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This study explores a range of issues characterizing 
prisonization research based on male popul~tions but does so 
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Intnhluction 

o:! long tr.:1.ditlon of quant ttativl~ rt'~l.!nrch on tllo1 "prison·i.I:Jtion" o[ nnlcs 

there are only a f e;. s turlies re1ell,!n t to s ir.rtla r i~sui:'.s a='!ong females. 

In fact, since the tvo r..aj or tlorks in the tll(1-60' s (l}nrd and Kassenb.?u;:: 

1965; Gial10Clbardo 1966) there h::ls been only one suosequ~nt nua1ysi::; 

of fe'.lale inmates and that study dealt Hlth both voluntarily as \·:ell as 

,-
involuntarily cO[T".::Jitted narcotic atltlicts (Tittic 1969: lI92-505). HO'(cove~'> 

studies of t-romen in prison have tended to focus on ho!:!ose:ruality and its 

rel.::tion to inmate social organization sllch that t·/e know very little 

concerning issues t!hich are central to recent research on lIIales (Sch:.;nrtz 

1971:532-542; lfllceler 1971:1003-1022; Thomas and Foster 1972:229-239). 

Tb it; study, then, at ten? ts to add to ou r body 0 [ l;nO\.rledgc concerning 

prisonization by examining tratlitiolln1 nnd current issues chnractcrizing 

tll!:! study of o;\le inClates util iz tng data collected from fep-ale felons 

n~d ni.sd~8~Dnants incD~ceratcd in a corrcction~l center for wo~en in th3 

southeastern United States. 

Situational and Diffusionist t~dcls 

THO interrelated topics have tloCll.natcd ouch of the sociological 

literature on the prison cor;.:nunity: (1) the cr.:ergcncc of an '!inmatc 

culture" or, more specificallY', an "in~late code" prescribing behavior 

and attitudes in conflict Hith "officnl norms" and (2) the assir-ilatiO:l 

of such a culture Hithin the prison conte:-:t. A COI:r.nOI1 tendency in r,lost 

c1at;9ic analy~;es approaching these to~)icn 11<15 been to attribute inmate 

culture and variable er.:bracem<:nt of nort::::; in· conflict. uith ::tlltltority to 
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['ISS; Syke::; and N3~;>;ingcr 1960:]1-13). The (,"-?hC'sis is on the function:;; 

of inmate culture in coping '.;:':h de?-::-.i.vation::: indigenous to the- prison. 

l:~:lce, such a vie:; has been referred to variably ;:!s a IIfunctio:lal," 

"rleprivation," "situational," or "indir,er.olls origin" model of prisonization.
l 

The tendency to concentrate hcaxily OLl cO:1.dirions ~dthin the 

prison Hhen e}:p1aining in~.3.tc prcspecth'es has genet"atecl considerable 

criticism. For e:r 2.op1e, In;in and Cressey (1964 :225-245) contenu that 

"functional" or "indigenous origin" perspactives have overer.Jp~lasized 

situational factors tdthin the prison ~nd "overlooked the dra.-:latic effect 

tklt external behavior patterns h2.\Ie on ,:hc conduct oE inmates in any 

giv,:n prison." Sin.Llarly, (:lbbo:1.s (196S: /f67- lI7 lf) take.:; tlle positioLl that 

"the prison. li.(e \·:hich e;:t~rgt:!:; a~\on? inr.:ates is signlfi.c.:tnt1y influenced 

by cbaracteristics Hhich tl1C:!se individuc!ls import into the institutio:t." 

l':oreovc r, such ar::;u~·:!f'.ts have been slIpported by recent research on males. 

Sclt::artz's (1971:532-51~2) stucly of "prc-institutional" versus "situational" 

inf.lucnces in .:! corrpction<J.l cor'-:lUnit'i, \,!h.:!eler·s (1971:1005-1022) analysis 

of social oreanization in Scand.:l:laviar. prisons and Tho:nas and Fos ter' s 

(1972 :229-230) partial test of "icportation" and "deprivation" 1!!odels of 

prlsonization all support the notion that situational variables cannot 

fully explain prisonizatio n • 

Actually, one of the n,:.jor SQurcl:'S of support for the importance 

o[ characteristics iC~JOrted into tht! system has been research or. Ho:nen in 

pri~:on. In h!.!r [;tudj' of <l "society of \o!o;:en" (1966:]87) GL"111or::hardo 
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~-:.lltur.:tl dcri.ni.t'i.(I<1. ~C\d conten.t of r.;~tlc ami [ci:\·,l.c role;:; :lore brollz,\lt 

I 
::ttt.. the. pri:;"11. !;(!ttlng anu fl!:lct LO:\ tc> dct!.!L"i:"<.i.n::! tht:! direction ".\1.d [OCllS 

ci,'l:lracteri.Btic aff(!c:tin~ both fOT.T.\Cll anc.l infC'rnal prison ~oclal orr,C!:1.ization.. 

On the other hand, \-IE:! knoH relatively little concerning the inpact of 

other loported ch3!"ccteristics and buckground variable::; reflectinz other 

.. 1 - t "E '-. l' c<>n SOC1-e ty .,\ ~~.·-I or a it:'_ of the present g.'nera 1:ea ure!; 0 tu01cr '" .." ........ 

research is to eXaJ!'.ine the ;:elativ~ "inpact" of certain background 

v~riables as co~~ared to situatioQal variables on incate perspectives and, 

thus, to assess the merits of diffusionist and situatioaal models among 

\:Oi:1e.n in prison. 

Horeover, there have been'inconsistencies in prisonization research 

:i.m:olving cert2.in central situational varLlbles ar.ong both raen and wonen 

in pr 150L1 [!nd in the at: ter.:?t to rccoQcilc di.ver?,t:'nt findings researC:Lers 

h.,"VL~ focused on both the chnr<1cteristics of institutions nnd charncteristics 

of inmate pO~Lllations. HOHever, sucb an.:J.lyzes have been larGely ex-

plocntory and rarelj' has there been any atte!f:-tt to drm..r on eCCleral 

thcoretical perspectives in the specification of trnditiorwl r.1odels. This 

I ,malysls atLer:pLs to mo .... e in such e direction by drm'IIn;, on ~r.\ergin?, 

nc.tioLlS oE "retributive justice" reflected in the Hritings of Edt·rin 

I.i::r.:<!rt (1967) [)n·.rid 1'!atza (1964 :103-179) and othe-:s Hho focus on nor.J.S 

and cxp~ct<J.tions concerning "just" respor..ses to l2.lf-breaking. "Justice" 

as n concept has received considerable philosophical attention and, in lUore 

n::cent yenrs, has been a - opic of con::;iderable elt~ric;enta1 research. 

Ho~·:evC!r, Hhi Ie central to discussions of the l':lI" and the a!lplication 

o[ punisltr.tent the sociol scientific focus has bt·C'.n on justi.ce in the 
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(~L:~'·ri.bllt jon "r .L~,nls. and tho;! (·(':1'~'.'::lh~nc~3 o[ f'hwq\\.i.ty" ill t'w uj.;;tt"i

:'.tLi.oa of rm:;~rc.:-; (L'.f;. AIL'r:,; UG5; HQ:.:;~n" 1961.; S('lzni.c:k 19(9). There h<l::; 

of incquit.~bl<! punlslli;<~nt. 

- - ,. h ~lh" arlpl_i c"_-o 1.' l .. -Lt)· of typic"l situational li!odels prison1zat10n rcsea.c. ~,. " 

r.:ay depend on cultural <lnd ~;t1acultural no;:ns and e}:pectations cO:1cerning 

response.=; to la~·,-breaking. For cXat:!?le, in his recent research on 

ScandanavLm prisons t.Jheeler (1971: 1005-1022) cOlild find no evidence 

supporting tradition~l models of in~Ll.te culture and prisonizotion. 

suggests this depaJ;"ture from cou:;no"-ly cited patterns in A=rican prisons 

=y reflect cultural di ffcrenccs in deEini tions of deprivation nnd 

. te rcspOIlses to l~r·-br'"'~~·J.-n" frnat '.:e are su~gesting is that appropr.l.a "U_v -"'-_. "c. \ __ 

the iO;:>i'l.ct of the prisor. e:·:pericnc.:' in Aoeri.cat SOCil'ty I~ay be contingen1: 

on such nO!"1!lS and c:'=!lectations as \.,-]1. LCf:l'2!rt (1<)67: /,2-43) sugf,csts 

I 1 b 1- 1',-" I",.Ost likel'J' to cnhonc.::! cor;: •. itr.ten.t to devinnt v.1.1ues t_\nt a C! .. lng 

t·/h€:.a there arc incon~istencics or di:;!1aritics betueea the pLlni5hn:~ht and 

th", delTinnt actions tDl/2.rd \·:hich it :is di.rected. SiI!lilarly, H<1tza (1964: 

103-179) argues th<lt til::! violiltion of c:o;:'.!:!.only held t!xpP-ctations regarding 

adjudi.cation eLves rise to a "scns~ of injustic,::" \/hich further attenuates 

the noral bind o[ the 1m·;". Thus, He nLght anticipate that to the degree 

that there is veriable consensus concerninf, thE! i!:1propriety of different 

Icd'l1i'1al" acts and variation in e~:pectC!d and appropriate responses to 

I "C t t s of b(-.h,~'/.l-'''·, ]·.m~. rl·so.11:!.~nt shoulc! be defined as a norc lLtL(~rCn .ype. ~ "~L " 

".:!ppt:opriate," "just" or "C'xpected" response for som~ acts, sItuations 

ant! offend.::r" Lhnn for ollt~'n'. In turn, tradltion~t1. situational Rod(!ls 

----
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U:lt Lonnl ffi()de l. 

The Populatio!1, Scttjn~; and S,:u:l!?lc 

The anlysis to folloH is bn::;ed on datn ?,ntitered frol:! £('male felons 

<:lnd n:.sdemeanant5 iripd.soned in a corrcctionnl center for ,·;om~n in the 

southeastern United States. It is a l::uni!aut:l security institution and the 

only t·fOr:len I s prison in the state tJhere the study t·f.?S conducted. The 

:institution provicles a nu:-.:ber of progrm::s air.:ed at "rehnbilitation" 

includic.g ncadeoic and vocational educ.:ttion, study release and co=unity 

volunteer pro~nli:ls. Participation in certain eduC::ltional prograns is 

required for inr.!atcs \·Iho arc under 16 or "ho h~,"·2 not co:nplcLed the fourth 

grade. ParLicipatioll in other prcz.:rnms requires pcn'lission m.d/or 

(lualtfication. In ac!ditioa, cadI inL1:ttc is p,i.ven a job aGsi~n:::<.!at to 

(Inc of a variety of tt·aclitio:1.:tll)· "feli:<lle" ty~:'! activLtics such as 

laundress, seamstrcss, cook, Haitress or bE'at,ticia:l. The st,~ted policr 

on job assignr.lents gives precedence to tho prison I s needs altholl~h st<!ff 

indicate that an attem?t is cade to consider the incates preferences 

\;hen poss ibJ e . 

The institution lists a population of 304. Hm.,eve.r, tlhen those 

inr.!::ltes housed in lw.lf\.18j' houses elseloJhere in the state, those no 10:1ger 

in the instP'.ltion and those Fho h.:ld participGtecl in a pretest Here 

clir.!inated, the avallnble population HilS consi.derably reduced. nata 

I;Cr-C ultiontely ohtained fro", a r<lndOQ Semple of 175 (82 percent e[ those. 

available). Sine.) ~;O:;:i:! (bt~ on ilil. listed Jm~atcs \·;et-c avail.:t!.>le through 
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offici.al n·corch, I:C- t·,·o..!rc able tll a;;:.e:iS tIl(;' rcpr-e~c-ntatl.vencss o[ the 

p-.!~ce"t of the inr.ut<:!s in tltl! present stuu,' are bJacl~ as cOl'lparcd to 

65 percent listed in off.icial recorcls. (2) Sixty-four percent ,,,,ere 1_10ns 

accordinz to records as co:ap:ned to 61 percent in our semple. (3) O£ficinl 

records. indicate that 27 percent had conpletcd the tl.,elfth grade as 

co:;:parecl to 2lf percent of the salnpl~. ·(4) The nean age 01. the sar;t?le Iolas 

28 as com?ared to 27 in the official records. (5) Four percent of the 

s2.!".ple indicate having tried to c".::a?e and officlal records indicate. a.n 

identical percentage. In Stlr.l, at least in terms of those characteristics 

the s:lt:Iple appeL!rs to be representative of thl! total inmate p'Jpul<!tion. -
listed by the institution. 

The 1::eaSl!res used in this research are based on. responses to questionnairl! 

itt.:l".5. Each im!!atc filled out cl questionnaire ded[';-:ted to deal uith those 

issues t-lhich have dominLtted prisonization research ar.\Ong nale inI;!ates. On 

the basis of an earlier study oE the Ho:nen's prison and a pretest He 
I 

concluded that ~.;-e shoulc! varj t,le .?c.!:!inistration (If the questionnZlire 
/ 

dep~nc!ing on reading ability of the int:lates. Thus some inmates cOill?leted I 
the questionnair~ in grou?s oE 25 ;:~<ld others in groups of tl-.'O to s1::. Those 

\-Lho hZld a great clifficulty u..'1c!erstanding the questionnaire Her-e either read 

the itp.t'1s ;:,nd allO~/ed to indicate their responses on separate cards or 

t.lere interviewed individually. Horeove.r) the questionnaire \Vas adoini-

stered in private roo;:ts \>lith no correctional personnel allm.,ed. Inmates 

\.;ere ZlI<.'.ranteed 2.nonynity and inscructed not to COl!5!1uni.cate or sit 

close to one another. A.t the end of a session each in:nate received a 

to\:cn remunerati.on of $1.00 rot· coor~ratinl!. in the study. 
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'!'lit! dCp(:n,l:!l1t variable in t h0 P r~sc[!t una ly!l is it: ~;lnti.ln r to t.hOlt 

(1965:30-55), Sdl'.:~rt? (197l:512-5!.Z) and otlH~r5 ,HId hOll' Leen n:fl!rred 

to vilr.,labl:- as "subscr.tp tit1n," I/e..,br.l.cer;:ent" or "co;:<;;tltr.1i!nt" to an "inrJ,lle 

c0dc." As delineated in tht! liter~ture ~uch a c'JdC! consists of five 

[J!Ol:dr:ts (Cressey 1%9:174-175): (1) Do [lot divulge infom<ltimt, (2) Do 

not respect the staff, (3) Do not \"eal:.en, subt:'~t or accl.!pt, (tl) Refrain 

fror:t qu;:\rrels ~vith other in:nates and (5) Do not exploit fellot ... int:lates. 

Since the latter tHO e:a:-i:it!:S are generally consistent ",ith official norms 

and cxpect?tions (Clovard 1960 :20-48) ~ .. e lioited our t:lc,lsurc to items 

reElecting conflict \-lith authority and organizational expectations at the 

correctional. center. The, final t-;easure used in the present analysis 

\,;as based on responses to four items selected on the basis of a [actor 

<lnnlysis: (1) "TI\(~ officers here d..:!serve respect because they arc only 

G0 in[; their job," (2)" r E an in~'1tel:nOl·,s that ~lQother in;:]:?te is plcmninr. 

to escape) she should tell an officer," (3) "Inmntcs shoulcl tell the staff 

,-rhen sOr.J~body bre~l:s the rules)" and (II) "I enjoy tal:ing part in the 

activities th:ll f,o on around ilcrc." These iteaG ,';~rl! sl:;:mdnnlized, \,'eighteg_ .. 

and udded to fo m an index of "sub scrip tion to the inmate code." For the 

tabular analys is the index \,.:\s di.chotO::1ized at the r.\caa \Ii. th 

ap?roxlt:lat\!ly fifty percent: of the im:l.ates falling in the "high" category 

<:ntl fifty percent in the "1m," category. A nine point scnle \-Ias used 

"hen conducting llIultiple corre.lation and regression analyses. 

Findings 

}'.yndi t lonal Sit'\ntioll..J.l Vari <:\bles 

Fvnctior,al theories of prisonization have focused ort e>:-periences 

durlnz confine~ent but particularly on processes thOU~\lt to reflect 
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~:nr.1cL Hid.!." t.h:i Or.Lf',inal [(Iell!: \'!i1f. 0:1 Cil!lC'. ~l~l"Vl,d in the inst ttution 

~';!rly resc:l1:dl hy \:h.:!c1.er (L'10L:697-717.) led t('l a conceptu:ll refor.mulation 

"institutional career ph<:l3c," Inmates in the "r1.tddle" of their institutional 

" careers arc vie\-:ed ns l~orc inolatec1 fror.l the non-prison Horld than those 

enrl}" or late in their careers. Hhile such a pattern is vic1ely citE!d 

in research, it is by no maans universal (see Atchle), and NcCabe 

1968:774-785). In fact, of the two studies examining career phase among 

fr:r:w.le inoates only Tittle (1969:502) reports such a pattern. Har'J and .' 
K.3.ssenbauo (1965:42-43) ,ould find no evidence of a U-shaped relation 

" 

nor any significant relations involving ti~e sCTI'ed or remaining. 

Our findings arc fairly similnr to Tittle's analysis. Using several 

different ;Hoccdurcs for e:.;:n;;:ining the relatio;:J.ship betl·Tee.n career 

(Table 1 here) 

phi1sc~ ;:nd embr..!c(~!::ent of th(! inclatc code, the data consistently suggested l 
the traC:itional pattern with et::'brnce!:le.nt hiE-'hest for the synthetic 

J 
Z cohort 0 f. "cicltlle plws~" innntes. Since the pr.oc"-!dure used by Tittle 

and the secon:! procedure sum:aarize;i in Table 1 could result in a clispro-

portionate llur.tber of long Cem inmntes in the r:>iddlc phase He felt it 

particularly il;!?Ortnnt to examine eertain "key categories" Hhich seeoed 

to Clearly represent each of the career phase cohorts. \,'hile the nu.-:lber 

of inr::ates in such catesories \'lnS sr.1a1l, the pattern of findings vas 

quite sir:tilar to thOlt noted fur the lareer sample. l::jJdle phase inraates 

arc IT.ore 1ik.ely to enbrace vic!\vS contrary to official expectations than 

inmntes in the c.:!.rly or late phases of their institutionnl careers. He 

shOUld note, hou~ver, that the dLCfcrenc.:!s usinE ollr data \-Jcre statistically 
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in$lr,ntficant (dli-::;quarc) for :Ill thn~e procedurt.!s and that COr.1?uta::.lon:.; 

U:',II;: Tittle's (hL:I sh:J~': Id!: dLff~'rQnc(:s to ~(' o.tatistlcally in:>ignificant 

Oth~r Situatic~3l Variables 

In Table 2 \,:e have slL--:=arizcd the relationships involving a wide 

r:toge of addition<ll ::;ituation<ll variables :i.ncluding t'ontact Vlith outside 

friends and rel<ltives, CQn':act with st<lEE) participation in special 

pror,r<l;'l1S and inmate interaction as well as the coefficients relating 

tcupo ral variables to inmate perspectivas, In general, we ,·1Quld have to 

(T<lble 2 herE;) 

conclude that contact \·Iith friends and relatives, relationships Hith the 

staff and participation in spacial pro~ra~5 ~zke little or no difference 

for innntc perspectives. In [act, Hhen ~rollp contact and career phase 

a::-e entered into a nultiple correlati.o<1 annlysis tOf-ether \-lith freq\!ency 

of cont<lcts \-lith trl?atnent staff, letters sent and recei.ved and emotional 

support fron friends ilnd rel<ltiv~s, thc:;e tHO "explain" <lbotlt six percent 

of the varianc~ Hhile the others collectively explain onJy tI.:o percent. 

In SU::l, \vhile si.tuntional v<lrinblcs do not r::nkc. much difference for 

in::l:\te p.:\rspectives, those variables most centrnl to previous situational 

r,:·!warch did lurn out to be tne most strongly' rf'lated to subscription 

to the inPlate code. 

Di[ fus ionis t Variables 

As noted earlier. several theoris ts have.. argued that char.:lcteri.stics 

i!'lportcd into the prison arc rel~ted to variable cmbracenent of the innate 

codc! <lnd recent analysis of ..!iffu.-;ioni.st perspectives aoong mnlcs in 
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19n :2~9-2J9) hil\,~, ill 
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th~ inmate code (fice Table!;). Eoth situati.onal anti bacL:~ruund varLaolcs 

t~k<:! soma diffcc.:-nct:! fOT in::l.:ltc p(,!rsepcti\'~s hut of the si::.: uuly 

(Table 4 hc re) 

the. coeffici~nts for a3c and felony status Here statistically SIgnificant 

at the .05 level. Urban status and education are U!ore veakly related 

than the. tHO situational variables. 

The most stron!;ly and persistently related background variahle 

among our female inmates Has age and it appears to have had an impact 

on attitudes tmvards the staf!.: and institution ,vhich cannot be attributed 

to its association with otl,;:::; background or situational variables. This 

finding is quite consistent with research among males in that age has 

been cited as one of the ~ost significant correlates of be.havior "lithin 

prison and l.·ec:idivism at ter release (e.. g. '·!olfgan~ 1964: 21-35; Glaser 

1964: 36; Glueck and Glueck 1937 :105). In fact Harvin \-l"olfg::Lt.>.g (1964:35) 

fotmd age to be the T.!OSt signiticant corri:!latc of his l!!easur:c of 

" adjustoent to pJ:ison" a:nong males incarcerated for homicide.. The fact that 

older inmates ar:e more likely to accord respect to institutional staff, 

express ver.bal agreement Hith system rules and enjoy the. activities 

offered in the prison is particularly interesting in vie,,, of the vliGe

spr:ead belief that young offenders should be separated fro~ older 

offenders for the protection of the youn.g. The age difference in embrace

J:l2nt of anti-institutionaI" vie,·rs is paralleled by similar age patterns 

for rule-breald.ng and punishI!1ent in prison. lounge:;: inmates are nore likely 

than older inmates to report violations of prison rules (-.33) and to 

report having been punished by staff (-.42). In su::l, age 1 like. sex, appears 

to bc one. of those eeneral fe<ltures of American society Hhich has conse

quences for inmate behavior, reactions to behavior and normative orientation 

tot-lards the-lIrison and its staff. 

'. 
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S p~ci [l(:,lt i.on 

fcm:t1es. Atchley and HcGa[,~ (1968:77 I,-7G5) r!.!port t:hat thcic rc!search 

",:c.s able. to sustain lle.ith<!r Cler.ner's nor Hh:;elc.r's theor.Lc3 concerni.ng 

tll", developn:ent oE prisoniz:ltion." They, and others, have sugl,;cstecl a 

Olli:lber of possibilities "lhich r.J.ight specIfy the conditions under t.;hich. 

the situational prisonizut.i.on ~ode1 may be most applicable. As Garrity 

(1961) notes, the ~ost co~~only advanced model seems ~ost relevant to 

!:L1.:,imun sec;urity institutions and least adequate for "r.d.nimum security" 

or "open" institutions. Smilarly, Atchley and HcCab~ (1968:788) cite 

Street, et al. (1966:212) to the effect that traditional models may be 

li!':lited to institutions oriented tO~·Tards "obedienca" or "treat~entl\ 

rathar than lire-education 'l.!ld development." In fact, it does appe~r that 

the correctional center we studied requircs a f~r more complete depri

vation of personal possessions and greeter role. dispossessi.on (Goffman 

1961) than the institution studied by \!ard and Kassenbaum. Ho:"rever,·_ 

Tittle's analysiS Has based on a federal institution. consisting of both 

voluntarily as Hell as involuntarily incarcer.:lted narcotic addicts \;hich 

a l.lo".-Ied supervised interaction a.1'.ong males and h·walcs and considerable 

freedou of choice \-lithin the institutic,c. Hence, ,ve might be able to 

reconcile our results ,·rith Hard and Kass "nb au I!l 's by focusing on ch;:rracter

istics of the institution, but at least based on descriptions of the 

instituti.ons, such a comp:lrison does not seeut to <l(:count for Tittle's 

findings. 

Atchley and HcCabe also raise the possibility that differences in 

the natu<:e of. the inmate popUlations studied I:'..:l.y make n di.fference for 

.~-



!'~~ttt.!rll:; o[ pri~uni:mt.ion ~;llch tfwt the si.tu.!t,ioll.:!.l n:odcl 1r.:.1.}' be r.!:lro 

t\·lU most CO::1.r.ton situ<,.tiollal v;).ri.aiJles and e;::!.lrac!:!m:!at of the in:113tc cmb 

ili::onr; variable categories of inm;).tes. He Here particul.:trly interested 

in the v<1riable d.!gree of assoclat Lon bett·:een career phase and inmate 

perspectives aoong inmates iEiprisoned for different types of crime. 

~':hile t'le had na data on conceptions of appropriate and inappropriate 

responses to various types of crime it seen:ed plausible to hypothesize 

that consensus concerning the propriety of ir.Jprisonment Ghoulcl be higher 

for crimes of violence than for crimes a&aiast property or "victimless" 

crimes. Similarly, in:prisonwent should be vietved as a Eore appropriate 
" 

or just response to a felony than a misdeoeanor. Thus, lebeling ',. . ' 
t:heoretical notions concerning retributive justice seemed to i1;;;>ly 

that the traditional prisonization argument should be most applicable to 

cisdemeanants and "victimless" offenders and least applicable to felons 

and violent offenders. 

Table 5 su;;marizes the apiJropriilte gaCi'Lla COtef[icients. The data 

do seer;[ to suggest that both car~er phase and grou? contC!ct are oost 

strongly related to ei!1bracef:1ent of the inmate code among oisdc:!:eanants 

and victimless offenders. In fact, \·,hile there Here too fe\Y' cases to 

(Tables 5 and 6 here) 

have rruch confidence in the outcome of further st:bdivisions, the. results 

H~re essentially consistent ~-rith rc.tributive justice hypJtheses even Hhen 

jn;;!.3.tes \·lere categorized on both fClony status and offense Sill!llltaneously 

(fice Table 6), Career phase \·:a5 significantly related to subscription 

to the iniTIate code only aoone o.i.sde,nean::mLs and then only for property 

''''M''~'' 
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Lh.' r.:-lat i.~ln~;ilip:-: tl" tc'ne! to \':!ry in trle pn·dicted uirt!ction \·;nen I:!ovin~ 

fro;:l the victi;;:less-i':!isde[!~nn:l.l1t to tn,' violent-felon category. 

!·!hen inmates t·rere su!Jdiviue.d on the basis of other hackground 

characteristics the only cor.,:':1.rclble variation occurret! for racial status 

(Table 7). Career phase is virtually unrelated to emL racell!ent of the 

inraate code Cl[;tong lllacks and group .contact Has far raore ",eakly related 

(Table 7 he.re) 

than among Hhites. There is obviOUSly variation in the Ii!agnitude of 

relationships for other subcategories but none co~parable to the patterns 

noted for felony status, type of offense and race. Hhile \'le did not 

predict the variation by race, we can at least sugge.st its possible 

relevance to notions of retributive justice . 

Variation in prisonization nmopg socio-de;:!O~raphic eroups l'!ay 

reflect variation in norms or expectations concerning punishment. It 

GL1.y be that iT.prisor:~ent 1.s vie~·,ed as <! more Llppropriate response or, 

at least, a rr:ore lex~Jectcd" response to la\v-brcaking among southern 

Black tlo!!!en than southam lfnitc \;O::ler:. II:!prisonme~t is a rare response 

to fe~ale la~-br~aking and is particularly rare for White fcm3les. Thus, 

such a reaction to la\;r-breaking may be a greater violation of standards 

of I:etributive justice in the eyes of h'hite feCi'.ales than Black females. 

He should also note that the variation in traditional patterns by type 

of offense and legal status seecs to persist even Hithin racial sub-

t ~· "es (see' 'fable 8) Tn f'.even of e-l'g!lt cO=o' ad.sons the situational CLl ",gOLI. , 0 _ 0 .... " 

(Table 8 here) 

\'arlables are GJore. strongly related to innate perspectives in the pre-

I 

I 
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dietcd catcBorics. The dLf[~canca~ ara quLte procLn0nt in GIX of thoH~ 

Iii.ti.ted, the patt:t:!rn ::;lI:;~estt.!ci by notions oE ret'C.iiJuti.vG justice tC!nds 

to er.:2rge even I·!ne:l furthe:: controls arc impler.I'-!nted. 

Summary and Obscrvatinns 

this study has attcir.pted to build u;J0n and c:.:.tend prisonization. 

analysis by exr..raining three interrelated issues: (1) tlw relationship of 

t d' t' 1'" t t' 1" . bl . ra ~ ~ona s~ ua ~ona var~a es to ~nrnate perspectives an.ong I_omen 

in prison, (2) the relative impact of "diffu:::;ionist" and "situational" 

variables on inoate perspectives and (3) the possible relevance of 

geileral notions of retributive justice to the specificC:ltion of traditional 

EOdels of prisonization. In dealing vith the first of these issues we 

.Tere partially replicatinci the tlvO earlier analyses of prisonization among 

fCUlale inmates. In dealing I.;ith the second we "Tere extending prison-

iZ3tion analy:::;is &-:!ong ~;02en jn a direction exemplified in r~cen.t; 

research c:tr.1ong l':en. And, finally, by attemptin8 to specify the tra

di.t1.onal U10del ~-le hoped to sugge.;t ne~, lines of the-oretical inqui~y 

and ·to relate prisonization theory to more general speCUlation on 

retributive justice. 

Our findings concerning the t,vo traditional situational variables~ 

career phase and group contact, were quite consistent Ivith the bulk of 

;.ri;sonization research amono" !!lales and the ~ost t l' ~ reccn ana ys~s among 

fcc:lles. Ecbracement of an inmate code appears greatest for the synthe

tic cohoct of inmates in the "middle" oE their institutional careers and 

is positively associated H ith group contact ~'ith other inmates. Um.;ever, 

the relationship~ ,,,ere Heak and career phase Has not si£nificantly rc

lated to inmatc perspec::ives. On the other hand, they Herc more strongly 

16 

rcl<ttt~d th:ln other situational variables includln;, r('li:ltion~llip~ ",ith f 

starf and O~lts tclt:rs .:lnd particif12tion :in spcclal treatment' pro;:;,o.:::s. 
I 

;~rCJVcr, wu were nL~u nbl~ to ubH0rv~ that rclationsips involvins carcer 

pha3C ant!. croup c.ontact wet'€! tat' stt:onger in some categuries of inr!ates 

th:tn others and that Haile the relationships varied they I-Tere remarkably 

persistent. Career ?hase ~"as positively related to enbraceG1ent of the . 

im:late code in 20 of 23 subcategorie.s examined, and group contact 

vas positively related in all but one subcategory. Thus. I"hile the re-

lationships are ~"eak they are quite persistent and consistent in both 

magnitude and direction '-lith Tittle's research. 

Our analysis of the T'.:!lative association of "situational" as com-

pared to "imported" variables Has fairly consis tent ~vith previous 

speCUlation and research as Hell. Background variables yTere more strongly 

related to iru;Jate pr:rspecti.\·as than situatiunal variables and collectively 

accounted for about t~·;enty percent of the variances. t'ihen cOUlbined ~.;ith 

career phase and group conti'lct the entire set accounted for about tl-lenty-

fivc pet'cent of the variance. Only age and felony status Here significantly 

r.elated. Ase persistad as the strongest cot'relate of inmate perspectives 

and its i!!lpact Hould not be attributed to any of the other variables 

e:-::ao.ined. Older in::lrltes arc less hostile tOI.,ard the system d"d less 

likely to violate prison rules than are ·younger inmates. In sum, the. data 

do support critiques of the functionalist approach to the effect that 

characteristics importe.d into the prison shape inmate behavior and 

nornativa orientations. Background chat:ac.teristics such as age appear . 

to make for greater differences in inmate perspectives than do e~periences. 

interaction and temporal isolation '-lithin the prison context. 

The analysis relevant to retributive justice. is highly speCUlative 

.. ,.....,.--
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• 1 f tr;'"l'!;,tion:tL cclnti.onf:h [lHi Hithin and va [' i.':lt lOti ttl the t:!:l!::n LtUC.;:! (I -~ 

.1 r.~c t,~l catc",I)t'ics mlf,at be ciue to chance or r[f.cnse, lc?,nl ~~ntu~ nn~ "-'~ t _ 

I , ~,:(: \:cre only ::>.blc to ltypothcs L7.e thut the C':~:plCli.ne( in 0 tllt:!r t·.\.ty~;_ 

interacti.on noted migllt rcElcL:t vari:1ble noras anel e}:pectatioils concc:rning 

• • • l{O"";>V~[" even though the interpretation goes Hell retcibutlve JustlCC. - '" _ 

beyond the data, notions of retributive justice seen to add something net·: 

d . E 'n' t; n It has been tlidely eroc>ued to the on-going iScuSS10n 0 prJ.so ].za .0 • 

may ll~ve dl' fferent· consequences for different "types" of th:1t imprisonment u 

offenders and that inconsistencies in prisonization research may reflect 

this fact. On the other hand, speculation on the issue tends to be 

fairly atheoretical. He are never told ~ different "types" should 

respond differently. Are differenti~l responses a reflection of per-

" va·cJ.'able no=s and expectations concerning sonality characterJ.stJ.cs, 

reactions to deviance, or SOi:e other aspect of the social context? 

L::-.oeling theorists suggest that the consequences of reactions to devinnce 

h "f].· til bc~ ... t.·cen such re<lctions and norms of retri-~lC contin?,ent on t e . 

butive justice. • t' ~ does, ~t least, suoogest nel'T theoretical Sucn a perspec'lv~ ~ _ 

di I:'ectioas for ~H'isonization research and rai.ses .:l \,hole set of interrelated 

h ' h 'ht. d~El.·n,e th~ subJ'ect matter of a sociology of questions w J.C ~~g _.. -

. i·That notl.· on. s do people hold concerning the "appropriate" retributive justJ.ce: _ 

'f f. crl.'~o? Hmo[ are such conceptions distributed rc~ponse to ccrtal.n orms o. k'_' 

among various sod.o-de41ographic catego~ies? T'!hat are the consequences 

of violati~g such norms and expe~'cations for the punished, punishers 

and audience? 

Ench of these questions has been dealt '·lit.h by social scientists 

in the study of "distributive justice" but the focus has been alnost 

entirely on the distribution of reHnrds. HomanS (1961) Jaques (1961, 
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1967) ane! Scl:mic.:k (1969) among other$ h':1Ve .:tIl Ut!t!ll concerned Hith the: 

c!Lsc':>Verr of "rlllt:~ I.lf jU5ti.C('.," shared soci:>1. t'.on:!s deftning "fair" 

(II:' ".::qult<!ble" p<!y~:i'nL clr conceptlo:1S of "f.:lir:1cs~." Distributive justiCe! 

.lS defined in tl~rn.:; of the rt:=lat ion bett·:eea rew.J.['ds and inves to.::!nts, 

"utcO~€!S ~nd input::; (Ad~r.!s 1965:272-283). SiDilarly, Anderson, Berger, 

Zel.ditch and Cohen (1969:1-16) err.phasize ",JOsitively valued"· clmracter-

istics, nOrt:!S surroundLng positively-valued goal-objects and the fit 

bctl.feen positively valued characteristics and goal-objects in the . .:' 

discourse on equity and distributive justice. Studies of '~eactions 

to inequity" have dealt exclusively (-lith the cognitive, emotional and 

behavioral consequences of inequitable paYI:!ent or inequitable reward 

structures. Thus, \,hile the concept of justice has always been associated 

I , 
! 

/ , 
I 

Hith the distribution of punishment sociological theory and research has 

I 
concentrated on nores surround.ing the distribution of ret·rards and the 

consequences of violatine those norms. 

Substantively, the stl.!.dy of justice should encompass the distribution 

of punishment. As Schrag (1969: 111-15) argues "Jus tice. . . conccrns 

the entire nechanisn by Hhich LCH"l.::-ds and penalties of all kind::; ace 

distributed at:long the system's members, the noms that govern the 

distribution process, the \'1aY these norms are it:1?leI:!ented in practice, 

and the degree of correspondence betueen no=s and practices." There are 

a fCloT studies concerning the public's "sense of justice" in law enforcement: 

(e.g. Hakels 1966:42-67; Kutschinsky 1966:21-41) and the degree of 

punishment people define as appropriate for certain crices (Rose and 

Prell, 1955:2.47-259; Gibbons 1968:32-35). HOIVe\TCr, \o](! knO;·l virtually 

nothing about the conseque.nces of failures of retributive justice.. As 

\·:e have noted, Lemert (1967) and Hatz<, (1964 :101-180) have both advanced 
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hypothese:; concern Lng the conscqlh!ltCt.!S of v.lo1at ion. of such norm:; uut FOOT~iOl'l::S 

1 "P' , '.. '" 11 c.l l' tIl n 1 1 C J (19 I 0 rl.::;O!UZ~lt Ion \01:\:; orl.g· ,~:! y <! l.nca e(! ly ono c ,.CIlT.,ar '1: 
. , 

"t'hu", ,:e hope. that the prt!5cnt i.n'lllixy nut (1\\11' c;:\n a<.ld to OUL' body of 

knm/ledge conc<!l.'niu8 prtsonizatiul1 ;:lnd \·JO::i:e.n in prison hut that it 2CI[,CS, custO::lS and general clllturo! of th~ penitentiary." Th~ or.tgir.al 

$o::te ne~~ lini!s of inquiry nnd the.ort!tic:ll intcr,r:ltion in the stud). C;;!;lhasis ,·:as on the "taking on" or assimilation of an innate CQdC! over 

rt!.:lctions to deviance a.nd retributivt:!. justice, tin':! in the institution, Hm:ever, the concept is also t/idr.ly usec1 to 

refer to the der,ree to t·lhicn nn inmatc er1braces certai.n at titudes to-
, , 

wdrds the institution, its staff and ~ther jnmates regardless of the 

source of that v.:lriation. For exa:!lple in sum:narizing his earlier research, 

Hhceler (1971:1006) states that "An attitude I:!easure of attitudinal 

confo~ity versus non-confo~ity to the values of the staff ••• was 

developed to serve as an empirical indicator reflecting Clenmer's concept of 

pri.sonization." HOHever, in the strictest sense prisonization does not 

refer to a set of attitudes but the taking on of a sct of attitudes as a r 

, result or the prisoa exnericnce. The present study examines correlates 
• 

of attitudinal conEo=ity to the values of stGff but treats "prisonization" 

/ <IS an hypothesis cantr;'].l to functional theorie:; rather than as a 

". dt!pendent variable. Th(;! existence of certain rclGtionshins bettveen 

:in~ate attitudes and situational variables is indicative of prisonization--

not the attitudes theoselve.s, 
" 

2 These data \·;ere eathered at one point in twe and follow the same 

basic pro~dures in defining career phase cohorts as earlier studies 

of prisonizZltion. HmJever, one probleo in replicat:ir>.g and integrating 

\ 
previous res~arch on career phase is thc lack of any clear rationale 

for diffcrentiating the COh0CtS. For c}{anp1e, in Tittle.'s ana1!;sis 

early phase inmates are tho!}e Hho have served less than four months and 

have more thon tHO renaininz, Hiddlc phase inmates have served 

/ 
I 

'" 
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<':UL'';> than four "nd !tnvc~ oore th.:m tttO rCI:!,:lin i.n~. Late ph;we Inn;ttcs 

In'll! r.crvcd le5:: than onl! "llU have less than tllO ren.-lin tng. C:lvC'n th(~ 

cuttillf, pointD (oc early and r.ltdd l.:\ pll:ls,,~ i.nrl:ttes \le Hould ha.v,;:, ('l-:p?ctcu 

l"t~ phase inr.1.:ltes to be those \·;110 have served !:lore than four anu have 

iC'RS tharl tt~O I!:onths rei!!aining. Th!'! change in cutting points creates a 

situ.:J.t.ion I:here late phase i.nr.1:ttes r.1ZIY have shorter terms. In our analysis He 

e:~perL'i.'!nted \-rith several procedures and report the results oE ead,· 

l'!ureover, I.e eli.r.linated inoates with short terms fro::1 the m~asure of 

career phase since they did not c:learly belong in any of the career 

phase categories and used COC'StJ'lt cutting points in creating the 

three categorics. Since Har.d and KassenbaU::! (1965) do not present the 

data relevant to their measure of career phase it is possible that 

variations in the procedures used to measure career phase could lead 

to inconsi.stent finuings. 

I 
/ 

TA~U: 1 

PEP-CENT SUr:SCP..li.m:C TO WHATE CODE 
BY CAREER PHASE 

(THREE PROCEDURES ArID TITTLE'S STUDY) 

._-_ ... _-----._- ~-' 
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Proccc.lure b 
2: Honths 

Key 
Categories C 

Tlttle's 
d Study 

Early 45%(53) 38%(37) 
Cnrcer 

50%C 0) 

65%(25) 

39% (18) 

50%(24) 

64%(35) 

50%(30) 
Phase 

Hiddle 62% (48) 60%(78) 

Lnte 55%(40) 58;:(26) 

aCategories created by taking the ratio of tim~ served 
(crichotor.Jized) to tice rcmainil'g (trichotooized). 

bEarly = les's th.:tn 4 served, Poor.::! thnn 3 remainin-g; 
Hiddie =: more than 4 served, Clore than 3 remaining; 
L~te = more than 4 served, less than 3 remaining. 

c 
Enrly = less th:lrl !f ser/ed, I:!ore than 13 reC!ain~~ng; 
Hiddle = more than 4 served, 4 to 12 rem,nntng; 
Late = ~ore than 9 served, less than 4 rcmninlng. 

dE~rlY = less than ~ served, more than 2 remaining; 
H~ddle = more than It served, Dore than 2 remaining; 
Late = less than 1 se rved, less than 2 rema in inr;. 

I 
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TABLE 2 

WHATf. conE IW SLTUATIm:,\L V:\f:tArILES 

Contact with Outsiders 

Letters Received 
Letters Sent 
Visits 
Different Visitors 

<!. 
Emotional Support 

Contact with Staff 

Staff Friends
b 

Contact with Treatment Staff 

Participation in Special 
Prograr:ls c 

Interaction ~.rith In~_ates 

d 
Group Contact 
Inmate Friends 

Career rhasee 

Tille Servcd f 

Time Remainiugg 

+.11 
-.14 
+.08 
+.08 
+.12 

-.09 
+.13 

+.09 

+.35 
+.15 

+.24 
+.28 
+.11 

(Tau C) 

(+.OS) 
(-.04) 
(+.06) 
(+.06) 
(+.08) 

(-.06) 
(+.10) 

(+.04) 

(+.26) 
(+.14) 

(+.18) 
(+.19) 
(·!-.08) 

23 

aBased on the item "Do you feel you can depend Ort friends and relatives 
outside the prison for help and s\lpport ~'/hen YOll really nee.d it?" 

bBas(>d on the item "!lave you developed any strong friencships with other 
inmates s:'nce you have been in the institution?" 

clnc1udes work release, study release, basic education or vocational 
educ<:tion. 

~ased on ~·nleelerls items (1961: Footnote 17). 

eBased on time served (trichotomy) in relation to time remaining 
(trichotomy). See "a," Table 1. Categories weTC ordered ~dth middle 
phase last and early phase first since. the underlying ordinal variab1~ 
is te.l!lpor3.1 iso1.:1tion froiIl the outside \vorld. 

fTrichotonize.d: Less than or equal to thre.e months, four to nine. t:lonths, 
tC'n or more months. 

RTrichotomize.d: Less than or equal to three months, four to t~.,elve 
months, thirteen or more. months. 

.' 

--

.i 

Basic n<!ck~roun-J 

Racea 

Aoeb 
Education

C 
d 

Urban E~"Perience 

Legal Status 

Felon-Hisdemeanant~ 
Violent-Nonviolent 
Previous Imprisonment

g 

TAULE 3 

aDichotol!lY: (1,) Hhite., (2) Black. 

Gamma 

-.06 
-.54 
+.44 
+.43 

+.51 
-.03 
+.07 

(Tau C) 

(-.03) 
(-.38} 
(+.31) 
(+.1.7) 

(+.26) 
(-.01) 
(+.04) 

21~ 

bTrichotoll1ized: (1) 22 or younger, (2) 23 through 29, (3) 30 or 
older. 

CEight categories ranging from zero to sixteen years. 

d . h D1C 0 tor.']: (1) Urban, (2) Small tm.,n, rural. 

eDichotomy: (1) Felon, (2) Nisdemeanant. 

f . r D1clotomy: (1) ~[urder , assault, (2) Other. 

gFive cate.gories ranging from zero to tlVO year~ previous imprisonrilcnt. 

.. 
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TAtn.E 4, 

u~·rATE com: BY SI'£U'\TIO~:i\L A(:U DIFFUSlO:{LST VA1UAuLES
a 

(CORR£LATlO:~ !,,;U S't!C.:O,\RDIZI::U rJ~cr:ESS fml COEFFIClE,iTS) 

r beta 

Situational Career Phase +.20 +.14 
Variables Group Contact +.17 +.10 

-.38 
b 

Age -.29
b 

Diffusionist Felony Status +.26 +.18 
Variables Urban Status +.20 -.09 

R2 EG.ucation +.22 +.08 

25 

.24b 

~he dependent vari~ble ,vas entered in the form of a nine point scale. 
Age cmd education Here etltered in terms of nu:;tber oE years. Group 
contact, urban status <lnd felony status \,ere entered as clUi;l.'llY variables 
with values of "0" and "1." Career phase \'/as entered \·lith v.J.1ues of 
"0" for "early," "I" for ·jlate" and "2" [or "oldcllc phase" inmates. 

bStatistically significant at the .05 level. 



TABLE 5 

rm1ATE CODE BY CARE c. !'o PHASE liND QROUP 
CONTACT BY LEGAL ST,\TUS MiD TYPE OF CFFENSE 

(Gammn nnd Pel".::entq~e Differ.:: .. ~e) 
; 

L,~gnl Stntus: 
i 

Felon Nisdemennnnt Offense: B Violent Property Vict:l.m1css 

Career l'!l.:lSC 

Group Contact 

+.otf 
2% 

(101) 

+.24 
11% 

(102) 

+.81 
62% 
(39) 

+.66 
33% 
(64) 

+.12 
8% 

(46) 

+.12 
5% 

(49) 

+.31 
207. 
(56) 

+.17 
16,; 
(51)· 

.:lViolcnt: = ~furdcr, nssault; Property = Theft) embezzlement, forgery, ~lhit:c collar;. 
Victimless = i'iarcotics, disorderly) drunk, alcohol, ",0 tor velo.iele. . 

b7hc diffcrcnca rCV:ll;otcd is between "car1yll and "middle" pilnsc inttatcs. 

+.44 
35% 
(32) 

+.67 
36% 
(43) 

, 

--



" 

TAr.LE 6 

suaSCP-IPTIO:-l 'W nr.!Al'E CODE BY CAREEP. PHASE 
AND GROUP Cm!l'ACT BY OFFENSE CATEGORIES 

(G~~~a Coefficients) 

27 

Offense Categories 

b 
Career Phase 

(N=) 
Croup Contact 

(N=) 

Nisdeoeanor (+.81) 

Violent 
Property 
Victimless 

Felon (+.04) 

Violent 
Property 
Victi.D.less 

.00 
+1.00

a 

+1.00
a 

+.16 
-.06 
-.06 

(8) 
(14) 
(10) 

(37) 
(42) 
(18) 

+.71 
+.44 

+1.00
a 

-.05 
+.37 
+.38 

(10) 
(26) 
(16) 

(37) 
(/,2) 
(19) 

'llespite the extremely small number of cases ill the:;e categories 
chi-squares Hithin these categ::>ries Here statistically significant 
at the .05 level. 

bThe results \vere basically sirl'ilar Hith short tenners in the 
analysis. G~~a was -.50, +.33 and +1.00 for the offense 
categories among rl'isdemeanants and +.16, -.06 and +.23 among 
felons. 

" 

------ ------------------

TI\BLE 7 

SUBSCRU'TION TO INH.:,\TE COUE BY CA!:EER PHASE 
A':,1) CI"\i'UP CONTACT lW IlACKGROLRlD VARlAIlLES 

(Gw~~a Coefficients) 

Career Phnsea Group 
Control Variable (N=) _ 

Race 

Age 

Urban 
Status 

Prior 
Prison 

Education 

Black 
\-lhite 

Under 22 
22-29 
Over 29 

Urban 
Non-urban 

Yes 
No 

Jr. High or Less 
Some High School 
High School or Nore 

+.08 
+.40 

+.16 
+.30 
+.17 

+.26 
+.18 

+.28 
+.25 

+.34 
+.27 
+.22 

(92) 
(43) 

(44) 
(50) 
(47) 

(79) 
(60) 

(84) 
(54) 

(42) 
(64) 
(32) 

+.22 
+.60 

+.30 
+.35 
+.47 

+.20 
+.48 

+.27 
+.38 

+.46 
+.31 
+.27 

:'8 

Contact b 

(N=) 

(108) 
(56) 

(55) 
(59) 
(57) 

(88) 
(78) 

(105) 
(64) 

(50) 
(77) 
(39) 

aThree categories ordered in terms of underlying theoretical 
dimension of isolation from non-prison H::>rld (Early> 1.ate, 
Hiddle). "Short termers" not included. 

bDichocomized identically to \-theeler's study (196l:footnote 17). 
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TAELE S 

SUfiSCRIPnm; TO nr.!ATE COOS TIY CAREEr- PHASE 
A:."\i) GROUP CO~·:TACT BY RACE ~\:m OfFENSE 

(G~~a COefficients) 

29 

Raca and Offens'~ 
Categories Career Phase (N.": ) Group Contact 

Black 

Hisdemeanant 
Felon 

Violent 
Property 
Victimless 

t·fhite 

Hisde.me.anant 
Felon 

Violent 
l'roperty 
Victicrless 

+.78 
-.16 

+.09 
+.32 
-.10 

+1.00 
+.22 

+.00 
+.21 

+1.00 

(26) +.78 
(65) -.00 

(38) +.13 
(3::1) +.11 
(19) +.55 

(12) +.60 
(31) +.58 

(7) +.00 
(24) +.l,S 

(7) +1.00 

/ 

n;=) 

(40. 
(65) 

(40) 
(37) . 
(22) " 

(23) 
(31) 

(8) 
(3D) 
(11.) 
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