmates to gain a smoother and successful reentry into the outside 

comnrunity and achieve a meaningful reintegration with the mainstream of 

conununity life. 

Future research efforts :in this area should be directed more toward 

gaining a qualitative and content-oriented information in order to deter-
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mine to what extent the prisonization process is influenced by the amount 

and the specific nature of the inmate's outside contacts. A breakdown 

as to the sources of the :inmate's contacts, the purpose of the visits 

and other pertinent information should be sought. For the inside ccntacts, 

some other method should be devised in order to ascertain specific friend

ship groups, and the general patterns of inmate interaction • 

.. 
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There are many people today who think that they understand prison 

life. Those who are really able to express an opinion on it, however, are 

naturally those who are in an institution day after clay. Therefore, it is 

important to find out how both inmates and personnel feel about prisons. 

The following questionnaire has been worked out cooperatively by American 

Sociologist. 

This institution is only me of several where these questions are 

beine asked. The study is being carried out for scientific purpose only. 

No policemen, judge, lawyer or prison official will see any of these 

questionnaires after you have filled them out. 

We are not interested in the response of any particular individual 

to these questions. l!.vcrything is anonymous. Therefore DO NOT PUT YOUR 

NAHE OR NUlillER. on the questionnaire. We hope that you will answer the 

questions as honestly as possible, and we are verJ grateful for your 

cooperation. 

Professor Horman s. Hayner 
University of Washing-t.011 
Seattle, Washington, 98105 

-:'The following questionnaire covers only a very small portion of the 
entire data set collected by Dr. Norman s. HaJ7!1.er, University of Washineton, 
Seattle. Above cover letter appears here as it accompanied the original 
questionnaire when it was administered by the senior investigator and his 
research staff at various correctional facilities. 
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CIRCLE THE NUHB.ER. OF THE ANSW:ER iVHICH COl·lES CLOSEST TO DESCTI.IBTIJG YOUR OWN 
RESPONSE TO THE QUESTiaJS. BE SURE TO CIRCLE 0 1TLY am ANSWER. 

1. Security Type 7. 
1. Haxinrum 
2. Medium 
3. Hinimum 
4. Work Release 
5. Trusty 
6. Guard 

2. How often do you talk :lnformally 
with other inmates? 8. 
1. Several times a day 
2. At least once a day 
3. At least once a month 
4. Less than once a month 
5. Never 

3. How many inmate friends do you 
believe you made since you came 
to this institution? 
1. Hade many friends 9. 
2. Hade some friends 
3. 1'fa.de only one friend 
4. None 

I+. Think back on your past month in 
this institution. How would you 
say you spent most of your free 
time? 
1. Mostly 'With a group of inmates 

who are together quite a lot 10. 
2. With one or two inmates 
3. With several different inmates 

but not in any one group 
L;. Hostly by myself 

5. How do you usually find out about 
rules and regulations in this 
institution? 
1. Usually from other inmates 11. 
2. Usually from staff 

6. If you, yourself, could decide, 
would you pref er to have more 
opportunity to be together with 
other ID'na te s? 
1. More opportunity to be alone 
2. !lore opportunity to be to

gether with others 
3. It is alright as it is now 

If you had personal problems 
you wanted to talk over with 
someone, would you prefer to 
talk it over 1·Jith one of the 
inmates or with one of the staff? 
1. With one of the inmates 
2. With one of the custody staff 
3. With one of the treatment staff 

During the past month, have you 
received any letters or post
cards frQ~ relatives or friends 
outside the institution? 
1. No, none 
2. Yes, 1 or 2 
3. Yes, 3 or 4 
4. Yes, 5 to 10 
5. Yes, more than 10 

During the past month, have you 
-written any letters or post
cards to relatives or friends 
outside the institution? 
1. No, none 
2. Yes, 1 or 2 
3. Yes, 3 or L; 
4. Yes, 5 to 10 
5. Yes, more than 10 

During the past month have you 
had any visits from relatives 
and friends outside the 
institution? 
1. No, none 
2. Yes, 1 
3. Yes, 2 
4. Yes, 3 or more 

During the past year, have you 
had any furlouehs to visit home? 
1. Ho, none 
2. Yes, 1 
3. Yes, 2 or more 

If you answered 11yes 11 to question 
11, please answer the follrn-ring 
question about your home visit. 



12. 

13. 

15. 

16. 

l?. 

What ~as the major purpose of 18. 
your visit? 
1. Attend fUneral 
2. Look for a job 
3. Celebrate an anniversary 
h. Member of family seriously ill 
5. Strengthen relations with w.i.fe 

or parents 
6. Other 

Would you favor home visits like 
these? · 19. 
1. Yes 
2. No 

Would you favor family visits at 
the prison like those :in the 
California Correctional 
Institutional at Techachapi? 20. 
1. Yes 
2. No 

Circle the number of the statement 
below that you think best de
scribes the inmate leaders in 
this :institution. 
1. They give orders and .e.."qlect 

them to be obeyed 
2. They discuss ideas with other 

inmates before maldng a 21. 
decision 

Circle the number of the statement 
that you think best describes the 
inmate leaders in this 
institution. 
1. They help other inmates to 22. 

adjust better 
2. They lead other inmates into 

trouble 

If you were the judge and were 
.forced to pass sentence in 
accordance with the laws now :in 
effect, how i-rould you have 
judged in your case? 
1. Acquittal 
2 .• Probation 23. 
3. Jail 
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If you were to :Llnpose an im
prisonment on yourself, for 
how long would you sentence your
self to a penal institution? 
I would give :nzy-self: 
1. Less than 2 years 
2. 2 to 5 years 
3. 6 to 10 years 
4. 11 to 20 years 
5. 21 years to life 

What was your maximum sentence? 
1. Less than 2 years 
2. 2 to 5 years 
3. 6 to 10 years 
4. 11 to 20 years 
5. 21 years to life 

What was your ntlninrum sentence? 
1. 1 year 
2. 2 years 
3. 3 years 
4. 4 years 
5. 5 years 
6. ? years 
?. 10 years 
8. 15 to 24 years 
9. Life 

Do you think your sentence was 
a just one in relation to what 
you did? 
1. Yes 
2. No 
3. Don't lmow 

Canpare yourself with others who 
have been sentenced for the sa.r.1e 
thing as you. Do you think your 
sentence was lighter or heavier? 
1. Lighter thanmost of the 

others 
2. About the same as most of 

the others 
3. Heavier than most of the 

others 

How long have ~rou been on your 
present sentence? 
1. Less than ? months 
2. ? to 13 mai.ths 
3. 19 months to 3 years 
4. 37 months to 5 years 
5. Over 5 years 



24. V·n1en do you expect to be released? 
1. Within 7 months 
2. L11 7 to 18 months 
3. In 19 months to 3 years 
1+. In 37 moo.tbs to 5 years 
5. In more than 5 years 

25. How old are you now? 
1. Under 18 
2. 18-20 
3. 21-2/.i. 
4. 25-29 
5. 30-39 
6. 40-1+9 
7. 50-59 
8. 60-69 
9. 70 or over 

26. 1·Jhat is your marital status? 
1. Harried 
2. Single 
3. Divorced, separated, widower 
h. Corrnnon law marriage 
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Question numbers Z7 through 33 constitute various indices and the rating 

scores which were formulated during the previous research studies. They 

include the sentence stage, prison score, crim:ina.lity index and attitude 

index, clirn.ate index, benefit index and lastly participation index. The 

sentence stage refers to the tw:in elements of time; time served and the time 

remaining to be served. The early stage refers to the time element when the 

inmate has been in the institution only for less than 7 months; the middle 

staee refers to a period when he has served more than 7 months and has yet 

more than 7 months left to be served; and the late stage is when the :inr.iate 

has cor.1e close to his release date, i.e. less than 7 moo.ths reniaining to be 

served. 

Z7. Sentence Stage 28. ~~Prism Score 
1. Early 1. 'rreatment 
2. Middle 2. Intermediate 
3. Late 3. Custody 
1+. Indeterminate 

-l"fhe methodology- chapter e.:tq)lains in full detail how the prison score 
and crim:inal maturity were determined during the previous research work. 
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A set of questicns forming Crinrlnality Index 

1. How old were you when you were 
arrested for the first time? 
1. Under 14 
2. 14-17 
3. 18-20 
Li.. 21-24 
5. 25-29 
6. 30-39 
7. 40-1+9 
8. 50 or over 

2. Were you ever conunitted to a 
correctional institution for 
juveniles? 
1. Yes, two or more times 
2. Yes, once 
3. No, never 

J. Prior to the offense for which 
you are nc>w serving your sen
tence, have you ever been 
corrnnitted to a reformatory or 
prison? 
1. Yes 
2. No 

4. If yes, how many times have you 
served a reformator"'J or prison 
sentence? 
1. 5 or more times 
2. 3 or 4 tines 
J. T1dce 

29. Crinrlnal lfa.turity Index 
1. Professional 
2. Habitual 
3. Occassicnal 
l~. Novice 

A set of questions forming Attitude Index and Prison 
. ·~ 

Climate Perception Index. (Q. No. 30 and Q. No. 31) 

Described below are some situations ·which come up occassionally in 

institutions. They concern no particular person or institution - they 

could happen anywhere. In each case we would like to know how you personally 

feel about what happens, and in addition, how you believe most of the others 

in this institution would feel? 

CASE 1: .An inmate, 1dthout thinld.ng 
commits a minor rule infraction. A 
report is made by a correctional 
officer who saw the offense. Later 
two inmates are ta]Jd.ng to each 
other about it. Che of them criti
cizes the officer. The other, Jones, 
defends the officer, sa.y:ing the 
officer was only doing his duty. 

1. How do you personru.ly feel about 
Janes defendinc; the officer? 
1. Stroncly approve 
2. Approve 
J. Disapprove 
4. Strongly disapprove 



2. How many inmates in this 
situation do you think would 
approve of Jones defending the 
officer? 
1. Almost all would approve 
2. About 3/4 would approve 
J. About 1/2 would approve 
4. About 1/4 would approve 
5. Almost none would approve 

CASE 2: Inmate Fox and Clay are very 
good friends. Fox has some money 
that was smuggled into the institution 
by a visitor. Fox tells Clay he thinks 
the officers are suspicious, asks 
Clay to hide the money for him for 
a few days. Clay takes the money and 
caref~ hides it. 

3. How do you personally feel about 
Clay hiding the money? 
1. Strongly approve 
2. Approve 
J. Disapprove 
l~. Strongly disapprove 

4. How many inmates in this institu
tion do you think would approve of 
what Clay did? 
1. Almost all would approve 
2. About 3/4 would approve 
J. About 1/2 would approve 
l+. About l/h would approve 
5. lli1ost none would approve 

CASE 3: Inmate Fry and Page are plan
ning an escape. They threaten inmate 
Webb with a beating unless he steals a 
hacksaw for them from the workshop 
where he works. He thinks that they 
mean business. While he is trying to 
smuggle the saw into the cell-house 6. 
he is caught by an officer and Webb 
is accused of attempting to escape. 
He does not inform on the others, he 
risks punishment. He can avoid this 
by telling about Fry's and Page's 
plans. 

5. What do you personally thlnk \Jebb 
should do? 
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1. He should clear himself by 
telline about the escape 
plans of Fry and Paee 

2. He should.keep quite and take 
the punishment himself 

How many inmates in this insti tu
tion do you think would feel 
Webb ought to clear himself by 
telling about the escape plans 
of Fry and Page? 
1. Almost all 
2. About 3/4 
J. About 1/2 
4. About 1/4 
5. Almost none 
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Benefit Index. (Q. No. 32) 

Have you benefited from your stay here :in any of the follow.ing ways? 

Circle 1, 2, or 3 1.Ulder each answer to :indicate your response. Please 

respond to each of the seven categories. 

Yes 1Jo Don't Know 

1. Vocational training 1 2 3 
2. Classroom education 1 2 3 
3. Uhderstanding ot nwself by 1 2 3 

hav:inc; had time to think 
problems through 

h. Understanding of myself as 1 2 3 
a result of help from someone 
on the staff 

5. Better physical condition 1 2 3 
6. Better relationship with nzy- 1 2 3 

f a.Lti.ly 
7. I have worked an::l saved rzy 1 2 3 

:income 

Inmate Pa,rticipation_~. (Q. No. 33) 

Have you participated in any of the following activities iv.i.thin the 

past year :in the institution? Circle 1 for yes and 2 for no. 

Type of Activity Yes No 

1. 1venine school 1 2 
2. Gynmast:tc or other sports 1 2 
3. Card-playing, chess 1 2 
l+. Hobby work 1 2 
5. Amateur theater or mu.sic 1 2 

practice 
6. Group therapy or group 1 2 

cotUlseling 
7. Religious services, Bible 1 2 

class, Alcoholic Anonymous 
(). 
u. Technical Tra:i.J.1ing 1 2 
9. Ot.her 1 2 
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