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Chapter 1: Introduction

In the mid 1970s strain theory came under hea@aglatind traditional strain
theories fell out of favor due to the lack of engal support. Since then, strain has been
reformulated into a theory of broader scope (Pattar and Mazerolle, 1994). With the
publication of a new strain theory in 1992, Rol#gghew was able to peak the interest of
those in the field. With the introduction of AgnesaGeneral Strain Theory (GST), came
a revitalized interest in strain theories. He bassdvork on previous strain theories
developed by Merton (1938), Cohen (1955), Cloward @hlin (1960), as well as stress
research in psychology and sociology (Thoits, 199%5new (1992) believed that strain
theory had a central role to play in the explamatibcrime/ delinquency, and with that,

he presented the outline for a general strain thebcrime and delinquency.

General strain theory is unique in that it emplressindividual relationships and
focuses on negative relationships at the individiexgl. Written at the social-
psychological level, the focus is on the individaatl his or her immediate social
environment. Described as being the most origindl@mplete of the strain theories,
and having a solid conceptual basis (Froggio, 2001 new version of strain theory has
tried to “overcome the inconsistencies that haeguéed traditional strain theories, while
remaining true to the underlying argument thatistiias at the root of
delinquent/criminal behavior” (Broidy 2001:9). Panily concerned with types of strain
rather than sources of strain (Agnew 1992), GS$tylates that strains and stressors

increase the possibility of negative emotions saglnger and frustration, which in turn



forces pressure for curative action. Crime is oo&sjble response to these emotions

(Agnew 2001).

GST builds on previous strain theory in a numberays and points to new
categories of strain. The theory suggests thanhstrégses fronthe actual or anticipated
failure to achieve positively valued goatgpal blockagenot simply the goal of wealth
attainment which is postulated in earlier stramatties (Merton, 1938) but also the failure
to achieve justice. Strain could also occur duaéoactual or anticipated presentation of
negative stimulisuch as physical assault or verbal insult. Andlly, Agnew asserts that
strain could be caused lye actual or anticipated removal of positivelyuwed stimulj
such as the death of a close friend or the lossrofmantic partner are examples of this a

category of strain. (Agnew 1992; 2001)

While GST has undoubtedly added greatly to our tstdeding of crime and
delinquency, there still appears to be a gap iditbkature. The theory was originally
designed to explain adolescent delinquency andeadeht drug use. Therefore, most of
the empirical work testing GST has focused on juesr{Agnew and White, 1992;
Paternoster and Mazerolle, 1994; Hoffman and Mill&98; Mazerolle, 1998; Hoffman
and Cerbone, 1999; Piquero and Sealock, 2000;iAselEore and Gordon, 2000;
Agnew, 2002; Hay, 2003; Thaxton and Agnew, 2004uBro and Sealock, 2004; Spano,
Rivera and Bolland, 2006; Preston, 2006; Hay anahEy2006; Froggio and Agnew,
2007 and Neff and Waite, 2007). Other scholareHagused their empirical work on

GST around young adult populatidr{Broidy, 2001; Eitle, 2002; Eitle and Turner, 2003

! Defined by Susan Jakielek and Brett Brown in “Thankition to Adulthood: Characteristics of young
adults 18-24 in America,” as being between the ajd8-24, The Annie E. Casey Foundation, Popufatio
Reference Bureau, and Child Trends, May 2005



Mazerolle, Piquero and Capowich, 2003; Sharp, Brewand Love, 2005 and Johnson
and Kercher, 2007). Surprisingly however, verydiempirical research in criminology
has examined GST using adult populations (Janglahdson, 2003; Langton and
Piquero, 2007; and Slocum, Simpson and Smith, 2808)none thus far has looked at an

incarcerated adult population.

This gap in the literature opens the potentiabieestions to be asked as to
whether GST is supported in research that uses stéineples, especially those drawn
from groups that are involved in more serious, nloarimes (Meldrum and Hay, 2006);
could GST be relevant to an adult incarcerated jadipn? With this in mind, one could

assume that prison provides a captive audience$ting general strain theory.

With the lack of diversity in sampling populatioinsempirical assessments of
GST; this study has a unique opportunity to test @8 a population that has not been
commonly studied - adult incarcerated males. WAgaew’s (1992) guidelines for
testing the theory focused on adolescent populstioa qualified this by pointing to the
fact that at the time most of the available data sapable of testing GST involved
surveys of adolescents. Certainly research iri¢fe and data collection has come a far
way and gone beyond the adolescent population. Mewyvé is still noticeably obvious
how few studies on GST have been done with adyltilasions and even fewer with
incarcerated adult populations. This gap now aléov the possibility of a whole new

era of research on GST with regard to prison pdjmuls.

This study not only has the unique opportunityest GST using a sample of

incarcerated adult males; but it will also exteimel ise of the theory. The study will




examine perception of the prison environment; anpheenon that is not normally
explained using GST. Could it be that inmates wmeeence more strain in prison have
a more negative perception of the prison envirortraad hence possibly not benefitting
from the programs provided by the correctionaley&t Or can we assume that strain

experienced in prison has absolutely no impacteyngption of the prison environment.

Finally, the study will serve as a partial testG8T, looking at the impact of
strain experienced in prison on the rate of recstiv Meldrum and Hay (2006) suggest
that, “in a time where the recurring theme is timathing works,” concern over the
psychological well-being of inmates has taken &lsmat to policies based on models of
incapacitation and risk management profiling.” Desphis approach, we continue to see
many individuals commit subsequent crimes followtingir term of incarceration. One
potential explanation for this “revolving door” mag the prison environment itself. In
short, it is reasonable to consider that the egpeg of being incarcerated presents
inmates with conditions that foster certain typestmin that contribute to, rather than

deter, future criminal behavior (Meldrum and Ha§08).

With the growth in the prison population in the téoi States, the criminal justice
system and scholars face the predicament of ngthaow to control this population but
also how to serve it in a manner that can ensatehie same people who are currently
incarcerated will not return to prison shortly aftelease. The study will be an
opportunity to merge theory with corrections, laakit a problem while incarcerated
and not simply before or after incarceration; suhelving some policy implications

whatever the direction of the relationship.



The Present Study

A brief review of the literature reveals that naedras yet determined the
usefulness of GST for explaining the criminal bebafor incarcerated adult males.
There is little evidence to date to suggest thgtigoal research has used GST in
exploring the relationship between strain expemena prison and its impact on
perception of the prison environment and recidivisims study attempts to establish two
things. First, the study is an extension of GS@king at the impact of strain experienced
in prison on inmate’s perception of the prison emwvment. Second, as is evidenced with
the lack of diversity among study populations t& B8ST, this study has a unique
opportunity to partially test GST to see if it ogirs as Agnew suggested among a group
of incarcerated adult males. The study tries talgsh if there is a relationship between
strain experienced in prison and recidivism. It egkse of data from the first truly
experimental study (McKenzie, Mitchell, Bierie, Rla, O’'Neill, Franke, & Mitchell,
2004) completed in the context of a correctionathmamp for adult males and examines
strains from two of the three types of strain dssad by Agnew (1992he removal of
positively valued stimulndthe presentation of negative stimdipking more

specifically at the impact afriminal victimizationwhile incarcerated.

Chapter 2 is divided into three sections. The 8gsttion is a brief overview of
GST. Being the focus of this study, the section eidcuss GST’s unique characteristics.
The second section will focus on the prison envitent in an effort to shed some light
on life inside prison and will help us to determinavhat extent this is a strain-induced
environment. The argument being postulated isttieaprison environment is a strained

one which can affect the incarcerated male inmgteeption of the prison environment



as well as recidivism rates. The third section stigates how GST has been studied in
the past, paying particular attention to the sts@yples utilized. It summarizes empirical

studies relevant for establishing the basis fa& thesis.

Chapter 3 defines the methodological approachesosexgbin this study. The
thesis is a quantitative study and uses a mulataregression analysis approach.
Perception of the prison environment and recidiwgithact as the dependent variables
and self-reported measures of strain experiencedson are used as the independent
variables. Chapter 4 reveals the results of theystmd analysis of the data. Finally, in
Chapter 5, | summarize the results, draw conclssam discuss the limitations of the

study.



Chapter 2: Review of the Relevant Literature

The literature review focuses on three generalsarBae review starts off with a
conceptual framework which gives an overview ofegahstrain theory, looking at the
types of strain discussed by Agnew (1992) andythes of strain most likely to lead to
crime. The review then focuses on defining thegorisnvironment and life in prison,
looking at what makes this environment a uniquéappropriate environment for testing
GST. This chapter will end with a review that exaes the scholarly work on general
strain theory, paying special attention to the pajpans that have been studied over the

last couple decades.
Conceptual Framework

Classic strain theories (Merton, 1938; Cohen, 1@86ward & Ohlin, 1960) of
the first half of the twentieth century argued ttlalinquency resulted from the blockage
of goal-seeking behavior and with the failure thiage valued goals individuals became
frustrated and turned to delinquency as a resyhé, 1985). Not supported in
empirical studies, interest in the theories dedirie response to criticisms of the
theories, Agnew (1985) attempted to revise stia@oty, proposing another major source
of frustration and delinquency, théockage of pain-avoidance behavidhe idea was
that adolescents were forced to stay in certair@emments (family and school) and if
these environments were aversive or painful, thexe very little adolescents could do to
escape legally. This he argued would lead to fatistn and illegal escape attempts or

anger-based delinquency. This hypothesis was tesiad a national sample of



adolescent boys. Using path analysis to test thdeimoontrolling for social control and
subcultural-devianéehe found that location in aversive school andiffaemvironments
had a direct effect on delinquency and an indiegeict through anger. He also found that
adolescents who were located in an aversive envieo from which they could not
escape were more likely to be delinquent. Withitiawll strain theories receiving very
weak support, Agnew argued that this data suggestealv direction for the development
of strain theory. However, due to the lack of engpirevidence and the inability to

explain facts of crime, classic strain theory @lt of favor in 1970s and 1980s.

In 1992, Agnew proposed a general theory of crina¢ lhe believed could explain
all types of crime among all groups of people- Gah$train Theory (GST). He
believed that this new strain theory of crime wolddcapable of “overcoming the
criticisms of previous strain theories” (Agnew, 29897). GST'’s basic assumption was
that strain and stressors increased the likeliteddotegative emotions like anger and
frustration, creating pressure for corrective actwith crime being one possible
response (Agnew 1992). The theory specifies ttaiogiship between strain and
delinquency, pointing to the fact that strain kely to have a cumulative effect on
delinquency after a certain threshold level is heglc GST describes those factors
affecting the choice of delinquent versus nondeierg adaptations and it provides a
more comprehensive account of the cognitive, bemaliand emotional adaptations to
strain. GST helps us to understand why many stilaim#ividuals do not turn to

delinquency. It is argued that some adolescentsrabtu legitimate means to achieve

2 This is because part of the direct effect of awrsin delinquency may be due to the fact that &mers
causes or is correlated with low social control dadiant belief.



their goals, while others chose not to. And lastrimi least GST points to several sources

of strain, in particular focusing on three categeif strain (Agnew 1992).
Types of Strain

Agnew’s (1992) GST significantly broadens the cqa# strain beyond that
produced by the discrepancy between aspirationggpelctations, to encompass several
sources of stress or strain. Agnew believed thatecand delinquency were an
adaptation to stress, whatever the source of thedss(Akers, 2000). With that in mind
he identifies three major types of deviance-prodggitrain: the failure to achieve
positively valued goals, the removal of positiveitued stimuli, and the presentation of

negative (noxious) stimuli.
Failureto Achieve Positively Valued Goals

Failure to achieve positively valued goals incluttese subtypes. First is the
traditional concept of strain as the disjunctiotwmsen aspirations and expectations,
which encompasses most of the strain theoriesnmmology. Agnew expanded this not
only to include ideal or future goals, but morereat goals. This version of strain theory,
continued to argue that strain stems from the litgldd achieve certain ideal goals
emphasized by the (sub) cultural system. The sesobtype was the disjunction
between expectation and actual achievement, whenthslto anger, resentment and rage
in attempt to reduce the gap between expectatiothsetual achievement. The third
subtype, results from a disjunction between what @efines as a fair and just outcome
and the actual outcome. This subtype assumesnitiatdual goals focus on the
achievement of specific outcomes which are comperéde outcomes of specific others.

If outcomes are viewed as equal to one anothem,ttheesituation as defined as fair and

9



just. However, if the outcomes are viewed as notgequal, then the outcomes are

viewed as being unjust (Agnew 1992: 51-56).
Removal of Positively Valued Stimuli

The second type of strain refers primarily to th@ividual’'s experiences with
stressful life events (Akers, 2000). According tgngw (1992) this may be caused by the
actual or anticipated removal of positively valigtignuli from the individual. This could
include the loss of something or someone thatliseea for instance, the loss of a
boyfriend/girlfriend, the loss of friends due téa@ation, or the anticipated or actual loss
of employment. This may lead to delinquency asnbddevidual “...tries to prevent the
loss of the positively valued stimuli, retrieve tbst stimuli or obtain substitute stimuli,
seek revenge against those responsible for thedossanage the negative affect caused

by the loss by taking illicit drugs” (Agnew 19927 58).
Presentation of Negative Stimuli

The third type of strain assumes that the individoanes in contact with and is
unable to escape legally from noxious stimuli (Agri992). It is a set of stressful life
events that involve the individual’'s confrontataith negative actions by others (Akers
2000). For an adolescent, noxious stimuli may idelaxposure to sexual or physical
child abuse, victimization by others or other adeegxperiences. It is believed that
noxious stimuli may lead to delinquency as a resiulhe individual (1) attempting to
escape from or avoid the negative stimuli, (2)rigyio terminate or alleviate the negative
stimuli: (3) seeking revenge against the sourdb®hegative stimuli or related target;
and (4) attempting to manage the negative affe¢aking illicit drugs (Agnew 1992: 58-
59).

10



According to Agnew (1992), although these threesypf strain are theoretically
distinct from one another, they may sometimes ayewith each other when trying to
understand causes of crime and delinquency. klis\ed that the three types of strain
should have a cumulative effect on delinquencyaiBiincreases the chance that
individuals will experience negative emotions, wathger being especially important for
GST. These negative emotions create pressure figgative action, and delinquency is
one possible response. Delinquency may be a mébnadleviating strain, that is, for
achieving positively valued stimuli, for protectingretrieving positive stimuli, or for
terminating or escaping from negative stimuli. Dgliency may occur as adolescents try

to manage their negative affect through illicitgluse (Agnew & White 1992).
Link between Strain and Delinquency

Agnew (1992) argued that the three types of stl@oussed above increase the
likelihood that individuals will experience onermiore of a range of negative emotions,
including, disappointment, depression, fear, argearAnger however, was thought to be
the most critical emotional reaction for the pugmsf the GST which Agnew believed
results when individuals blame their misfortunesotimers. Anger is described as the
main emotion because it increases the individuaVsl of felt injury, creates a need for
retaliation/ revenge, boosts the individual towaad8on, and lowers the inhibitions
because the individual believes that others wdl teeir aggression is warranted.
Experiencing negative emotions leads people tongitéo resolve the issues causing
these emotions and, delinquency is viewed as ossgilfie response. Agnew believed that
delinquency may be one way to ease strain, in dadachieve positively valued goals,

retrieve positive stimuli or for escaping from ngga stimuli. In other words

11



experiencing strain may create a “predispositiordfdinquency or function as a
situational event that instigates a particularrdglient act” (pp.60). Agnew believed that
strain had a cumulative effect on delinquency ateertain threshold level has been

reached (pp. 74).
Dimensions of Strain

A key issue in strain research is how we effecyividtermine the impact of a
strained situation. Agnew (1992: 64) explains thatstress and equity literature suggests
that adverse events are more influential to therégxhat they are (1) greater in

magnitude or size, (2) recent, (3) of long duratienmd (4) clustered in time.

Themagnitudeof an event is suggested to have different meathépgnding on
the type of strain being examined. When we areidensg the presentation of noxious
stimuli as the type of strain to be examined, mtagia refers to the amount of pain or
discomfort inflicted. There is however a differem¢aning of magnitude when we are
referring to goal blockage. In such situations, miagle refers to the size of the gap
between one’s goals and reality. And finally, wiélspect to loss of positive stimuli,

magnitude refers to the amount that was lost.

Recencys also seen as a crucial aspect in determiniagipact of a strained
situation that an individual might experiencesithe idea that better conceptual clarity is
obtained from the recent past. This idea of recénclosely related to the issue of causal
ordering and the use of an appropriate time lag, and Agi®®2) suggests that
researchers should consider the effect of recemanwrying to establish a relationship

between a strained situation and crime and delmgyueAvison and Turner (1988) in

% The basic idea is that the cause must precedeffer.
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their research argued that recent events are indeegel consequential than older events.
That is, events older than three months have éfflect on outcome measures.
However, Avison and Turner’s data focused on staeslsdepression, and may not be

generalizable to the strain-delinquency relatiopgAignew, 1992: 65).

Duration, another key issue, refers to the length of timendividual experiences
a strained situation. Agnew (1992) drawing on theity and stress literature postulated
that events of extended duration (chronic stre¥saishave a more severe impact on a
variety of negative psychological outcomes. Intengéy however, was the argument that
isolated negative events may be unimportant inroheiténg criminal behavior, but rather
what was a determining factor were chronic strestwat would eventually lead to

negative outcomes.

Clusteringis another dimension of strain has been discussé stress
literature. Data from the stress literature sugggesitat events that are closely clustered in
time have a greater effect on negative outcomesit{§,HL983). Agnew (1992) supported
this claim and argued that strained events cludterédme will have a greater effect on

criminal behavior than stressful events that areenevenly dispersed.
Coping Mechanisms

A major argument for strain is that only some siediindividuals turn to
delinquency. Agnew (1992) argued that the effecttiin on an individual is determined
to some extent by the coping mechanisms availaltieat individual, indicating that, not
all coping mechanisms are equally available toyew®eg. Individuals have constraints
that limit their ability to access nondelinquentiaelinquent mechanisms. Constraints

may be internal, such as goals and values, orredtsuch as social support systems.

13



Agnew (1992) believes that the major adaptatiorgrin include cognitive,
emotional and behavioral coping strategies. Cogmitbping strategies are based on
individuals cognitively reinterpreting objectiveestsors in ways that minimize their
subjective adversity. Cognitive coping strategiagenthree general strategies: ignoring
or minimizing the importance of adversity; maximigipositive outcomes or minimizing
negative outcomes; and accepting responsibilithérsh conditions. Emotional coping
strategies involve individuals directly acting @sponse to the negative emotions that
have resulted from their adversity, such as usmgslas a stimulant and depressant and
physical exercise in an effort to reduce or allevi@egative emotions rather than
cognitively reinterpreting the situation. The thiyghe of coping mechanism is a
behavioral coping strategy, further broken doww imto major types of behavioral
coping: those that try to find a way to minimizeetiminate the source of strain which
could include both conventional or delinquent betisy and those that seek to satisfy

the need for revenge, which may also assume coowahor delinquent behaviors.
Types of Strain most likely to Lead to Crime

Agnew (2001) argues that researchers have litildagice in selecting the types of
strain most likely to lead to crime and makes asgtion when it comes to selecting
among the hundreds of types of strain. He beliestesins that are most likely to lead to
crime when they (1) are seen as unjust, (2) ameedeas high in magnitude, (3) are
associated with low social control, and (4) crese pressure or incentive to engage in
criminal coping. Considering these four charasters Agnew (2001) suggested a list of
strains that will be highly associated with crifi@ese include: the inability to achieve

core goals, which are in turn easily achieved tghocrime, but are not the product of
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conventional socialization; child neglect and abusgative secondary school
experiences; work in secondary labor market; hosseless, especially youth
homelessness; criminal victimization; abusive pettions; prejudice and
discrimination; parental rejection; and poor eo@@renting. Agnew went further to
suggest how one can test the above argumentsth®y:eexamining the effect of selected
types of strains on crime or, by looking at the alative measures of strain on crime.

Both of which will be employed in the current study

In summary, GST has not only expanded traditiotralrstheory but has also
added new types of strain to the explanation oheriGeneral strain theory more
precisely specifies the relationship between staih delinquency, explaining that strain
is most likely to have a cumulative effect on dgliency after a certain threshold level
has been reached. Agnew takes the theory a stifyeflry pointing out the key
dimensions of strain that should be considered vibstimg GST empirically. The theory
also provides a more comprehensive account of gapgchanisms that are utilized
when people find themselves in strain inducingagians. This helps us to understand
more clearly why some individuals do not turn tong. This can be considered a major
contribution of the theory. General strain thealso helps us to understand those factors
which will determine whether individuals engageal@linquent versus nondelinquent

adaptations to strain.

Prison Environment

Describing the prison environment is importantwsdification for the current
study. The focus will be on earlier researcherssghweork fit more appropriately with

the argument being proposed here.
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Research on the prison environment started indhg #930s, with the work of
Hans Reimer who voluntarily served three monthsrison as a participant-observer in
an effort to examine the prison environment. Sthes a number of studies have been
conducted trying to understand the prison enviramtmEnhese studies include:
Clemmer’s (1940Yhe Prison Community8ykes’ (1958Fociety of Captiveloward
and Cressey’s (1958)heoretical Studies in the Social Organizationhaf Prison;an
edited volume by Cressy’s (1961Ihe Prison: Studies in Institutional Organizatiomda
Change;and Goffman’s (1961} otal Institutions While these works focused mainly on
maximum security prisons for men they are stilienportant in our understanding of

the prison environments today.

The prison environment is argued to have two soegmlities that coexist
(Schmalleger, 2004). The first is an official sttue of procedures and rules
implemented by the wider society and enforced ligoprstaff. The second is a more
informal but more powerful inmate world. In 1940emmer’s treatis€lhe Prison
Communityopened our eyes to the possibilities of suchtrealiClemmer argued that the
prison was a world in and of itself, and prisordgseloped ways in which to modify
their behavior in order to fit and adapt. The @migation models put forward by
Clemmer argued that convict’s values, attitudelesrand even language were learned.
There was an attempt in his work to understandntipact that personal and
environmental characteristics of incarcerated pars had on inmate misconduct and
recidivism. Following on his previous discussicaglecade later, Clemmer (1950)
argued that the socialization process that inmatpsrienced inside prisons may in fact

teach them more elaborate methods of law breaknaggjng the argument for a possible
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connection between prisonization and parole viofaéind recidivism, suggesting that

imprisonment might be a source of criminality.

In the sociology of prisons there was an ongoirgatke about the importation and
deprivation models. The importation model argued grisoner subcultures and
adaptations were primarily influenced by what thisgner brought into the institution.
By contrast, the deprivation model argued the dgwekent of inmates’ subcultures and
adaptation to prison was out of a response to Bjkes (1958) calledains of
imprisonmentthose things the inmates were deprived of winiéaicerated. The general

consensus on the debate was that both influencsaher adaptation.

Relating more closely to the argument of this thésthe work of Gresham M.
Sykes. In his 1958 bookhe Society of CaptiveSykes presented the idea of “pains of
imprisonment,” which can be paralleled to Agnew'842) discussion of the “removal of
positively valued stimuli.” While this study wasrwtucted decades ago one could easily
imagine such pains or strains existing in our pristodayDeprivations of libertythe
first described by Sykes is certainly the most obsiin a prison environment, the
prisoners must live in a world considerably smathem the one they came from and
within this environment their movements are furtbenstrainedDeprivation of goods
and servicegan be a real strain on prison inmates. Whileetigecertainly difficulty to
compare the standard of living in the free worldhwthat of the prison environment and
while some might argue that some are better offlehan out, we cannot ignore that
this can potentially be a strain- inducing stimwiithin the prison walls one loses the
freedom to get what they want, when they wantd low they want itDeprivation of
heterosexual relationshipgsas also recognized by Sykes as a pain of impmson.

17



Another pain included tha@eprivation of autonomyVithin the prison environment the
inmate is subjected to a substantial body of ralesregulations which are intended to
control his behavior in minute details. The inmatgelf-determination is persistently
withheld, such as hours of eating and sleepingtshofioutdoor time, time spent on a
phone conversation and even the language usetterslare largely determined by the

prison staff.

Finally, Sykes (1958) discusses ttaprivation of securitywhere individuals are
compelled to live in a situation with other men whsome cases have a long history of
violence and aggressive behavior. This he beli@oedd be anxiety-producing for any
inmate, even the hardened recidivist. Not onlyex¢ anxiety due to the aggression and
exploitation, but also such behavior constantlgésrthe inmate to question whether or
not he is competent enough to cope with the saoain his own or in terms of his own
inner resources. Sykes also believed that matilyegpsychological effects of modern
prison were even more brutal than the physicallteseof the past. The trauma of being
designated one of the very worst human beingsdambrld leaves prisoners with lifelong
scars. It also inspires solidarity among prisorers fierce resistance to authorities as
strategies for rejecting those who have rejectethtiHe argued that the stronger the
bonds among prisoners, the more difficult it wasphason guards to run the prisons

without finding ways of "accommodating” the prisohe

A few years later, Sykes and Messinger (as citédlanvard and Cressy, 1960)
examined the system of social relationships asdenmmerican prisons. They believed
that despite the diversity of prison populatiohgré was one strikingly pervasive value

system that embodied the inmate social system,lwhduded five codes. The first
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stressed that inmates should never interfere \Wwehrtterest of another inmate, or in more
layman term$never rat on a con."The second stressed that inmates should play lit coo
and never lose their heads. The third warned nevexploit inmates, don't steal and
don’t break your word. The fourth stressed thatateas should never whine and the fifth,
that inmates should never trust the guards antl stadther wordsdon’t be a sucker.”

If codes were violated, this could produce sansti@mging from ostracism and
avoidance to physical violence and homicide. Suakims and attempts to adhere to
them could certainly cause tension, anxiety, feareven anger among members of a

prison environment; emotions which Agnew (1992)rid as negative affective states.

The prison environment is a continually dynamierattion of prisoners, prison
staff, and the physical and social context withimal the prisoners are placed. In 1999,
Bottoms investigated the issueloferpersonal Violence and Social Order in PrisoHg
examined violence that took place in the everydasnéwork of the prison’s social order,
looking at prisoners assaulting prisoners and paspassaulting staff members. In order
to situate his work he points out that “prisonsspecial places, with a special kind of
social organization in at least six senses” (pp.2@iferestingly, Bottoms adapts ideas
from earlier works to define his six descriptorglad prison environment. Like Goffman
(1961), Bottoms believed that prisons are indeé&l tostitutions. Secondly, he argued
that unlike some total institutions, prisons araipue establishments. Third, Bottoms
proposed that within prisons there is a specia&rival organization of both space and
time, having routine activities taking place in edbled places and at scheduled times.
This led to his fourth point that the structuregattion of daily routines is central to the

prison’s nature as an institution, having a more@lss daily routine than other social
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institutions. But he is careful to bring in humageacy, pointing to the fact that while this
routine exists people are not automatons and theret times routines will be disliked
and rebelled against by those who are subjectdteta. Fifth, there is a complex issue of

staff-prisoner relationships.

Adapting the ideas of Sykes (1958), Bottoms (19#deved that being in
constant interaction with others in a confined sp&ar an extended period of time, will
eventually lead to the prison becoming a castedd®al system, with two main sets of
players: the captives and the captors. This cresme® level of difficulty for prison staff
who are given the responsibility of making certuat the business of the prison day
follows a smooth and orderly progression, and tiaidaily routines are adhered to.
Finally, the author makes the obvious observatidnch is often overlooked by many,
that prisons by their nature are restricted gedygcaplocales. Prison walls he argued do
not simply surround those people who are theregaten moment, but rather the wall
contains a whole history. These descriptors encempasome sense Agnew’s three

types of strains.

The works discussed above are particularly relet@atdiscussion of Agnew’s
GST among a sample of incarcerated adult malespfiten environment and the
process involved in the creation of a prison sulicel(prisonization) can be a source of
strain for many. The prison environments as desdrib earlier works clearly overlap
with the concepts of GST. The work presented byeSy# 958) fits nicely into Agnew’s
discussion of the removal of positively valued stimThe work of Sykes and Messinger

(1960) corresponds with Agnew’s discussion of pnestgon of negative stimuli. And the
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work of Bottoms (1999) parallels with Agnew’s pretgion of negative stimuli as well

as removal of positively valued stimuli.
Empirical Framework

Having discussed the major premise of GST and ld@itehe prison environment
and the possible link with GST, this section of literature review will focus particularly
on the populations used to test GST to date. Ttmwosewill attempt to reinforce the
argument proposed earlier, that too few studie&8iii thus far have examined adult
incarcerated populations, opening up the posgitolita host of questions as to whether
or not GST is supported in other populations. a&tgiment for this study is that GST
has not been adequately tested in adult populasindsven less so in incarcerated adult
populations. This study will have an opportunityatid to the literature on GST in a

meaningful way, testing GST in an adult incarcetatsle population.
GST tested among adolescent populations

GST'’s original purpose was to explain adolescewmtaiié behavior and drug use
and as such much of the literature on GST has &mtaa this population. Strain theories
suggest that delinquency is an adaptative, probseiving behavior, carried out in
response to problems involving frustrating and sitdéle social environments (Brezina,
1996). Agnew’s revitalized version of strain theargues that delinquent behavior
helps adolescents to cope with the socioemotiamddlems caused by negative social
relations (Brezina, 1996). Much of the literature®@ST has attempted to establish this
relationship within the adolescent population, vatrlier studies focusing mainly on the

relationship between various forms of strain anthdaent outcomes (Agnew & White,
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1992; Paternoster & Mazerolle, 1994:; Brezina, 199&:ltine, Gore & Gordon, 20000:;

Agnew et. al., 2002; Baron, 2004; Hoffman & Irela@@04).

Since its inception in 1992, Agnew’s GST has gadanuch support from
research conducted to test the hypothesis than $$reelated to involvement in
delinquency. In the initial test of GST conducbtsdAgnew and White (1992), there was
strong support for the hypothesis. Agnew and WHig92) used a sample of 1, 380 New
Jersey adolescents to test Agnew’s (1992) GSTimfecand delinquency. The data
analysis was based on the wave 1 and wave 2 d#ta &utgers Health and Human
Development Project (HHDP), a longitudinal studgusing on alcohol and drug use.
The study attempted to make two predictions: ttratrsvariables would have a positive
effect on delinquency and drug use and; the effestrain on delinquency/ drug use
would be conditioned by delinquent friends and-sé#fitacy. Described as the “most
definitive test to date,” (Paternoster, 1994) thuelg provided solid support for the
general strain theory of delinquency. The analysigealed that strain measures of the
type described in GST had a relatively substaefiaict on delinquency and a moderate
effect on drug use (Agnew and White, 1992). Theywfound that the effect of the strain
variables was comparable to that of social coMaolables. Agnew and White (1992)
also explored the interaction with delinquent fdsrand self-efficacy and found that the
interaction with delinquent friends was particwarhportant, pointing to the fact that
adolescents with delinquent friends were much rbkety to react to strain by engaging

in delinquent acts and drug use.

Two years later, Paternoster and Mazerolle (19829gnted a replication and

extension of GST. They also focused on an adol¢pogrulation ranging from 11- 17
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years, taken from the National Youth Survey (NY&longitudinal study of the
correlates of delinquency and drug use. In théamapt to conduct a more comprehensive
test of GST, the authors examined: 1) the relatignisetween general strain, social
control/differential association variables, and sweas of prior and subsequent
involvement in a wide range of delinquent actsyBgther or not strain had a more
obvious effect if it was experienced over a longqgueof time (duration) and a less
pronounced effect when respondents were able te with strain by reducing its
importance; 3) the possibility that various obstadb delinquent and nondelinquent
responses might interact with experiences of stxadh 4) a preliminary causal model
linking general strain with social control, assticias with delinquent peers, and
delinquent behavior. Using data collected fromfitet and second wave of the NYS, the
cross- sectional analysis from the final sampl&,&25 adolescents provided partial
support for GST. The research found that negaélationships with adults, feelings of
dissatisfaction with friends and school life, ahd experience of stressful events were
positively related to delinquency. This was catesiswith findings from Agnew and
White (1992). Defined as exposure to negative dijithe data also suggested that living
in an unpleasant neighborhood was positively rdl&gedelinquency, an indication to the
authors that general strain was significantly edab delinquency. Paternoster and
Mazerolle (1994) however, found no evidence thatdffiect of strain was increased
when it was experienced for a longer duration arefesed when adolescents defined the
dimensions of their life in which they experiencdiin as inconsequential. There was
also no support that obstructions to delinquemtarrdelinquent strategies interacted with

strain? Finally, the study found some support that gdrerain lead to delinquent

+ Consistent with Agnew & White (1992), feelings @&rgral strain were positively related to subsequent
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involvement by weakening the conventional socialdand strengthening the

unconventional bond (with delinquent peers).

Brezina’s (1996) study also lends support to th@ Ggpothesis. The purpose of
this study was to determine whether delinquencyesgmted an adaptive and effective
problem-solving response to aversive environmexgloring the way/s delinquency
may enable adolescents to cope with strain. Brgif86) hypothesized that: (1) strain
generates negative affect, including feelings gfesinresentment, fear, and despair and;
(2) delinquent behaviors reduce the effects ofrstva negative affect. To test these
hypotheses a cross sectional and longitudinal aisafgmploying ordinary least squares
regression) was conducted using data from the seeaod third wave of the Youth in
Transition (YIT) survey. This data was based omtonally representative sample of 1,
886 male public high school students from wave &vd 1, 799 from wave three that was
collected one year later. The results of the studse consistent with the GST
hypothesis. The researcher found that strain ledreonge of negative affective states,
including feelings of anger, resentment, anxiety] depression. The results also
suggested that delinquency represented a parsiatigessful adaptation to strain.
Compared to their nondelinquent counterparts, adel#s who responded to strain with
delinquency seem to experience fewer of the negatinotional consequences of strain.
The study also revealed that delinquent behavobsdem to have a relationship to a
modest relief from strain’s effect on anger, resenit, anxiety, and depression. The

argument put forward then, was that delinquent behallowed adolescents to escape

delinquencyegardless of the level of delinquent peers, dekmq dispositions, moral beliefs, self-efficacy,
and conventional social support.
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or avoid strain, offset the adverse effects ofistrand/or satisfy desires for retaliation

and revenge.

Similar results were obtained by Hoffman and Mi[[£898). In an effort not to
make the same mistakes as previous studies thatdeadtwo-wave panel designthe
authors extended their analysis by estimatingemtatariable structural equation model
that examined the effects of strain on conventiati@chment and delinquency over a 3-
year period. They also attempted to assess Agneypsthesis of delinquency as a
coping strategy for strain experienced in sociByystratifying the models by self-
efficacy, self-esteem, and peer delinquency. Smiildhe studies presented above, their
sample consisted of adolescents 11-17, with a ragarof 13.9. The data utilized in this
study was taken from 3 years of the Family Heattld$ (FHS), a longitudinal study
designed generally to evaluate how parental psyathopogy affected adolescent
development and behavior. Making use of an arafygproach that corrects for several
of the drawbacks found in previous studies on GBi§,study tested four hypotheses
drawn from general strain theory, finding suppantydor the first hypothesis that
greater strain will lead to an increase in delineuidoehavior, even after controlling for
its effects on conventional attachmerisffman and Miller (1998) found that, “even
after accounting for several complex associationsra strain, conventional
attachments, and delinquent behavior, at leastregsure of strain- negative life events-
exerts a significant impact by increasing delingushavior” (1998: 106). The results

however fail to support three of Agnew’s copin@gttgies hypotheses.

® Methods that failed to consider measurement eeodsautocorrelated errors (Hoffman and Miller, 899
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Studies of GST among adolescent populations fokbfge a decade after, trying
to figure out how general GST really was (Piquer8&alock, 2000; De Coster & Kort-
Domains, 2006), attempting to establish if thers wafact a gender difference in GST
(Piquero & Sealock, 2004), looking at delinquera@dtions to strain (Mazerolle,
Burton, Cullen, Evans & Payne, 2000; Baron, 200w) still some continue to examine

the central hypothesis of GST (Aseltine, Gore & d&or, 2000).

In an attempt to investigate the generality of GBiGuero and Sealock (2000)
investigated the operation of GST in an offendingudation. Their major concern was
whether GST operated as predicted with a grougelguent or criminal offenders. Can
GST characterize criminal behavior in an offendogulation? This paper also
presented the first empirical analysis regardirgyrtite of coping strategies and resources
in conditioning the effect of negative affect oninguency in an offending population.

To conduct this study, researchers used youthsmafiggm 13 to 18 years with a mean
age of 15.8, who entered the juvenile justice systea Mid-Atlantic state between 1992
and 1994, for a variety of offenses. Data was olethifrom interviews conducted by
research staff and the analysis consisted of @esBenal ordinary least squares
regressions that estimated the effect of GST-adlaariables on interpersonal aggression
and property offending. Like previous studies tteyfound supporting results for GST.
Overall, there was “promising support for the hyyasized influence of specific forms of
negative affect, namely anger, in predicting inkegpnal aggression but not for property
offending” (Pigquero & Seaclock, 2000: 471). Howewdepression, which was the other
measure of negative effect, failed to bring to keeargnificant additive effect on either

interpersonal or property offending. The interactgfect of each of the five coping
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skills- cognitive, emotional, social, physical asmlritual, which were obtained from the

Coping Resources Inventory- and each of the twatiegyaffect scales, did not support

GST. There was support howevere in two instancesevmotional and spiritual coping
skills inhibited the effect of depression on prap@ffending. Analysis also showed that
the additive effect of strain remained significamén with controls for negative affect,

the five coping skills, and several interactions.

Six years later, similar to Piquero and Sealoclo@pPDe Coster and Kort-Butler
(2006) also investigated the generality of GST.iTstidy attempted to assess how
assumptions of determinacy and indeterminacy apppti€sST. The proposal that strain
theory posits a strong tendency for the domainghich stresses occur to match those in
which delinquency takes place- which is consideredurce of determinacy by the
authors- was tested using cross-sectional data 3&8rsixth, seventh and eighth graders
at a southeastern middle school. Estimating thetanbive and measurement models
simultaneously using the maximum likelihood proaedithe results revealed support for
their argument. The authors set out to test nypetiheses related to what they called
soft-determinacy, which fell under three broad sré&érst they proposed three
hypotheses which reflected ideas that stressesdrdomain (area of life) will influence
delinquency in a variety of domains. This was désgcl as a stress-spillover hypothesis,
meaning stress in one domain begets stress inda&godomains. Based on their
arguments, this then meant that stress in thesmdary domains would eventually result
in delinquency within these domains. This argunzamved a path for the second set of
hypotheses, which reflected the idea that the effestress in one domain on

delinquency in a secondary domain should be metilatgely by the stress within that
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secondary domain. The third set of propositions that aggression displacement and
triggered aggression displacement may also leaw&ierminacy in the relationships
between stresses and delinquency. Taking noteegigiichology literature on
aggression, the authors posited that anger shoeitiate the effects of stress in one
domain on delinquency in other domains becauseiohekls who are barred from
aggressing against the perceived source of thgormetiess may take out their
aggression on targets in other domains. The firlprgvided general support for the
arguments presented. Specifically it was estaldishat there is a tendency toward
indeterminacy, or domain crossover effects, in nwthaat did not control for spillover
and/ or aggression displacement and triggered agigredisplacement. What also
became evident was that stress exerted its strbaffest on delinquency in the same
domains as the stresses. However, in support ofgheeral arguments of aggression
displacement and triggered aggression displacerientiata suggested that some
domain crossover effects in the soft-determinacgeiwere reduced to nonsignificance

when the mediating effects of anger were considered

Work on GST continued to utilize adolescent popaoitet, and like many
researchers before them, Mazerolle, Burton, Cullsans and Payne (2000) continued
this trend, using a sample of high school-agedlyaantan effort to examine a number of
different delinquent adaptations to strain. Respstitom 263 valid questionnaires-
which represented 94 percent of"ldhd 12" grade high school students in a large
metropolitan area- were analyzed using a seriesdifiary least squares regressions in
order to predict the impact of strain and angeviotence, drug use and school related

deviance. Their analysis focused directly on thatienship between exposure to strain,
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anger, and delinquent behavior. The authors sugdéisat they extend the existing
literature on GST in three ways. First, they usathavhich was collected in the1990s,
thus examining information that was more closelgtssl to the current experiences of
adolescents. Second, the study included angenesaaure, which at that time was
relatively underexplored in previous tests of GAiid finally, the study assessed the
ability of measures derived from GST to predictatiént types of delinquency, such as
drug use, violence, and school-related devianceirfasic argument was that GST will
predict involvement in various types of delinquaats. The results provided mixed
support for GST. The examination of whether expesarstrain was related to
delinquency directly or operating through angeeeded that both anger and strain were
independently related to violence. Subsequent aisahpwever revealed a contradictory
finding to GST. Anger in fact, did not act as a m#idg influence linking strain with
violence; rather what became evident was that amgerated through strain in effecting
violence. The results attempting to predict drug aisd school-related violence were
practically identical. Exposure to strain and angere not related to these outcomes.
Interestingly however, when additional variablesevadded to the model strain was
related to drug use and school-related deviancenkart opposite direction. This led the
researchers to examine conditioning relationshipshvrevealed results consistent to
predictions derived from GST, that exposure tastnaas especially criminogenic when

it occurred with weak social bonds and high lewlexposure to deviant affiliations.

Aseltine, Gore and Gordon (2000), in their empirgtady on GST, examined the
central hypothesis of GST using data from a thregeapanel study of high school

youths in the Boston metropolitan area. They attethfo test GST by tracing the
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linkages among measures of stressful life evetrined social relationships, anger and
anxiety, and deviant behavior. While one might arthat the sources of deviance
examined in this study are not unique to GST ardrafact consistent with competing
theories such as Hirschi’'s (1969) control thedng, authors are quick to remind us that
Agnew (1995) presented an extensive discussioneobverlap between control,
differential association, and general strain theorg points out that the fundamental
differences between these theories lies in the am@sims through which these variables
are tied to deviant behavior (p. 262). To exantimefour hypotheses and investigate the
linkages among the measures of stressful life syattained social relationships, anger
and anxiety, and adolescent delinquency and dregwuer the three study waves, the
authors estimated covariance structure models WSBREL VIII (Joreskog and Sorbom
1993, as cited in Aseltine et. al. 2000: 262). fihdings from the analysis provided only
limited support for GST. Analysis revealed thaaist in the form of negative life events
and conflict with family members was indeed sigrafitly and positively related to
adolescent deviance. Also evident was an indirféettewhich showed that strain was
related to delinquency through anger and anxi@tgfioning the role of anger in
mediating the impact of negative events and tralibtecial relationships on some form
of adolescent misconduct. However, none of the nreasf strain or anger were
significantly related to marijuana use, which lbd authors to conclude that possibly
GST may not be generalized to nonviolent formsesiance. Laying claim as being the
most comprehensive test of GST to date- basedeoaxamination of the four principal
hypotheses proposed and the fact that it was itstestudy in which anger and anxiety

were included as mediators in a covariance stragtwdel or the strain-deviance
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association using three waves of panel data- ttteeiconcluded that in spite of the
limited support for GST observed in their analytigy were confident that the analysis

held promise as a means of furthering our undedsgtgrof the etiology of deviance.

Baron (2004) also attempted to explore delinqudaptations to strain. This
study however deviated from the clichéd sampledolescent high school youth used to
examine strain theory, by cutting across the agedndy selecting participants that were
aged 24 and under. Baron (2004) also extended G$ivbstigating a never before
studied population of homeless street youth thatedgspecifically identified as
experiencing intense strain. Recognizing the hgemeity of the street population, the
author identified four hundred respondents basei@nsampling criteria. Selected
participants had to be aged 24 and under; hadidihished high school; had been
currently unemployed and; had spent time withofisted address or living in a shelter in
the previous 12 months (pp.465). The study exathhrow different forms of strain-
emotional abuse, physical abuse, sexual abuse,léssness, violent victimization,
robbery victimization, property victimization, rékee deprivation, monetary
dissatisfaction and unemployment- lead to crimedmd use. Three hypotheses were
proposed. The researchers expected that the vayipes of strain would be positively
related to anger; the various types of strain dsageanger would be positively related to
crime and; deviant peers, deviant attitudes anereat attributes would be positively
related to crime, and self-esteem and self- efficaguld be negatively related. More
simply put, the author explored how strain was @oorted by deviant peers, deviant
attitudes, external attributions, self-esteem aifdedficacy, by investigating the

individual effects of various types of strain oe #triminal behavior of homeless street
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youth. The results of the analysis found thateall types of strain examined could lead to
criminal behavior either as main effects or wheenacting with conditioning variables.
However, while a number of strains were relatedrtger, others were not. Anger tended
to be related to strains associated with measuresild abuse, violent victimization on
the street and subjective interpretations of fimargtuations. Interestingly, anger was
less likely to be associated with objective measofgoverty and the loss of property.
The author suggested that this might have beenadine fact that objective measures of
poverty were not successful in capturing the sehsgustice required to generate anger,
and also it appeared that street youth interprgsiphl and mental harm as more unjust
and less deserved than other types of harm (pp. €odsistent with the argument in
GST however, anger was a strong predictor of tted toime measure as well as
submeasures of property crime, violent crime ang dise. And also, consistent with
expectations (Agnew, 1985) and other works, angenadt appear to mediate all of the
effects of the various types of strain. The analgdso revealed that deviant attitudes and
deviant peers were in fact related to crime and dise. However, contrary to
predictions, those with high self-esteem had higagss of crime. Gender was also a
significant predictor of crime. However, the roleconditioning variables was somewhat
uneven. Certain interactions- emotional abusefstbem, sexual abuse/deviant attitudes,
and relative deprivation/deviant peers- were ptediof a range of crimes. Overall, the
study revealed that six of the ten types of sthad significant relationships with anger.

It was further concluded that consistent with trguenent in GST, anger was a strong
predictor of the total crime measure as well asraehsures of property crime, violent

crime and drug use. Baron (2004) gives credenbeéststudy, stating that “this [study] is
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more supportive than past research using crimdfgpgems that tends to find that the
effect of temperamental anger is limited to violefienses (Aseltine et. al., 2000;
Capowich et. al., 2001; Mazerolle and Piquero, 19988; Mazerolle et. al., 2003)” (p.

473).
GST tested among young adult populations

At the beginning of the Z'century researchers started to break out of thddnou
of studying GST with the overused population ofladeents and attempted to test the
theory using older populations. The next set ofieca research to be discussed will

look at a test of GST among young adult populations

Broidy (2001) ushered in this new population in test of GST. Using cross-
sectional data collected from 896 college studantgsNorthwestern University, this
research provided a more comprehensive test of V\@8dh included measures of both
anger and other expressions of negative affeatiedisas a measure of legitimate coping
(p.9). It served as a unique test, focusing omrefeionship among strain, negative
emotions, legitimate coping, and criminal/ devibahavior. Three hypotheses were
examined. Hypothesis gach of the three types of strain are associatéd anger and
other negative emotioniad mixed results. The effects of strain on nggamotions
(other than anger) appeared to be constrainecetpdkitive effect of stress (presentation
of negative stimuli or removal of positive stimubih negative emotions. Also the
measures of strain reflecting blocked goals andiunfitcomes were not significantly
associated with the negative emotions measure. #Hawall three measures of strain-
blocked goals, unfair outcomes, and stressfulelifents- were significantly related to

strain-induced anger, but not all in the expectegction. What this meant was that,
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although a relationship existed between strainreghtive emotions, the exact nature of
the relationship depended on the nature of thenstrad the type of emotional response
considered. Another interesting finding was théuefice of sex in the models. No sex
differences existed when anger was examined, leue thvas a significant positive
correlation between sex and other negative ematidms suggested that, controlling for
strain, strain-induced anger was equally likely ammales and females, but other
negative emotional responses to strain were mkeé/lamong females. Results for
hypothesis 2anger and other negative emotional responses &rsére associated with
the use of legitimate coping strategiseowed a significant, positive relationship
between strain-induced negative emotions and tegte coping. However, contrary to
the hypothesis, the relationship between straimged anger and legitimate coping was
insignificant. Results for hypothesis @ntrolling for the use of legitimate coping,
strain-induced anger will increase the likelihootiltegitimate outcomes; whereas other
negative emotional responses will nstipported the GST contention that strain-induced
anger increases the likelihood of illegitimate ames, irrespective of legitimate coping.
However, inconsistent with expectations was a fant negative relationship between
other negative emotions and illegitimate copingefit, Broidy’'s (2001) analysis
offered some support for GST, suggesting thatrstreagative emotions, and legitimate
coping are all related, although not always ingkpected direction. The analysis also
indicated that the theory does not adequately atdou the complexity of the

strain/crime relationship (pp.29).

That same year Capowich, Mazerolle and Piquerol(@tlempted to expand on

GST in two ways. Their analysis examined situati@amger- a concept which to date had
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not been examined in relation to GST- and the ebocial support networks as a
conditioning influence on the effects of strain amdjer on intentions to commit three
types of criminal behavior (p.445). To conductitlamalysis they used a sample of
college students, considered to be very simildhéoundergraduate population’s
demographics. While the researchers recognizeédatbample of college students were
not representative of the larger population, beedlisy were thought to have relatively
lower levels of stress and strain compared to aibgments of society, and they enjoyed
relatively higher levels of support, they found sostrengths to justify the use of such a
population. The researchers used stepwise apptoactamine the mediating effects of
GST- related variables, estimating four models iheteasingly added parameters to be
estimated in the prediction of intentions to engagassault/ fighting, theft and, DUI.

Not only did they use a stepwise approach, butdékearchers also employed a method
that was previously used in other studies of GSafffHan & Miller, 1998; Mazerolle &
Piquero, 1997, as cited in Capowich et. al., 2004%b), stratifying the sample at the
50" percentile of their score on the global socialpmrpvariable, estimating the effects
of the count measure of strain, negative emotiand,situational anger on intentions to
fight, shoplift, and DUI. The results provided mdksupport for GST. The results
confirmed the link between negative emotions anderbut the precise nature of the
relationship was dependent on the outcome varrablgsured. The analysis further
suggested that situational anger was a signifiggedtictor only for fighting, but not for
shoplifting or DUI. As was found in other studiesiger was predicted to be an important
variable for GST, but it appeared as though itea# were limited to certain situations or

specific offenses, while general negative emotiwaee related to other offenses. In
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general the measures of negative emotions hadegraad more consistent positive
effects on criminal adaptations. However, while isl@tionship between anger and crime
was confirmed, their hypothesis on the role ofrpéesonal networks as a conditioning
factor was not confirmed. What that meant, was ttaistrength on one’s immediate
social network of interactions did not influencéeimions to commit any of the three

crimes examined.

Eitle and Turner (2003) focused their study on ypadult male crime. Using a
stratified random sample of young adults betweerathe of 18-22, the authors tried to
assess the relationship between stress exposaeeamd young adult male crime. This
current study extended earlier research in threswrrst, the authors examined the role
that race and ethnicity played in understandingsthesss-crime relationship. Second, they
applied the principles of GST to an underexaminedig of crime prone individuals (i.e.
young adults). Third, the stress-crime associatias assessed with a substantially more
comprehensive set of measures of stressors thangwaluations (pp.243). This helped
in the differentiation between major sources cdstrand their predictive usefulness for
criminal activity. Interviews were conducted am@%$ randomly selected males. A total
of 898 completed all the questions measuring thiabkes of interest. Logistic
regression was used to estimate the effects afsstned other important variables on
crime, bearing in mind that because their measucerme was largely retrospective,
there was a possibility that criminal behavior magll have been a cause as well as a
consequence of stress. The most significant rgmitted in this research was that racial
differences in criminal involvement was largelyaatbr of exposure differences, with

blacks typically exposed to considerably more sftgevents throughout their lifetime
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more so than members of other ethnic/racial grodpsvever, the results also showed
that race did not condition the relationship betwsgess and crime. The results of the
study also provided some contribution in relationhte effects of stress exposure on
criminal propensity. Similar to prior studies, iag/found that recent life events were
important predictors of criminal involvement. Thady however did not find support for
Agnew’s argument that coping mechanism moderatedtiiess-crime relationship.
While there were mixed results, overall, the genfamdings of this study supported a

strain-based explanation of crime.

College populations have become a typical souncgdthering data to test
various hypotheses. Mazerolle, Piquero and Capo{#@83) used a random sample of
undergraduate students who were registered foseaat a large university located in the
western United States. A total of 338 valid quesiaires were used in an effort to
examine the link between strain, situational arsphasitional anger, and crime. Two
separate analyses were used to study the rolegef anGST. A stepwise approach was
used to examine whether anger mediated the efééstsain on crimes as proposed by
GST; and whether such mediating relationships aarg function of whether measures
of trait or situational anger are used. In thelfgtage of this analysis the authors assessed
whether such relationships hold after controllingd range of alternative risk factors for
crime and deviance. Structural equation modeling &lsao used to explore a more
complex relationship between different types ofaangtrain and deviant outcomes. The
authors proposed that anger, especially situatiamgér, should function as a mediating
influence linking exposure to strain with crimiraltcomes. They further hypothesized

that relationships between strain and devianceldhthominish or vanish after anger is
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introduced into the models. It was also proposetl rislationships between strain, anger,
and deviant outcomes were expected to remain dt@ncantrolling for alternative
criminogenic influences. And finally, they hypotiee] that, when comparing the effects
of trait anger and situational anger, situatiomgjex would more adequately mediate the
relationships between strain and deviant outcoqmes.41). Acknowledging that anger
represents a core aspect of GST, the authors vediealed to examining whether
different conclusions were reached when measurgaibfinger and situational anger
were used in regression models. More specifictilyy were motivated to explore
whether persons with angry temperaments were ricly ko experience strain, or were
more likely to experience situational anger, arsd alhether trait anger was predictive of
behavioral intentions to deviate independent ofetffiects of situational anger. The
analysis from the logistic regression revealediant results showing that measures of
strain and situational anger were related to indestto shoplift net of controls. However,
dispositional anger did not achieve significancéild/the results showed that trait anger
and situational anger appeared to operate simjldmbyeffects of trait anger was
somewhat weaker and mediating influences couldaatbserved. The main findings
from the structural equation model were that @amger increased some forms of strain. It
also revealed that trait anger and strain werachrelated to situational anger, and that
both forms of anger and strain remained importatiiénces predicting behavioral
intentions to assault net of controls. The resitphasized that measures of anger
represents a critically important issue for empiriesearch of GST. Overall, the analysis
in this study revealed the significance of situagiloanger as a critical influence in

predicting various forms of deviant behavior.
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GST tested among adult populations

Over the past two decades, adult populations haga bhsed only in a few studies
to test GST (Jang & Johnson, 2003; Slocum, Simgs8mith, 2005). In 2003 Jang and
Johnson utilized data from the National Survey laicB Americans to test their four
hypotheses that derived from GST, about the relakigpp among strain, negative
emotions, and deviant coping. This multistage piodia sample of 2, 107 respondents is
considered a nationally representative survey aftakfrican Americans and was
compiled in 1980. The authors hypothesized thedirshad a positive effect on negative
emotions, which in turn had positive effect on @ee; negative emotions had positive
effects on deviance with the same-directed effieeisg larger than their opposite-
directed counterparts; self-esteem, self-efficacyl religiosity weaken or buffer the
positive effects of strain on negative emotions #nusde of negative emotions on
deviance; and, among African Americans strain beger positive effects on outer- than
inner- directed emotions, and thus overall negaiwetions in reaction to strain have
larger positive effects on outer- than inner-dieelatleviance (pp.87). An interesting
deviation of this study is the fact that the aushased data from a nationally
representative sample of African American adultdike previous studies that focused
mainly on white adolescent or college-student sasyphich were often nonprobability
samples. Ordinary least squares regression wasasest the relationships proposed.
The results generally supported their hypothesdmat\Whey found, consistent with
Agnew (1992), was that those who experienced negatnotions towards others were
likely to engage in other-directed coping behalikex aggression, however, those who

experienced negative emotion first hand were mkedylto engage in self-directed
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coping behavior like drug use. Interestingly enotlgty also argue based on their
findings that negative emotions other than angeukhnot be neglected in future tests of
GST. The authors also found support for religigsanguing that individuals who were
religiously committed were less likely to engagel@viant coping in relation to personal
problems. However, when conditioned on the effettrain the result did not yield any
significant findings for religiosity. What they fad was that while religiosity directly
affected an individual’s emotional reaction to stra did not protect the individual from
strain weakening its impact on emotional reactibtmwyever, religiosity it would appear
significantly improves, though does not elimindkes deviance-generating effects of
negative emotions in reaction to strain. Finalhg study found limited support for self-
esteem and self-efficacy as conditioning factoree flesults generally supported their
hypotheses and the study supports Agnew’s decisiarclude key intervening variables

of negative emotions between strain and devianeecaping mechanism.

Slocum, Simpson and Smith (2005) conducted theilyars based on 36 month
retrospective data collected from an adult femadaicerated population. The mean age
of approximately 35, and an overwhelming majorityh® sample was African American
(91 percent). The study investigated the relabignbetween intra-individual changes in
strain and changes in offending and drug use. Th®as also explored how different
dimensions of strain could contribute to the un@derding of offending. Based on GST
and stress literature the authors hypothesizedtthen would have a positive significant
and contemporaneous effect on crime and substasceontrolling for possible
mediating factors, like social embeddedness ang dse. They also proposed that

contemporaneous findings will hold when controlliog causal ordering by using lagged
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measure of strain. The basic argument behind gipsthesis was that if strain is in fact a
cause of problem behavior, it must temporally pdedde behavior. This was a test of
temporal priority. It was also suggested that a @htftht accounted for all four
dimensions of strain as discussed by Agnew (199Q)ld be able to explain more
variation in offending than any one, two or thré¢hese dimensions (pp.1078). In order
to analyze their data the authors used hierarchiedr modeling (HLM), appropriate for
the 36 months of retrospective data collected fearth respondent. Accounting for the
nested nature of the data, HLM allows for the eatiom of with-in person variations in
offending over time, while controlling for individiidifferences in the propensity to
offend (pp.1086). The analysis revealed that irtlials are indeed more likely to engage
in crime and use drugs during the months they espee higher levels of composite
strain. The results however, interestingly indidateat different types of strains lead to
different illicit behavior. The results also showédt- despite Agnew’s (2001) assertion
that violent victimization should be one of theagpof strain most likely to lead to
offending- while victimization was related to vialeoffending, it was not related to drug
use or nonviolent crimes. The authors also examtinegossibility that drug use may
serve as an intervening variable or a cause ahdbsaincluding drug use as an
independent variable in the model predicting viblmd nonviolent crime. The results
revealed that drug use had little or no associatiim violence, but did have a large
significant and positive relationship with nonvielerime. The hypothesis relating to the
dimensions of strain, that each dimension indepathdeontributed to explanation of
offending was supported only for nonviolent cririéhat was revealed was that only two

of the four dimensions of strain- duration and ®usg- consistently exerted an
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independent effect on offending. Duration indejseily contributed to the explanation
of variance for all outcomes because it had thet le@erlaps (degree of collinearity) with
the other dimensions of strain. Clustering follovekealation as the variable least
correlated with the other dimensions of strain einmsl dimension also improved the
prediction of offending for all outcomes. Overdlie findings revealed that changes in
strain are related to changes in violence, drugarse property crime, even after
controlling for other variables. This study suggesthat offenders resorted to different
methods of illegitimate coping based on the charastics of the strain they experienced.
The authors also established that the strain-crataionship holds when the correct
casual order is specified and taking the dimensidrs¢rain into account is an important

step in understanding the strain-crime relationship
Summary of Review of Relevant Literature

Much of the literature on GST has focused on adelgispopulations, quite
possibly because GST'’s original purpose was toagx@aldolescent deviant behavior and
drug use, and also because a number of the dathaetgere available at the time were
primarily based on adolescent populations. Thee¥astudies conducted with adolescent
populations focused mainly on the relationship leetvvarious forms of strain and
delinquent outcomes. Many of the studies attempteest the hypothesis that strain was
related to involvement in delinquency. Adolescerpydations were also used to test the
generality of GST, looking at various adolescemylations, not simply high school

children but now investigating offending populascand street populations.

Breaking away from using adolescents as a targailpbon, a number of

researchers in the 2tentury conducted research on GST using yound pdpllations,
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typically college students. Certainly this wouldesigthen the argument for the generality
of GST. With this new wave of studies utilizingew population- while nearly not as
many as the studies done with adolescent poputatibe researchers provided a more
comprehensive test of GST, looking at measures@éa(an original idea of GST) as
well as other expressions of negative affect. Hsearchers who ushered in this new
research population also attempted to expand GS@&rious ways including, examining
situational anger, a concept which to date hadeeh studied, and looking at the role of

social support networks as a conditioning influence

Adult populations have been used even less tdheshain hypothesis of GST
over the years. Finding less than a handful of stietlies showed the obvious lack of
research utilizing this population to test GST. Miew populations come more creative
ideas and new findings. Others even challengetduthe status quo utilizing an adult

female population, a group that is vastly undedistl

However, with the obvious lack of diversity of syugbpulations in the test GST
as is evidenced by the works discussed aboveopeiss up the opportunity for other
researchers to expand GST to new study populatiitb. no study thus far showing
evidence of the test of GST among adult incarcdratales, this study now has the
opportunity to add to the GST literature in a siigant way, further exploring the

generality of GST to other populations.
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Table 2.1: Summary Table of Empirical Literature

Study

Population

M easures

M ediator

Findings

Agnew, R., &
White, H.R. (1992)

Adolescents
(12, 15, 18 years old)

Strain M easures. Negative Life Events; Life

Hassles; Negative Relations with Adults; Parental
fighting; Neighborhood problems; Unpopular with

Opposite Sex; Occupational Strain; and Clothing
Strain

Social Control M easures. Parental attachment;

Parental permissiveness; School Attachment; Tin

Spent on Homework; Peer Attachment; Grades;
Educational Goals

Differential Association M easure; Friend’s
Delinquency

Support

Aseltine R., Gore S., &
Gordon J. (2000)

Adolescents
(9™ 10" and 11"

Strain M easures. Life Stresses; Family Conflict;
and Peer Conflict

Anger; Anxiety

Limited Support

Graders)
Conditioning M easur es. Mastery; Family
Attachments; Exposure to Delinquent Peers
Baron, S. (2004) Mixed Strain M easur es. Monetary Dissatisfaction; Anger Support

(12-24 years old)

Relative Deprivation; Unemployment;
Homelessness; Violent Victimization; Property
Victimization; Emotional Abuse; Sexual Abuse;
Physical Abuse;

Conditioning M easur es: Deviant peers; Deviant
Attitudes; Self-efficacy; Self-esteem; External
Attribution
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Broidy, L. M. (2001)

Young adults
(College Students)

Strain M easures Categories. Failure to Achieve
Positively Valued Goals; Loss of Positively Valued
Goals; legitimate Coping Strategies;
lllegitimate/Deviant Outcomes

Anger; Other
Negative Emotions

Some Support

Brezina, T. (1996)

Adolescents
(High School Students)

Strain Measures; Parental Punitiveness; Mean
Teacher; and Dissatisfaction with School

Negative Affect:
anger; resentment;
anxiety; depression

Support

Capowich, G., Mazerolle,

P. & Piquero, A. (2001)

Young adults
(College Students)

Strain M easure: Composite Measure of Strain

Other 1Vs: Social Support; Overall Perception of
Social Support; Immediate Social Support

Anger

Some Support

DeCoster, S., &
Kort-Butler, L (2006)

Adolescents
(6", 7" and &
Graders)

Strain Variables. Family Stress; Peer Stress; and
School Stress

Negative Emotions;
Anger

Support

Eitle, D., &
Turner, R.J. (2003)

Young adults
(18-22 years old)

Strain M easures. Recent Life Events; Chronic
Stressors; and Lifetime major Events

Conditioning M easur es: Social Support; Self-
esteem; Mastery

Social Control and Differential Association

M easur es. Parental Attachment; Moral Beliefs;
Adolescent Deviance; Peer Criminality;
Demographic Variables; Crime

Some Support

Hoffman, J.P., &
Miller, A.S. (1998)

Adolescents
(11-17 year olds)

Strain M easures. Negative Life Events

Social Control M easures. Family Attachment;
School Attachment; and Grades

Stratification M easures: Self-esteem; Self-efficacy;

Delinquent Peers

Some Support
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Jang, S.L., &
Johnson, B.R. (2003)

Adults
(Adult African
American)

Strain M easures: Personal Problems

Conditioning M easur es; Self-esteem; Self-efficacy
and Religiosity

Negative Emotions:
Inner-directed
Emotions; and Outer
Directed Emotions

Support

Mazerolle, P,
Piquero, A.R., &
Capowich, G.E. (2003)

Young adults
(College Students)

Strain M easures: Composite of Negative Life
Events; and Inequitable Experiences at School

Situational Anger;
and Trait Anger

Some Support

Mazerolle, P., Adolescents Strain M easures: Removal of Positive Stimuli; and| Anger Some Support
Burton, V., (10" and 1 Graders) | Presentation of Noxious Stimuli
Cullen, F.,
Evans, T., & Social Bond M easures: Attachment; Commitment;
Payne, G. (2000) and Belief
Differential Association M easures: Deviant
Affiliations
Paternoster, R., & Adolescents Strain M easures. Neighborhood Problems; Some Support
Mazerolle, P. (1994) (11- 17 years old) Negative Life Events; Negative Relations with
Adults; School/Peer Hassles; and Traditional Strajn
Social Control M easures. Moral Belief; Delinquent
Peers; Delinquent Disposition; Grades; and Family

Attachment

Piquero, N.L., &

Sealock, M.D. (2000)

Adolescents
(13-18 years old)

Strain M easur es; Additive Strain Measure

Intervening M easur es. Peer Delinquency; Family
Communication; and Coping Skills

Negative Affect

Some Support

Slocum, L., Simpson, S.S.
& Smith, D.A. (2005)

Adults
(18-55 years old)

Strain M easures. Neighborhood Strain; Stressful
Life Experiences; Violent Victimization; Composité
Strain; Lagged Strain; Duration; Clustering; and

Accumulation

Support

46



Hypotheses
In testing general strain theory | look at threpdtheses that assess the
proposed relationships among strain experienc@dison, perception of the prison
environment, and recidivism.
Hypothesis 1:Strain experienced in prison will have a significaegative effect on
inmates’ perception of the prison environment.
Hypothesis 1AAs criminal victimization increases the inmatestqaption of
the prison environment will decrease.
Hypothesis 1BAs removal of positive stimuli increase the inmates
perception of prison environment will decrease.
Hypothesis 1CAs cumulative strain increases the inmates’ peimcepf the
prison environment will decrease
Hypothesis 2: Strain experienced in prison will @avsignificant positive effect on
recidivism. As strain experienced in prison incesrobability of recidivism at the

12 month follow-up period will also increase.

Hypothesis 3If the argument of recency is correct, it shoullibfw that strain
experienced in prison will have a greater signifitand positive effect on recidivism
during the follow-up period of 6 months, more sartlat the 12 month follow-up

period.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This section outlines the methodology and procedifoethis study. The
purpose of this study is to examine whether steaperienced in prison will have an
impact on: perception of the prison environmentsnead in terms of the inmates’
experience in the environment, participation anal@tion of programs offered in
the facility, coping and adaptation to the envir@minand adequate preparation for
exit of the facility; and recidivism after releasem prison measured in terms of new

arrest.

A test of the latter will prove somewhat challergggiven how much can
happen outside the prison once they have exitesedan the literature discussed
above, the central hypothesis of GST has beenestudiing both cross-sectional as
well as longitudinal data. However, one has to gagcial attention to the time lag
between time of experienced strain and outcomelbkes being examined. The stress
literature, clearly argues that recent events aneroonsequential than older events
(Avison and Turner, 1988), arguing for an apprderiame lag of three month or less
when testing the impact of stress on outcome viesaddhering to Agnew’s (1992)
caution to pay special attention to the issue oémey the study utilizes Time 2- exit
survey and different follow-up periods for recidim in an attempt to minimize the

time lag between release and recidivism.

® Agnew (1992) suggested that the use of an apprepiime lag is of utmost importance and
researchers should consider the effect of recegnwrying to establish a relationship between
strained situation and crime and delinquency.
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Data Overview

This paper utilizes secondary data to examinedlaionships mentioned
above. The data for this study come from the insateo were originally sent by the
court to the boot camp program for a ‘six-and ¢eitin between 2001 and 2003.
Through the randomization process (via a randombeurgenerator), 111 were
assigned to Toulson Correctional Boot Camp andwl@@ assigned to the
comparison facility to serve their six month sent&hA total of 210 inmates
completed the Time 2 survey, including those whoewtropped but still interviewed
(CBC-n=100; MTC-n=110) Of that total, four were removed due to missiatgt]

reducing the final sample size to 206 adult incaieel male inmate's.

The data was originally collected in a Time 1 amud 2 self-report survey
administered to participants during the coursawdsin the “Experimental Study of
the Maryland Boot Camp for Adult$’ The data comes from the first truly
experimental study completed in the context of a€xional Boot Camp for adults.
The participants were adult males who were rand@s$ygned to serve their six-
month sentence at either (1) the Metropolitan TiteomsCenter (a traditional prison

which served as the control group) or (2) the Tawl€orrectional Boot Camp

" According to Mackenzie et. al (2004), the groupssreot equal in size but the difference is no great
than expected from chance alone.

8 It is important to note that after randomizatisix, inmates were wrongly placed into the prison.
However, these numbers are calculated considenmgik wrongly assigned offenders as having been
in the boot camp the entire study, therefore maiirtg the two groups as randomized.

® Missing data also included a few item nonresoriBkis. accounted for less than 5% of the responses.
Simple mean imputation was utilized in these cases

2 Two cases were excluded because there was misgimmation on recidivism. An additional two
were excluded because of missing information orabées necessary for the analysis.

1 This study is a is a randomized control trial canimg 228 inmates randomly assigned to serve their
six-month sentence at either (1) the Toulson Ctioeal Boot Camp or (2) the Metropolitan

Transition Center (a traditional prison which sehas the control group). At both facilities, inemst

had access to education and treatment.
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(CBC), which served as the treatment group. Inmt@ée selected as a participant
for the program, inmates had to be consideredlseifar the boot camp program and
agree to develop a mutual agreement program (MARract making them eligible
for early release. An individual's offense and dnal history score determined
whether he was eligible for the boot camp prograra Rart 1A offender. ‘Part 1A’
inmates meant that they were to serve six monttieeatamp and would then be
released on parole. Specifically, inmates couldae®e been convicted of a violent
offense currently or in the past if they were talgy for the MAP program. These
inmates were housed in a separate facility destginfatr incoming inmates at TBC.
They were kept separated from the program inmatésvere not involved with the
boot camp atmosphere in any meaningful way (hey tvere not required to say
“sir” or act in a manner required of program innst& he researchers arrived at the
boot camp the week before each new platoon wasistdeeto begin the program.
Upon arrival, they were given a list of the inmatebeduled to begin the program.
Through the use of a random numbers generatorefi@archers determined whether
inmates were selected for the boot camp or MTC.rahdom assignment decisions
were final. Neither the research team nor any ctimeal employee could change the

decision once made.

Description of the Study Sample

Among the total sample used in this study, thewilietming majority were
African American (84%). The sample ranged from 35 years old, with a mean age
of approximately 23 years. A majority of the offemnsl were between the ages of 20

to 25 years old (68%), with 21% older than 25 yedirage. Of the 206 respondents
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approximately 36% completed high school or earhed GED and more than half
(62%) of the total sample, approximately 128 resieoms were originally from

Baltimore City. On average the respondents hadoxppately 2 prior convictions.
| ndependent Variables

The independent variables of interest are selfrtedaneasures of strain.
However, because the data was not originally cteto test strain and the lack of
variables that appropriately represent all thrgesyof strain discussed by Agnew
(1992), the study will measure strain as the: ay@ntation of negative stimuli, and b)
removal of positively valued stimuli. The indepentieariables are created with the
aid of factor analysis. Scales are created as mesmsfistrain by summing Likert-
type responses from naturally clustered itemsdpaeared in the original survey.
The scale items are presented in Appendix A. Ptasen of negative or noxious

stimuli is measured in terms ofiminal victimization

Criminal victimizationis considered one of the most severe types dhstra
with research suggesting that such victimizatiostisngly related to criminal
offending (Agnew, 2001; Eitle and Turner, 2002; @gr2004). Research also
suggests that even the anticipation of being ciahirvictimized may increase crime
(Agnew, 2002; Eitle and Turner, 2002). Such abaggpically high in magnitude
and seen as unjust, reducing concern with interndlexternal sanctions because
victims often feel justification in committing thregrime because of their personal

experience (Agnew, 2001).

Criminal victimization is measured using a 6 iterale (alpha= .69), which is

an aggregate of Likert-type items (1= never; 4=eetedly). The items measured: if
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inmate was physically assaulted in any way; if axgybad threatened to hurt the
inmate; if anyone had called the inmate namesidrmeaan things to the inmate; and
if inmate was treated with disrespect. The iterss aheasured if anyone had made
sexual comments to the inmate that brought ab@linfgs of discomfort and, if

anyone had stolen money or property that belongéietinmate.

Removal of Positive Stimus measured using an aggregated 6 item Likert-
type scale (1= never; 4 = repeatedly), with analph.67. The items measured
problems inmates often faced while incarcerate@. iféms included: missing family
and friends; missing personal possessions; miggrigin activities (e.g. going to the
movies, hanging out); missing freedom; lack of acy and; experiencing boredom

(inability to engage in activities which were ergalyprior to incarceration)

Cumulative Strain Scaie created by combining the above two types of

strains across individuals.

Control Variables

The models will include five control variables letanalysis. The control
variables selected are factors that could be tkatéoth the independent variables
as well as the dependent variables. Including tiresar model allows us to rule out
alternate explanations for our results. The curseuidy will control for age. The
empirical literature suggests an association betvege and many types of delinquent
behavior (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1983Mgerepresents the age of the respondent
and is a continuous variable. Prior convicti®also being used as a control variable.
Convis a discrete variable representing the numberiof convictions from CJISIt

is believed that our past actions are the besiqioedf our future actions. Studies
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have shown that individuals with prior criminal @fises have a higher probability of
recidivating (Belkin, Blumstein, & Glass, 1972; Bigtein & Graddy, 1981; and

Corapcioglu & Erdogan, 2003).

TBCis also included as a control variable in the medeéBC is a
dichotomous variable coded as 1 if the respondastrandomly assigned to Boot
Camp and O if the inmate was assigned to the toadit prison. Research examining
boot camps have been mixed, from showing no santi differences in recidivism
when those released from boot camps have been cedhfmathose released from
traditional facilities (MacKenzie, 1997, as cited\lacKenzie, Wilson, Armstrong,
and Gover, 2001), to showing marginally higherdeagsm rates for those who
served time in traditional facilities over thoseongerved time in boot camps
(MacKenzie, Berie, & Mitchell, 2007). It is argudtht the characteristics of the
environment is what matters and facilities perceiae having a more positive
environment will be more apt to have an impactaciad attitudes, and, in past
research these attitudes have been found to beiatesbwith recidivism (MacKenzie
et. al. 2001). Based on the original work (Mackereti al., 2004) from which the
current study uses data, the boot camp inmategipettsignificantly more safety,
more staff control and held more favorable impr@ssiof the staff than those from

the traditional prison.

GEDrepresents educatiorialvel at time of arrest. It is a discrete variadtel
will also be included in the models as a contralalde. While there is not much
research on educational level at intake and itsachpn recidivism, research has

shown that inmates who advance their educationavshdarcerated tend to do better
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upon release and are less likely to recidivate thase who have not advanced their
education (Stevens, & ward, 199'Bcity is also included as a control variable. It is a
binary variable representing whether or not theateiived in Baltimore City, coded
as 1 for presence of the condition. Race was aasidered for inclusion as a control
variable in the models but was not possible becthese was not enough variability

among the races (AA= 84%).
Dependent Variables

The effect of strain was considered for three dififé outcome variables:
Perception of the prison environment, recidivismd atonths, and recidivism at 12

months.

Perception of Prison Environment Scéédpha= .87)s a continuous variable.
It is measured using a 7 item scale related tontimates’ experiences in the facility.
The scale is created by summing Likert- type respsr{5= Strongly Agree; 1=
Strongly Disagree) that were selected from theimasigexit Survey (Time 2) used for
the Maryland Boot Camp Study. The items that cosephe scale focus on the
inmates’ perception of their experience with r@atio programs being offered,
coping and adaptation to the environment and adequaparation for exit of the
facility. See Appendix B for items included in tlsisale. The scale ranges from a low
score of 7 which represents a low perception aisop environment to a high score
of 35 which represents a more favorable percemtfdhe prison environment. A
mean of 24.17 represents a fairly high percepticdheprison environment among

the inmates.
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Recid12 and recidé@re both binary variables, for thearrest for a new crime
for follow-up periods of 12 months and 6 monthpextively. Recidivism is
restricted to new crime events, referring to sulitsta criminal behavior rather than
technical parole violations. Although data was of#d on technical parole violations
occurring, they were rarely associated with anysan other than a hearing in which
the subject was continued on parole. The recididata were downloaded in
November 2005, from two official data sources. Titet was the Criminal Justice
Information System (CJIS) and the second was theléand Probation data base
(OBSIS 11). The two data bases were cross refegeicerder to identify any arrests

which were listed on one, but not the other

In the original study, recidivism was calculateaiatdifferent follow-up
periods (see table 3.1 below) beginning at a 6 mtwikow-up period. In an effort to
test hypothesis two and three and to reduce measuateerror, this study utilizes
different time lagsrecid12, recid$ between strain experienced in prison and
recidivism. The reason behind the use of two re@di periods is due to the recency
argument discussed earlier. The ideal time lag dsscussed in the stress literature is

a period of three months, however this was notipteswith the current data

12 Bierie, David (2007 Cost Matters: Application and advancement of ecdnanethods to inform
policy choice in criminology?hD Dissertation (UMD)

13 The original study followed all participants fa2 inonths, but due to the low numbers that
recidivated at three months the cut off startea G@imonth follow-up period (McKenzie et.al. 2004).
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Table 3.1

Descriptive Statistics for Recidivism Data

Variable Observations Number Percentage Skewness Kurtosis
Recidivatet Recidivate:

Recid 6 206 58 28% 979 -1.053
Recid 9 206 69 33 .705 -1.518
Recid 12 206 103 50 .000 -2.020
Recid 18 206 121 58 -.358 -1.891
Recid 24 206 126 61 -.462 -1.805
Recid 36 206 132 64 -591 -1.667

In the first 180 days€cid6) of being free, 58 of the 206 inmates were
rearrested, which represents only 28% of the ssadtyple. In the first 360 days
(recid12? of being free 103 of the 206 inmates were retetesvhich represents 50 %
of the study sample. To test for normality, theveskess and kurtosis of the variables
were calculated. According to George and MalleQ0&), a skewness or kurtosis
value between +/- 1 is considered excellent fortpegchometric variables.
However, a value of +/- 2 is also acceptable inyrmases. This indicates that the
selected dependent variables are suitable for atimduthe analyses.

Analytic Technique

Creation of Scales

Similar to Agnew (1985), two additive scales wereated to measure the
level of strain experienced by inmates in the prisavironmentCriminal
VictimizationScale which represents the presentation of negativenameus stimuli

and;Removal of Positive StimBicale The primary dependent variable is also an
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additive scale which is being used to measurertmaies’perception of the prison
environment

Independent Variables

In the original survey, a section existed (8 itembk)ch measured the criminal
victimization of the inmate since admittance irtte tacility. The original survey also
had a distinctive section (9 items) which meastinedoroblems inmates often face
while incarcerated. Both these sections were addpteuse in this study to measure
Criminal VictimizationandRemoval of Positive Stimukspectively. Factor/
Principle Component Analysis was conducted to agsth the creation of the scales.
Communalities were assumed to be one and princgtgonents were used as the
extraction method. For both strain scales one fag&s forced, due to the fact that
items of similar content from the original survegne already clustered together.
Therefore, confirmatory, rather than exploratorstéa analysis was conducted in
order to examine if the items loaded on one faasois expected due to the similarity
in the content of the items. Factor loadings obélts value of .50 or less were
suppressed, reducing bd@imiminal VictimizationandRemoval of Positive Stimub
6-item scales. An item with factor loading abovevas also removed from the
Removal of Positive Stimuli Scddlecause substantively it did not fit well with the
other items needed to measure the factor (see AppBnfor factor loadings).

Dependent Variable Scale

Perception of the prison environmeiifiese items, similarly to the
independent variables were also clustered togathee original survey (16 items)

measuring inmates experience in the facility. Huale is also created using Factor/
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Principle Component Analysis, in an effort to detigre the underlying variables with
the goal of reducing the scale to a single fac@@mmunalities are assumed to be one
and principle components are used as the extractethod. The items for this scale
were also forced onto one factor. Similar to theeependent variables, the items in the
original survey were already clustered togethentamine one phenomenon. Again,
confirmatory, rather than exploratory factor anedywsas conducted in order to
examine if the items loaded on one factor as i®etqul due to the similarity in the
content of the items. This technique yielded sateans with positive factor loadings
over .50. These items were selected to createctile RbeledPerception of Prison
Environment Scale (PriPercgpThis factor explained 36 % of the variance (see
Appendix E for factor loadings).

Reliability Check

Reliability analysis is of utmost importance wheariables created by
summated scales are used in a model. This helpsatoine if the scale is testing
what it proposes to test. Cronbach alpha is probihiel most popular form of
reliability assessment for multiple-item scalesisTib done to check if the scale
consistently reflects the construct it is measu(kigld, 2005). This simply means all
things being equal do the scales yield the samdtsa§taken at different times by
the same individual. Cronbach alpha was computethéodependent variable
Perception of the Prison Environment Scale (.&8)well as the independent
variablesCriminal Victimization (.69andRemoval of Positive Stimuli (.6{&ee

appendix F). The scales for the analysis appelae fairly reliable.
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Correlation of Variables

A correlation matrix was done to check the linedationship between the
variables that will be used in the analysis. Theetandicates that a few of the
observed relationships appear to be very strong.stitongest correlations are evident
for the cumulative strain variables and the twaistwariables, criminal victimization
(.663) and removal of positive stimuli (.822). TiE®expected seeing that the
cumulative strain variable was a composite of e dtrain variables across
individuals. This will not affect the analyses hase separate models are being run
which will not include the individual strains vabias along with the cumulative
strain variables at any one time. The other stamreelation is between recidivism at
a 6 month follow-up period and recidivism at a 1@ follow-up period, indicating
a significant correlation of .626 between the tvaoiables. This will not affect our
analysis because the recidivism variables are algetvariables and will be
analyzed in separate sets of models. The otheffisgmt relationships that were
evident from the correlation matrix were all bel6wlO, which would indicate that
the data analysis should not suffer from issudedlto multicollinearity (see table

3.2 below).
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Table 3.2: Correlation of Variables

@ &) ®3) 4 ®) (6) 7 ® ©) (10) 11)
(1) Perception of Prison 1
Environment
(2) Recidivism @ 12 mths .024 1
(3) Recidivism @ 6 mths .058 .626 (*) 1
(4) Criminal Victimization -.192 (%) -.095 -.@5 1
(5) Removal of Positive Stimuli -.098 -.107 510 119 1
(6) Cumulative Strain -.184 (%) -.134 -.068 366) .822 (%) 1
(7) TBC 351 (%) -.126 -.072 .109 -.079 .003 1
(8) Age -.099 -108 ()  -173(*) .086 .066 29 -.052 1
(9) Prior Conviction .051 261 (%) 251 (%) 077 041 .075 .002 136 1
(10) Education -170 (*)  -.099 .017 215() 6D 123 .024 295 (%) -.020 1
(11) Lives in Baltimore city 129 .200 (%) 229( -179 (%) -.008 -.108 -.026 -.033 231 (% -34% 1

* Significant p< .01
** Significant p< .05
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Data Analysis Techniques
Hypothesis 1:Strain experienced in prison will have a significaegative effect on
inmates’ perception of the prison environment. #aiis increases, inmates’
perception of the prison environment will decrease

Hypothesis 1AAs criminal victimization increases the inmatestqaption of

the prison environment will decrease

Hypothesis 1BAs removal of positive stimuli increases the inrsate

perception of prison environment will decrease

Hypothesis 1CAs cumulative strain increases the inmates’ pemcepf the

prison environment will decrease

Hypothesis 1 addresses the dependent vanpsteption of prison
environmentvhich is defined by a scale and therefore is aisonus variable. A
distribution of the items is examined and the griyalicates a fairly normal
distribution (see appendix C), with a skewness@#6. Therefore, Ordinary Least
Square (OLS) Regression Analysis will be condutteekamine whether strain
experienced in prison has an impact ongérception of the prison environmefte
independent variables that will be used for thiglgsis includeCriminal
Victimization, Removal of Positive Stimaiid Cumulative StrainThe analysis will
also include the five control variables mentionadier: age, tbc(if assigned to boot
camp),conv(number of prior convictionsizED (education level when incarcerated),
andbcity (if resided in Baltimore City prior to incarcerani). Distributions of the
independent variables indicate fairly normal disttion for all but one.Criminal

Victimizationvariable appears to be slightly skewed (see appé&idwith a
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skewness of 1.402 and a kurtosis of 2}633owever, OLS is very robust in dealing

with skewed variables, so this should not be a majoblem for the analysis.

For this hypothesis a series of equations will lmeleted, resulting in four

models.

Model I examines the relationship between the two strairaksles CrimVic,

RemPStimand perception of the prison environment.

PriPercep= g, + 5,CrimVic+ 3, RemPStim
Model Il examines the same relationship as above but anlirol forage, tbc, GED,
conv, sentence, and bcity
PriPercep= g, + S,CrimVic+ 8, RemPStimt B, Age+...5, controls
Model 1ll examines the relationship between the cumulathragnsvariable
(CumStrain)and perception of the prison environment
PriPercep= S, + S,CumStrain
Model IVexamines the relationship between the cumulatnagnsvariable
(CumStrain)along with the controls on perception of the prigsmvironment.
PriPercep= S, + f,CumStraint+ 8, Age+...5, controls
The hypothesized relationships between the straiales and the dependent

variables are shown in the table 3.3 below

4 Transforming the scale to Z-score in an attembiwect the skewness did not reveal a more
acceptable result for either the skewness or thi&is, therefore the scale will be used in itgioal
form.
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Table 3.3

Hypothesized effect of strain on perception ofpihigon environment

Variable Observations Min Max Mean(SD) Hypothesized
direction
CrimVic 206 6 21 8.66 (2.78) -
RemPStim 206 6 24 18.59(3.65) -
CumStrain 206 12 43 27.25(4.85) -

Hypothesis 2: Strain experienced in prison will @avsignificant positive effect on
recidivism. As strain experienced in prison incesgecidivism will also increase.

Hypothesis 2 will test the basic assumptions of G&iF argued that as strain
experienced in prison increases, recidivism shaldd increase. This investigation
will be conducted using recidivism follow-up perioi12 month ecid12? as the
dependent variable.

Hypothesis 3If the argument of recency is correct, it shoullibfw that strain
experienced in prison will have a greater signifitand positive effect on recidivism
during the follow-up period of 6 months, more santlat the 12 month follow-up
period.

Hypotheses 3 will test the assumptions of the regangument. This
examination of the recency hypothesis will be canéld using recidivism follow-up
period of 6 monthsrécid6) as the dependent variable. If recency is importan
should see a greater significant and positive efiecurring at the six month follow-
up period, more so than at the 12 month follow-epqal.

The data did not allow for the analysis to testdieesm periods prior to 6

months because too few inmates recidivated. Basedeoargument of recency in
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both the stress literature and those put forwarddpyew (1992) it is assumed that
strain will have a greater positive and significeglationship with recidivism during a

6 month follow-up period, more so than at 12 mdotlow-up period.

Both hypotheses 2 and 3 speak of the possiblaaesitip between strain
experienced in prison and recidivism. Recidivisetid6 and recid1Ris a binary
dependent variable coded one for presence of thaittan. Having a binary
dependent variable comes with inherent problemssarfdr this analysis due to
inherent problems of heteroscedasticity a logiggression analysis will be the most
suitable technique for predicting the outcome. Thgestic regression will be
conducted using five models (for each recidivismalde-recid12, recid§ to
determine which strain variable is associated wathidivism.

The analysis to determine the impact of strainemdivism will also control
for perception of the prison environment, due @ftct that there was evidence of a
relationship between strain and perception of tieop environment.

Model I examines the relationship between the two strairakles CrimVic,
RemPStimand each recidivism variable individually.

logit(recidl2) = 5, + B,CrimVic+ 5, RemPStim

logit(recid6) = S5, + B,CrimVic+ 3, RemPStim
Model Il examines the relationship between the cumulatiegnsvariable (removing
the individual strain variables) and each recidivigariable individually.

logit(recidl2) = S, + B,CumStrain

logit(recid6) = S, + S,CumStrain
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Model 1l examines the relationship between perception optls®n environment
(removing the cumulative strain variable) and eacidivism variable individually.
logit(recid6) = S, + 5, PriPercep
logit(recidl2) = 3, + B, PriPercep
Model IVexamines the relationship between the two strarrakles along with all
controls, which also includes the perception ofghson environment variable.

logit(recid6) = 5, + £,CrimVic+ 5, RemPStim+ S, PriPercep+ 5,Age+...5.controls

logit (recidl?) = 5, + B,CrimVic + 5, RemPStim+ S, PriPercep+ B, Age+...5,controls

Model Vexamines the relationship between the cumulatinansvariable along with
the controls, which also includes the perceptiothefprison environment variable on
recidivism at 6 and 12 months respectively.

logit(recid6) = S, + B,CumStraint S, PriPercep+ 5, Age+... B, controls
logit(recidl2) = 5, + B,CumStraint 5, PriPercep+ B,Age+...5.controls

The hypothesized relationships for the strain ‘@& are shown in the table 3.4
below

Table 3.4

Hypothesized effect of strain on recidivism

Variable Observations Min Max Mear(SD) Hypothesized
direction
CrimVic 206 6 21 8.66 2(78) +
RemPStim 206 6 24 18.59(3.65) +
CumStrain 206 12 43 27.25(4.85) +
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Summary of Methodology

This chapter describes the proposed methodsaditiz collect and analyze
data on the impact that strain experienced in prigas on the inmates’ perception of
the prison environment. Ordinary Least Squaresessgon is used in four models to
assess this relationship. The chapter also desdtigeapproach that is being utilized
to investigate the impact that strain experienoggrison has on recidivism. Due to
the fact that the recidivism variables are dichaias) Logistic Regression analysis is
used in five models to assess this relationshipoisgary data is used for this study.
Scales are constructed as measures for the indepevatiables and the primary
dependent variable. The scales are created usinigratory factor analysis.
Cronbach alpha is used to test the reliabilityhef $cales, which appear to be fairly

reliable.
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Chapter 4: Results

Hypothesis 1
Strain experienced in prison will have a signifitaegative effect on inmates’
perception of the prison environment.

To test the effect that strain experienced in prisas on the inmates’
perception of the prison environment, a regresaitalysis was conducted. In model
I, perception of the prison environment was fiegjressed on the two measures of
strain:Criminal Victimization andRemoval of Positive Stimulfhe analysis revealed
a negative and significant effect of criminal wnsization § = -.451; p=.009) on
perception of the prison environment, but did rmivg a similar result for the second
independent variable, the removal of positive stimrWhile the direction was as
hypothesized the analysis did not yield a signiftagsult. However, only four
percent of the variance was explained for hypothese.

In model Il, the regression analysis included the strain variables along
with the five control variables. In this model, apximately 20 percent of the
variance was explained. The effect of criminal mictation remained virtually
unchanged, having a slightly strongevalue and a slight increase in the coefficient
(B =-.476; p=.004). Therefore, in both models thalgsis revealed a negative and
significant relationship between criminal victimiian and inmates’ perception of the
prison environment. However, similar to the resuitsodel I, the second strain

variableremoval of positive stimyldid not show significance. While the

67



hypothesized direction was supported in both modat Il ¢ = -.143;4=-.085), the
analysis did not show that this had a significdfgat on the inmates’ perception of
the prison environment (see table 4.1 below). rEiselts of the analyses for model |
and Il lend some support for the first hypotheisidicating that as criminal
victimization increase, inmates’ perception of ghisson environment decreases.

Model Il also uncovered a positive and significeslationship for facility the
inmates was placed, suggesting that inmates ibdbecamp had a more positive
perception of their prison environmefit£ 5.065; p=.000).

Model 11l and IV incorporated the cumulative strainvariable in the models.
For model Il when perception of prison environmeats regressed on cumulative
strain, the results reveal a negative and sigmficalationshipff = -1.259; p=.008).
This indicated that overall strain had some immacthe inmates’ perception of the
prison environment. However, again the variable @xiplains 3 percent of the
variance.

Model IV tested the effect of cumulative straintbe inmates’ perception of
the prison environment, also including the five ttohvariables in the model. This
regression analysis also showed weak support foothgsis 1. The analysis revealed
as in model Il a significant negative relationsffip= -1.103; p=.014) between
cumulative strain and inmates’ perception of thegr environment. As cumulative
strain increased the inmates’ perception of thegorienvironment decreased. This
analysis explained 19 percent of the variance.fabity the inmate was assigned

also remained a positive and significant relatigmsh

15 Scale was standardized
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Table 4.1

Regression analysis of the impact of strain expeee in prison on perception of the prison envirenm

MODEL [ (N= 206)

MODEL I (N= 206)

MODEL 11 (N= 206)

MODEL IV (N= 206)

Per ception of the prison B SE p B SE p B SE P B SE p

environment

Criminal Victimization Scale -.451* 170 .009 - 476% .164 .004

Removal of Positive Stimuli -.143 129 272 -.085 .120 479

Scale

Cumulative Strain -1.259* 470 .008 -1.103* 443 .014

TBC 5.065* .876 .000 4.846* .873 .000

Age -.057 116 Ni5% -.054 117 .657

Prior Conviction 224 .267 404 .189 .268 483

Education -.740 8D .109 -.865 457 .060

Lives in Baltimore city .879 .956 .359 1.083 .955 .258
R?=.043 R?=.205 R?=.034 R?=.192

* Significant p< .01
** Significant p< .05
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Hypothesis2 and 3

This set of analyses tries to establish a relatipnisetween strain experienced
in prison and the effect on recidivism. This istagnly a more difficult assumption to
test with all that can occur once the inmate hde@xhe facility to return to their
own personal environment. With this in mind thedstwill test hypothesis 2 and 3 by

looking at two recidivism follow-up periodsecid 12, recid &

Having now a dependent variable that is dichotombigsstudy employed
logistic regression analysis to test both hypoth@sand hypothesis 3. Similar to the
previous hypothesis, multiple models are beingyaal for each of the two outcome
variables. The analysis first looks at the twoistkariables regressed on each of the
two outcome variablesdcid6, recid12. Following that, there will be an examination
of whether perception of the prison environmentdrasimpact on recidivism. This
is being included in the analysis because of thexeétrain had on the perception of
the prison environment. In the third model, cumukastrain is regressed on the
recidivism variables individually. Model IV thendludes that two strain variables
along with the perception of prison environmentatale and all controls; while
model V includes perception of prison environmeariable and the cumulative strain
variable along with the controls. A correlation mahelped in the selection of

variables for the models.
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Hypothesis 2

Strain experienced in prison will have a signifitaositive effect on recidivism
(recid12). As strain experienced in prison incregsecidivism will also increase.

For this hypothesis to be supported one would eXpesee a positive and
significant relationship for the two strain variablas well as the cumulative strain
variable when regressed along the outcome varahigerest, recidivism at follow-
up period of 12 months. This would indicate thasiain experienced in prison

increases, recidivism would also increase.

Hypothesis 2 was not supported in this analysise data analysis did not
reveal a significant and positive relationship begtw the two types of strain
experienced in prison with recidivism at 12 monfihise two measures of strain
experienced while incarcerated do not help to empkcidivism at follow-up period
of 12 months (see table 4.3 below). Model |, whit¢ revealing significance shows
an interesting finding indicating that the relasbip between strain and recidivism
would be opposite to what was hypothesized, inoigategative relationships
between the two strain variables and the recidivasii2 months. This is suggesting

that as strain experienced in prison increasegdiresm at 12 months would decrease.

Model Il as well as Model 11l shows no relationsliptween perception of the
prison environment and cumulative strain on redgivat 12 months. In both Models
the variance explained was virtually zero, indiegtihat cumulative strain as well as
perception of prison environment has no conceiveddiionship to recidivism at 12

months.
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Model IV and V also show a similar result. The stnzariables continue to
show negative relationships with recidivism at 1@whs, but do not reveal
significance. The variance explained in both modéigh included the control
variables increased to approximately 16 % indicptivat the control variables are
playing a much larger role in determining recidmiat 12 months. In fact, three
control variables, facility assignefl« -.685), age of the respondeft{.133), and
prior convictions [§=.396) show significant relationships. The anaysiggests that
those assigned to the boot camps are less likelcidivate. Also as respondents
aged they were less likely to recidivate; but ports previous research that those

with prior convictions are more likely to recidieat
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Table 4.2 ogistic Regression Analysis of Impact of Straipdfienced in Prison on Recidivism at 12 Months

MODEL | (N= 206) MODEL Il (N= 206) MODEL |11 (N= 206) MODEL IV (N= 206) MODEL V (N= 206)
Recidivism @ 12 months B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR
Criminal Victimization -.068 (.052) .940 —— e e -.029 (.025) 1.005 — e
Scale
Removal of Positive -.054 (-039) .947 —— e e -.070 (.063) 971 — -
Stimuli Scale
Perception of the Prison .007 (.020) 1.007 ——— e e .005 (.044) .932 .004 .025) 1.004
Environment
Cumulative Strain -.276 (.145) 759 e e — =274 (.164) 761
TBC -685*  (.342) 504 -.653 (.336) 520
Age -133¢  (.045) 875 -132 (.045) 876
Prior Conviction .396* (.170) 1.486 .394 (.108) 1.483
Education .035 (.164) 1.036 .046 (163)  1.047
Lives in Baltimore city .552 (.334) 1.736 535 (.332) 1.708

R*=.018 R®=.001 R’=.018 R®=.166 R*=.165

* Significant p< .01
** Significant p< .05
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Hypothesis 3

If the argument of recency is correct, it shouldbfe that strain experienced in
prison will have a greater significant and positefect on recidivism during the
follow-up period of 6 months, more so than at tBeribnth follow-up period.

For the hypothesis to be supported one would expesste a stronger positive
and significant relationship for the two strainiaates as well as the cumulative
strain variable when regressed along the outcomabla of interestrecid6). This
would also serve to support the recency argumeetefore indicating that as strain
experienced in prison increases, there would breaey positive and significant
relationship on recidivism at the 6 months follop/{ueriod.

Table 4.5 below shows that the data analysis cdedudid not support the
hypothesis. The analysis did not reveal a signifigepsitive relationship, indicating
that the two measures of strain (Model 1) experehnas well as cumulative strain
(Model 111) do not help to explain recidivism aBamonth follow-up period. Also
noticeable, is the fact that similar to the resulteypothesis 2, the relationships
although not significant show a negative relatiopsAlso of interest is that the
magnitudes appear to be weaker for recidivismrabiths more so than recidivism
at 12 months, which goes against the recency angume

Model II, which regressed the two strain varialdagecidivism at 6 months,
and included perception of the prison environmésd eevealed no significant or
positive relationships. Perception of the prisoniremment showed an opposite
relationship (+) compared to the two strain vaesh}). This would suggest if it were

significant, that as perception of the prison emwment increased, recidivism at this

74



follow-up period would also increase; while as istiexperienced in prison increased,
recidivism at the 6 month-follow-up period wouldcdease. Models 11l which only
included the cumulative strain variable, also aonéid the previous results. There is
no apparent relationship between strain experiencpdson and recidivism at 6
months.

Model IV and Model V remain consistent, showingawidence of a
significant relationship with recidivism at 6 mostiThe variance explained increases
from virtually zero in Models I- Model 11l to appxanately 16% for both Models IV
and V, suggesting that other variables, more so tha main independent strain
variables have a greater impact on recidivismmabéths. Although the control
variables are not the focus of this study the @ascy in which significance appears
throughout begs for mention in this chapter. Inegah the relationship between the
control variables is as expected. For instancagadncreases it is less likely for
crime to occur and therefore as age increase vesndiis expected to decrease. Also,
as is expected, number of prior conviction consityehad a positive and significant
relationship throughout the analyses. This inditla#e the higher the number of prior
conviction the more likely it is for individuals tecidivate. Interestingly enough,
education as well as living in Baltimore city argrsficant only at the 6 month
recidivism period and not at 12 months, indicatimat as education increased
recidivism would decrease; while individuals wheelil in Baltimore city were more

likely to recidivate earlier than later.
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Table 4.3Logistic Regression Analysis of Impact of Straipéfienced in Prison on Recidivism at 6 Months

MODEL | (N= 206)

MODEL I1 (N= 206)

MODEL I11 (N= 206)

MODEL 1V (N= 206)

MODEL V (N= 206)

Recidivism @ 6 months B SE

Criminal Victimization -.039 (.059)

Scale

Removal of Positive -.027 (.042)

Stimuli Scale

OR

.962

973

.016

Perception of the Prison
Environment

B SE

-.033 (.060)

-.026 (.042)

(.024)

OR

.968

.975

1.016

Cumulative Strain

TBC

B SE

-.032

OR

Age

Prior Conviction

Education

Lives in Baltimore city

R*=.005

R*=.007

R*=.005

B SE

019 (071)
032 (.048)
024 (.029)
-605  (.385)
-205¢  (.063)
391 (113)
405%*  (.189)
1.004**  (.404)
R®=.165

OR

.981

.969

1.024

.546

.815

1.478

1.500

2.728

B SE OR

023 .0p8)  1.023
-134 (180)  .875
-592 (374)  .553
-205*  (.063)  .815
301 (113) 1478
408**  (188)  1.504
908 (402) 2712
R?=.165

* Significant p< .01
** Significant p< .05
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Conclusion

One purpose of this study was to extend the u§Sat to examine a
phenomenon that is not typically explained usingfGEhe study employs GST in an
attempt to understand the relationship betweemstsgerienced in prison and the
inmate’s perception of the prison environments Itlear from the review of
literature, that none of the past empirical testgehused GST to explain inmates’
perception of the prison environment. The oversluits showed weak support for
the proposed hypothesigs strain experienced in prison increases, inmates’
perception of the prison environment will decrealee results indicate that criminal
victimization as well as overall strain does haveegative and significant effect on
inmates’ perception of the prison environment. Hesvethe removal of positively
valued stimuli, does not seem to have an effechorates’ perception of the prison

environment.

While the original purpose of GST was to test tinais- crime hypothesis,
this empirical finding encourages further probingpihow GST can be used. It
suggests that it is possible to use GST in undwilsig other issues of the criminal
justice system. This finding opens up the pos$jbdf questions being asked
regarding the inmates’ experience while incarcerared possible implications for
successful prison program implementations.

The current study was also used as a test of tie Aasumption of general

strain theorylfypothesis R The prediction that as strain experienced iaqri
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increases, recidivism (crime/ delinquent behawaolld also increase was not

supported in the data analysis.

Based on the work in the stress literature strapegenced in the more recent
past was more closely associated to problem behdkiem strain experienced in the
more distant past. This was the prediction of Huelthypothesis, which is an attempt
to test the assumptions of the recency argumemtr@sults of the study however, did

not lend support to the hypothesized relationstiipswere proposed.

One has to be careful however when interpretindititgngs. The stress
literature points out an appropriate time lag eé&éhmonths or less when trying to
establish relationship between stress or strainpaoldlem behavior. This study was
however not able to include an outcome variablé &itime lag of three months or
lower due to low sample size below a six montholeHup period. The earliest time
lag of a six month period, according to the sttésgature would be too long a time
to establish a valid relationship between the isteaiperienced and the problem

behavior.

Recidivism was relatively low28%) at the six month follow-up time period.
This could have affected the statistical paett is possible that we are not seeing
an effect of strain on the six month follow-up peridue to the fact that the number
of inmates who recidivated are so low at that tpaaod. Overall, the relationship

between strain experienced in prison and recidivgsendifficult one to establish.

18 According to Warner 2008, obtaining statisticalveo can also be affected by the sample size, a
statistical artifact. As increases, if other factors remain constant, thilows that the statistical
power will also increase.
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Paying special attention to time lag between stihiexperience and the recidivism is

of utmost importance.
Limitations of Current Study

Although the results of the analysis were not gmkiyesized, one should not
be discouraged by the findings. A number of linnttias experienced in this study
could have led to the weak and insignificant firgdithat resulted from the data
analysis. Below are some of the limitations experesl.

Like many other tests of GST, the data that anegoesed were not collected
for the purpose of testing GST. As a consequence s the key strain measures are
missing. Specifically, the data lacked items thatld be appropriate for measuring
the classic strain measure of goal blockage anrailo achieve positively valued
goals. It also did not contain appropriate meastoecoping mechanisms or
negative affect; and did not allow for a wide rang@roblem behaviors to be
examined. The data also did not allow for a comg@nsive test of the other
dimensions of strain discussed by Agnew (2001)taidy, this can be of some
concern to the study; however, being a partialdé&ST, this should not be
considered a fatal flaw because many of the stugieducted on GST to date have
not been able to test all types of strain defingdgnew.

Perhaps the most serious limitation of the studiiesinability to reduce the
time lag to appropriately test the third hypothelis crucial to determine that the
recidivism is actually a factor of the strain expaced in prison and not due to other
factors experienced upon release from the facilibe shortest time period of 6

months being used in the study could still be ater®d too long between release and

79



the criminal behavior. Given how much can happdsida the prison this is a serious
limitation which has to be considered. Quite pdygdihe effect of strain will be felt
much sooner having gone through their experiengeigon and for some, being
isolated from their normal world and feeling a seotfailure. We could assume that
reverting to crime in some cases is what they amalfar with and will use as a
possible coping mechanism, therefore it is impeesdtihat a shorter time period be
used to test the true effect of strain experiemggatison on recidivism. This leads to
another limitation of the study- depending on officlata for the outcome variable.
Another limitation that could explain the null fimgjs is the population of
interest. Although explained earlier as a uniqueybation, an adult incarcerated male
sample might not have been the most appropriatlsdior conducting a research
investigating the strain-crime hypothesis. It cooédassumed that being older, more
established individuals, with prior involvementtive criminal justice system,
respondents would have been subject to the priseinoement prior to this analysis
and therefore not be strained at the level thasthéy assumes. A more carefully
selected populatiorpossibly first time offendersgjuite possibly would have revealed
different results in the analysis. Also, the prigmvironment in and of itself assumes
some level of strain, as is suggested by the wankisSykes and other earlier writers,
which could be assumed is expected by those whpdmajp experience the system
first hand, further raising questions of the suligbof using a prison population in

an effort to test the strain-crime hypothesis.

The study relies on official data, which in andteélf has problems and can

therefore also be considered a limitation. Theafs#ficial data presents a threat to
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the accuracy of the present study, especially ugaiglivism as an outcome variable.
Quite possibly individuals are involved in crimiradtivity but are simply not getting
caught, and therefore not reported in official d&tata has shown that people self-
report more criminal activity than they actuallyt gaught for. This will have an
impact on the dependability of the results preskmtehis study. This will also have
an impact on the possibility of being able to testhypothesis at an appropriate time

lag.

There are other limitations that raise caution wiméerpreting the findings.
Survey data often times has measurement errorsibecd false reporting.
Respondents may either embellish or exclude infaonaAlthough a valid concern,

the incidence of false reporting is difficult tceratify.

Scales creation will always pose some problemdy patssible measurement
errors due to inappropriate item selection. Bothittdependent variables as well as
one dependent variable are measured using scalesn@or problem with aggregate
scale is that “garbage in, garbage out.” If therwgrdems are selected then one will
have inherent problems right throughout. It isMenportant that the distribution of
responses is properly examined, because the $eale can have problems of outliers
or uncooperative respondents who do not compléteais. If that is the case then
the aggregated scale would not be a true reflectiadhe variable you are trying to
create. To help alleviate this problem factor asesyas well as reliability tests were

conducted, to check the validity and reliabilitytbé scales.

The overall sample is limited in size as well asdg. This will affect the

generalizability of the findings. The data includedy adult males because of the small
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number of eligible adult females available. Witk #xclusion of females it is
impossible to extend the findings to female inceatex adult populations. Future
research should focus on this highly neglectedyspaghulation of adult incarcerated
females. The size of the population studied altectd the generalizability of the study.
The small sample size made it impossible to detegtdifferences between races.
Although not an independent variable this is akayable that is normally investigated
in criminological studies and certainly informatiggarding race would serve to
enhance rather than impede the current findingsr&ly a small all male sample will
affect the ability of the study to make claims adgtsof the adult male inmate
population that was studied.

Recommendations for Future Research

Based on the results achieved and the limitatistsd above, one should be
more encouraged to explore even further the pdgsbiof the impact of strain
experienced in prison. GST was used in the custrly to explore an issue —inmates’
perception of the prison environment- that is mimally studied using GST. The use
of GST to study inmates’ perception of the prisami®nment should be seen as
strictly exploratory which certainly demands furtievestigation. The low R-squared
(.043) in model 1 which included only the two straariables, clearly indicates that
there are other factors that influence inmatest@gation of the prison environment.
With this in mind, one should see this as an oppaty to explore the issue further
including a wider range of sources of strain exgrezed in prison.

Inmates’ perception of the prison environment dao act as an intervening

variable that affects other activities or programprison. With a weak, but significant
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finding of strain experienced in prison impactirgggeption of the prison environment,
research can go further to explore the impacttadirsexperienced in prison on the
success of program implementations, using inm@@<eption of the environment as
an intervening variable. Is it possible to use #ssn indicator of how successful
programs will be?

The introduction of strain in an incarcerated pagioh lends itself to a host of
possibilities and research questions which couldxXpdored in future research.
Including a full range of strains experienced irs@n, which remains unexplored will
allow researchers to explore various outcome vhasalhile incarcerated and upon
release, including recidivism. This could be exgethto look at levels of strain
experienced in different categories of penal faegi| and how this affects delinquent
behavior and recidivism, based on facility assigned

While the analysis did not reveal significant réswith regard to strain and
recidivism, this should not discourage further agsb. Paying special attention to the
limitations mentioned, future research could reifiérent results. One should
consider the use of different analytical techniquesieasure this relationship. Time
to failure models could have been a better analgtibnique to study recidivism
more so than the logistic regression methodolodiged for this study.

Future research has to be done to correct sonte dihtitations mentioned
earlier. Future research should expand the idettseafurrent study using a larger
more appropriate and representative sample asaw@h appropriate time lag to test

the impact that strain experienced while incaresrdtas on recidivism.
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APPENDIX A: SCALE ITEMS FOR INDEPENDENT
VARIABLES?Y’

Criminal Victimization Scale (CrimVic)
This scale consists of six items.

Since your admission to this facility, has anyonaelany of the following things to
you? Please indicate how often this has happengdu by circling: Never (N), 1-2
Times (O), Several Times (S), or Repeatedly (R).

>

0 O

) — Q

Since your admission to this facility, has anyone... . £ o §

¢ F 2 2

[ N [ )

pzd — )] o
1. physically assaulted you in any way (e.g., hitkkit, punched)........ N. O S R
2. threatened to NUM YOU ..........oiiiiiiiiit e N.. O S R
3. called you names or said mean things t0 YOU.............ccceevvvrrnnnnnnnd N. O S R
4. made sexual comments to you that made you feelofoctable ........ N O S R
5. stolen any money or property that belonged to you....................... N. O S R
6. treated you With diSTESPECT............oeiii e e et N.. O S R

" ltems taken from Mackenzie et. al. Self- Repoiit Bxirvey used for Maryland Boot Camp Study
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Removal of Positive Stimuli Scale (RemPStim)

This scale consists of 6 Items.
Listed below are some problems inmates often flageison. Please indicate how
hard each of the following has been for you sinmaryadmission to the facility by

circling: Not hard at All (N), A little Hard (L), &newhat Hard (S), or Very Hard (V)

1. Missing family Or frieNdS ..........eueiiii i e e N.. L
2. Missing certain activities (e.g., going to the mesjihanging out)....N. L
3. Missing personal POSSESSIONS .......cccoiii et N.. L
S = To =T o (0] o 0 RSP PTPPPPRTRRN N L
T - Tt Qo o 1 VZ= (o Y N.. L
T\ 1515 o T C=T= T (o] 1 N.. L

N- not hard L- little hard S- somewhat hard V- veard
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APPENDIX B: ITEMS FOR DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Perception of Prison Environment Scale (PriPercep)
This scale has 7 items.
EXPERIENCES IN THIS FACILITY

We would like to know what you think about the cibioths of your institution and your
experience while in this facility. For the follovgrset of questions, please indicate how you
think or feel by circling Strongly Agree (SA), Agg&omewhat (A), Neither Agree nor
Disagree (N), Disagree Somewhat (D), or StronglsaDree (SD)

1. My experience in this facility has been good forme................... SAA N D SD
2. | have changed for the better since coming here............ccccccccueee. SA°A N D SD
3. My experiences here will help me get a job wheatlaut ................. SA°A N D SD
4. The things | do here help keep me focused on misdoathe future.SA A N D SD
5. llearned a lot from the academic classes thaehded ..................... SA°A N D SD
6. The programs that | participated in helped me cbhdagthe better...SA A N D SD
7. The staff in this facility helped me change for bwdter ..................... SAA N D SD

18 ltems taken from Mackenzie et. al. Self- Repoiit Bxirvey used for Maryland Boot Camp Study
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APPENDIX C: DISTRIBUTION OF DEPENDENT
VARIABLES

Graph 1: Distribution of Perception of the Prison Environment Scale
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Graph 2: Distribution of Recidivism at 6 months
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Graph 4: Distribution of Recidivism at 12 months
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Graph 5: Distribution of Criminal Victimization Scale
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Graph 6: Distribution of Removal of Positive Stimuli Scale

Frequency

307

25—

N
=}
1

N
o
1

10

5

1 ff]

]
/
7

I I
10 15

Removal of Positive Stimuli

T
20

Scale

Mean = 18.59
Std. Dev. = 3.654
N =206

Graph 7: Distribution of Cumulative Strain Scale (Standar dized)
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APPENDIX D- Confirmatory Factor Analysis/ Princgpl
Component Analysis for Independent Variables

Criminal Victimization®®

Factor Analysisdone on itemswhich measured criminal victimization while
incar cer ated.

I[tems Communality Component
Extraction Matrix
Since your admission to thefacility has anyone:
Used any sort of weapon on you .029 .169
Physically assaulted you in anyway .308 555
Threatened to hurt you 498 .706
Called you names or said mean things to you 452 672
Forced you or tried to force you to have any sexamitact .196 443
against your will
Made sexual comments to you that made you fe2lrl .520
uncomfortable
Stolen any money or property that belonged to you 318. .564
Treated you with disrespect 495 .703
Scree Plot
3.0
2.5+
2.0
s
©
2 15
)
g
1.0
0.5+
0.0

T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Component Number

¥ The original survey used 8 items to measure thésipmenon

90



Removal of Positively Valued Stimuli®

Factor Analysis done on itemswhich measured removal of positively valued
stimuli.

Items Communality Component
Extraction Matrix
Missing family and friends .296 544
Missing certain activities (eg. Going to moviesngiag out) .338 .285
Conflict with inmates .081 415
Regrets about the past 172 .561
Missing personal possessions .315 .561
Boredom .262 512
Lack of privacy .525 725
Loud environment 424 6517
Missing freedom 423 .651
Scree Plot

3.0

254

2.0
s
©
2 15
>
o

1.0

0.5

0.0+

T T T T T T T T T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Component Number

2 The original survey used 9 items to measure thésipmenon

2L Although above .50, this item was not used insitade creation because substantively it did not fit
well with the factor being defined. The item woblgve better suited a factor measuring presentation
of negative/ noxious stimuli, a factor that was imgtuded in the analysis due to lack of suitabdenis

in the survey to measure said factor
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APPENDIX E- Confirmatory Factor Analysis/ Prinapl
Component Analysis for Dependent Variable

Per ception of Prison Environment®

Factor Analysis done on items which measured inmates experience in the

facility.

Items Communality Component
Extraction Matrix

My experience in this facility has been good for me .566 .753
The substance abuse treatment services helped me 182 427
| have changed for the better since coming here 4 .28 .533
My experience here will help keep me focused ongmais for .525 725
the future
The things | do here help keep me focused on misgoathe .409 .639
future
| learned a lot from the academic classes thaehded 410 .640
The programs that | participated in helped me chafog the .485 .697
better
The staff in this facility helped me change for better 459 677
| worried about my safety in this facility .143 73
Drugs are easy to get in this facility 427 -.653
Guards ignore conflicts among inmates 244 -.494
Many accidents happen here .276 -.525
Weapons are easy to get in this facility 448 -.669
Nothing happens if you break a rule in this fagilit .050 -.224
Inmates fight with other inmates here .359 -.599
| wish | had been in the other facility .552 -.743

2 The original survey used 16 items to measurephénomenon
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Eigenvalue

Scree Plot

I I I I
7 8 9 10

Component Number
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APPENDIX F: Reliability Test of Created Scales

Per ception of Prison Environment Scale

Cronbach Alphafor 7 item scale = .866

Cronbach alpha if item deleted from per ception of prison scale

Items Cronbach Alpha if
item deleted

My experience in this facility has been good for me .851

| have changed for the better since coming here 7 .85

My experience here will help keep me focused orgusis for the future  .832

The things | do here help keep me focused on misdoathe future .850
| learned a lot from the academic classes thaehded .849
The programs that | participated in helped me chdagthe better .837
The staff in this facility helped me change for Hedter .856

Criminal Victimization Scale

Cronbach alphafor 6 item scale = .688

Cronbach alpha if item deleted from criminal victimization scale

Items Cronbach Alphaiif item
deleted

Physically assaulted you in anyway 673

Threatened to hurt you .620

Called you names or said mean things to you .592

Made sexual comments to you that made you feelmafartable .705

Stolen any money or property that belonged to you 662.

Treated you with disrespect 576
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Removal of Positive Stimuli Scale

Cronbach Alphafor 6 item scale=.672

Cronbach alpha if item deleted from removal of positive stimuli scale

Iltems

Cronbach Alphaiif item
deleted

Missing family and friends
Regrets about the past
Missing personal possessions
Boredom

Lack of privacy

Missing freedom

.646
.634
.639
.659
.584

.621
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