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This study was to investigate the inmate subculture regarding their prison argot,
symbolization, violation of prison rules, grouping by offense; factors affecting the inmate
subculture; and the inmate subculture models in the prisons in Thailand through mixed method
research. The samples for the quantitative approach were 400 male inmates and data collection
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and Significance of the Problem

Department of Correction is the last resort in the justice system with the
duty of custodial treatment under the objective of differential treatments by era. In the
past, the punishment emphasized retribution, deterrence and incapacitation. Today, the
objectives have been changed from the past and emphasized rehabilitation to be the
asset of the society with the ultimate goal in changing the inmates’ attitudes, beliefs
and behaviors to be civil under the criteria of social norms. So, Department of
Correction has specified its two (2) missions, i.e. the professional detainer, and
efficient behavioral rehabilitation and corrections.

However, it was in the past well known that its missions met the problems
of custody and corrections among inmates for their surging numbers unto the
overcrowdedness. It reflected the statistics of the Department dated January 1, 2014
where 291,734 inmates were under its  responsibility, nationwide
(http://www.correct.go.th/correct2009/stat.html). In fact the capacity of detention was
just for 115,860 inmates in the whole country (Standards of Inmate Detention: Office
of Penology, data by February 3, 2014). The excess was 175,874 inmates (151.8%) as

details below.

Table 1.1 Statistics of inmates, nationwide

Classifications Male Female Total Percent

1. Prisoners 188,793 31,692 220,485 75.58

2. Detainees 58,456 10,296 68,752 23.57
2.1 Appellant -dika 31,842 4,891 36,733 12.59
2.2 Inquired- trial 9,796 3,432 20,250 6.94

2.3 interrogated 16,818 3,659 22,848 8.73
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Table 1.1 Statistics of inmates, nationwide (cont.)

Classifications Male Female Total Percent
3. Remanded youth 178 6 184 0.06

4. Internees 7 - 7 0.00

5. Alleged internees 2,068 238 2,306 0.79
Total 249,502 42,232 291,734 100.00

Source: Section of Job Plan: Department of Correction, surveyed on January 1, 2014

From the statistics of Department of Correction nationwide, there are more
than two hundred thousand inmates. It so much tiresomely affects the inmate controls
because of their over-crowdedness upon the capacity standards which fails the
proportion between the authorities and the inmates, and the UN standards impose the
proportion of 1:5 whereas the standards of the Office of the Civil Servants are at the
ration of 1:10 (Research Center and Criminology Development, 2005). In reality,
an authority might control more than a hundred inmates which makes the authority’s
operation run at a stake during their control in each zone during daytime while at
night, it enhance risks of their operation. However, such a problem does not only
affect the control in the prison but also affects the social safety in general when
inmates are released to societies since their rehabilitation in the prison is likely
ineffective, which lead them to recidivism. This is one of the reasons which
multination is conscious on the roles and duties of Department of Correction and
specifies the number of the authorities to meet the responsible number of inmates for
the effectiveness of controls and corrections.

Effects on the prison administration reflect the respective disciplinary
violations of inmates due to unavailing supervisions leading to uprising in prisons,
mobs for protest and brawls, and assaulting the authorities and so on. They are the
risks to life, properties and negative image against the Department of Correction. Data
reveal that these problems happen in the prisons controlling the grave penalty inmates
with prolong stay in the prisons who are mostly detained in the Central Prison.
It allows them more oppression are stressful for prolong detention in association with
the prison runs short of its authorities and disables to inmate classification for proper

separate controls. Their grouping affects their exchanges of attitudes, values and
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carriers of malpractice techniques among inmates which lead to deviance behavior.
It is corresponded with Sutherland’s Differential Association Theory who believes that
the criminal behavior conducted by learning from the intimate persons through mutual
interactions. Being detained in a prison, the influences of grouping unavoidably affect
learning, conveying and imitation. It raises the subcultures with specific groups in
variety of models. The adhered subcultures during imprisonment might be deep-rooted
and stick until their dismissal and back to societies which is risky to reoffending and
leading to severe offense in future.

A grouping of the inmate society comes from the fact that an inmate is a
human being with needs and is not different from outsiders. It is just a status change
from being a common to be an inmate subject to the rules and the regulations of a
prison, under the watches of the authorities all the time. It makes an inmate facing a
deprivation with stressful condition and life worries where an existence has been
changed from before. Not only being oppressed by the physical environments with
restrictions of the four means and facilities, the inmate is disheartened since stepping
into a prison and his/her behavior would be checked in details from the authorities.
Some are alone in a cell or live in a common space forming a large society (Sykes,
1958). Nevertheless, the social conditions within a prison differ from outside in many
aspects. The major differences were the inmate society is the society of rights
restrictions packed with rules. Besides, it is a society isolated from the outside
societies which make it a single-sex and isolated society. Reflecting the detention
impacts on inmates is necessary because its exclusivity affects inmates physically and
psychologically. Many renowned penologists believe that such impacts lead to many
models of their pressurization on attitudes and their behavior later (Nutthee Jitsawang,
2012).

One of the distinct impacts of detention leading to their pressurization s is
grouping to create subcultures which are exclusive only for the prison society. It helps
responded to their rights restrictions that form problematic behaviors. Generally,
they are the behaviors violating the rules and regulations of the prison to anti the
mainstream cultures which they must behave by the norms regulated by the prison,
e.g. smuggling prohibited belongings, intergroup quarrels, gambling, and illegal

tattooing and so on. These problems have long been existed because their grouping is
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within restricted area within prison walls. There is conveyance of values, attitudes,
beliefs and inter-imitative behaviors. The problems of creating cultures among inmates
such as the group symbolization especially tattooing which may studies reveal that
there are 56.16% in tattooing (Phimphan Rattanawichian, 1998, p. 5). It is not just
only the violations of the prison rules and regulations but it is also the physical
impacts on inmates who are at risk of infection among each other in the prison because
of using common tools for tattooing and it affects them after their dismissal. Tattoo on
the body is detested by social and rejection, the inmate stigmatization by social, and
job seeking and so on. Smuggling into prison is surged at present which are mobile
phones, and narcotics. Most inmates cannot do alone but in network and most have to
create their in secret codes which leads to prison argot. For example, “heart” replaces
sim card or “bird” replaces mobile phone and so on. On the contrary, ganging is a
behavior of needs for security and safety during detention but often time ganging leads
to the expansion of intergroup influences, conflicts, quarrels, assaults, injuries and
even death. Examining the statistics of disciplinary violation among inmates, it is
found that they violate rules and symbolize subcultures raise problems of controls and

corrections in many offenses, i.e.

Table 1.2 Statistics of punishing disciplinary breakers in 2012
Surveyed in October 1, 2012

Ser.No. Offenses Total Percent

1 Smugglings 3,709 55.70

2 Assaults 775 11.64

3 Gambling 653 9.80

4 Tattooing 479 7.19

5 Possessions of prohibited belongings 462 6.93

6 Brawls 417 6.26

7 Retaliations 96 1.44

8 Breakouts /Escapes 67 1.00
Total 6,658 100

Source: Office of Penology Practices: Department of Correction
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The problem of creating subcultures among inmates is not found only in
Thailand but in other prisons worldwide because what inmates in every country have
in common are oppressions and response to their loss of freedom. The inmate society
is like a community with values, belief, symbolization and behavioral norms created in
prisons under the conditions of intimacy and social isolation because inmates are
viewed as enemies who create troubles to people at large (Morgan, 2002). The prison
environments are therefore important for inmates’ existence and most scholars attempt
to study such phenomenon. Gresham A. Sykes (1958) contends that prison authorities
try to create and develop themselves appropriate to the knowledge of the prison social
system about the inmate norms. However, the prison social system is hard to be
revealed to public where this issue is unlikely studied in Thailand due to the
restriction of accessing data allowing the knowledge of the inmate subcultures
affecting behavior in prisons are still very rare. In comparison to abroad where they
pay attention to this phenomenon where researches are extensively explaining the
inmate subculture phenomenon. The inmate subcultures found in many prisons abroad
are the body symbolization from tattooing in Russia, Netherlands, USA and Nigeria
and so on. Though every prison forbids tattooing to prevent influential ganging,
dermatitis inflections are caused by unclean tools and to prevent rejections from
societies after dismissal. But illegal tattooing exists and hard to be eradicated because
it is a culture conveying wrong values among inmates who are deprived with stressful
conditions and perplexes to adapt themselves to the prison environments. There are
many perspectives differently explaining the phenomenon. The deprivation model
explains that the inmate subcultures come from the response to pains of the detention.
On the contrary, the importation model differs that inmates adopt their subcultures
from outside. However, the inmate subcultures by any angles are its values cause
permanent deviant and criminal behaviors under the condition of the offenders have
entered the learning process of the prison society.

The studies of the inmate subcultures in the past where its knowledge is
unlikely found, scholars have to employ in-depth studies. Sykes was the prominent
scholar who studies the formulation of the inmate subcultures through ditching himself
in a prison in order to observe it. However, at present, the knowledge of these

subcultures has been accumulated; there are quantitative studies by applying theories
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to help explain the inmate subcultures more. There are many criminology theories
which try to explain their grouping for creating the inmate subcultures derived from
inmates’ pressurization to the prison environments where they have to strictly follow
the rules and regulations. The isolation especially from their families and lovers which
bring them stress and worries, disheartening or life satire, lead to variety of
subcultures through symbolization a group exclusivity which has been passed more
through generations, the process of behavioral inheritance, values, belief and deviant
behavior against the social rules and the norms, which they might lead to a permanent
deviance behavior where many factors are evolved with those behaviors.

In particular, the principles of Edwin H. Sutherland’s differential
Association Theory (1883-1950: http://criminology.fsu.edu/crimtheory /sutherland
html) viewing that the criminal behavior is derived from learning from intimate
persons with prolong interactions. Therefore, detaining them in prison allows them to
learn and pass on behavior among inmates, familiarizing jails and fearless to prison
any longer. In addition, it stigmatizes and being labeled as an inmate where societies
reject. It is hard for them to return to be a good citizen as asserted by the Labeling
Theory. The opinion surveys conducted with common people on tattoo of inmates
(Research Center and Criminology Development, 2008) find that large tattoo though
being personal rights is found being a dreadful person to get closer. Moreover, it is
uncertain whether the person has ever been imprisoned or not. They also find that the
size of tattoo affects the acceptance of people in societies. The prime impact arisen
with inmates having tattoo is job application after their dismissal and their inmate
subcultures affect their future in recidivism.

In summary, though there are quantitative and qualitative studies in aboard
on the inmate subcultures but Thailand has never conducted such issue before. It is the
very critical issue for the prison administration because the problem of behaving by
inmate subcultures are not only creating problems in prisons by welcoming chaos,
damages and risks to the authorities and inmates but also affects social security and
safety when they apply their adhered inmate subcultures after their dismissal and
return to societies. So, the study on the creation of the inmate subcultures in prisons in
Thailand could enhance understanding and grouping behavior of the inmates. It will be

the new knowledge where prior studies are unfound but will be useful for the
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Department of Correction for effective inmate classification and to design the
correctional program and rehabilitation for inmates to abide in rules and regulations.
This is to prevent and to solve the problems of grouping for creating inmate
subcultures and to reduce their stigmatization by social which leading them to
recidivism. It is also useful for the prison administration and the correctional intuitions

in future.

1.2 Research Objectives

1.2.1 To investigate the inmates’ behavioral characteristics in the areas of
prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison rules and inmate grouping by
offense;

1.2.2 To investigate factors affecting the inmate subculture; and

1.2.3 To investigate the inmate subculture models in the prisons in
Thailand.

1.3 Research Questions

1.3.1 How many groups creating inmate subcultures in the Thai prisons;
what is the nature of grouping to create inmate subcultures in the Thai prisons; and
how is the process of the inmate subcultures communicated?

1.3.2 Do the variables of the differential association theories (definition [of
offense], duration [of grouping] and intensity), the variables of the labeling theory
(labeled by family, labeled by social and labeled by officers) and the variables of the
subculture theory ( group values and belief, and group status and roles) influence the
inmate subcultures?

1.3.3 Are there any relationships between the variables of differential
association, labeling and subcultures with the inmates at the age of first-time offense,
offense types and their offense frequency?

1.3.4 What are the characteristics of the inmate subcultures?



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Introduction / 8

1.4 Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1:  The variables of differential association, the variables of
labeling and the variables of subcultures have influences on the inmate subcultures.
Hypothesis 2:  The inmates at the age of first-time offense, offense
types and their offense frequency differently affect the influences of the variables of
differential association, the variables of labeling and the variables of subcultures have

influences on the inmate subcultures.

1.5 Scope of the Study

A study of “Factors Influencing the Subcultural Behaviors of Inmates in
Prisons” is a mixed method applying both a quantitative research and a qualitative
research. Whereas a questionnaire is used in the quantitative research and in-depth
interview is used in the qualitative research. They are conducted with inmates,
the prison administrators and authorities under the scope of contents on the targeted
population and the targeted sites as follows.

1.5.1 This research has been focused to study the opinions of 15 prison
experts and the correctional institutions, scholars, and criminologists equipped with
knowledge and experiences of the inmate subcultures employing informant checklist
to prove the inmate subcultures.

1.5.2 The scope of population: this research involves 2 groups, i.e. 400
inmates as informant, and interviews 10 gang bosses/zone-bosses drained in the
Central Prison appointed to control inmates more than 30 years in order to study the
nature and the model of the inmate subcultures. This includes in-depth interview
conducted with 20 commanders and authorities equipped with the knowledge and
experiences about inmates’ controls and corrections.

1.5.3 The scope of sites for data collection: the researcher has determined
to collect data from 5 central prisons empowered to control inmates sentenced for
more than 30 year imprisonment, which are Klong Prem Central Prison, Rayong
Central Prison, Khow Bin Central Prison, Bangkwang Central Prison, and Phra

Nakhon Si Ayutthaya Central Prison.
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1.6 Conceptual Framework

Differential Association Theory
Definition (of the offense)
Duration(of grouping)

Intensity(of the group relation)

Labeling Theory
. Inmates Subculture
Labeled by family

Labeled by social
Labeled by officers

Prison argot

|

Symbolization

Violations of the prison rules

subculture Theory The grouping by offenses

The group values and belief

The group status and roles

t

Age at fist offense

Offense type

Offense frequency

Figure 1.1 Conceptual Framework
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1.7 Terminology

1.7.1 Prison: it is the central prison detaining the male inmates and being
empowered to control inmates sentenced for more than 30 year imprisonment where
inmates commit high level of disciplinary offense evolving Klong Prem Central
Prison, Rayong Central Prison, Khow Bin Central Prison, Bangkwang Central Prison,
and Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya Central Prison.

1.7.2 Inmate Subculture: it is the unique inmate behavior passed on
among specific group generated from pressurization to the prison environments,
specific group symbolization or prison argot with both offending and not offending the

prison rules and regulations.

17.3 Language Culture: it is the prison argot for the intergroup
communication among inmates which is the common group understanding and used as

the communication code to offend the prison disciplines.

1.7.4 Symbolization Culture: it is the inmate behavior symbolized with
parts of the body to express the feeling or to communicate some signs during detention
and this study specifies only tattooing and making a scar on head or face.

1.7.5 The Subculture of Violating the Prison Rules: it is the behavior of

the inmates grouped to offend the prison rules, regulation and disciplines.

1.7.6 The Subculture of Grouping by Offense: it is the behavior of the
inmate grouped to commit the same offense of narcotics, property, life and body,
sexual abuse of co-existence, interaction, passing on values and attitudes during

co-existence in prison.

1.7.7 Definition (of offense): it is the agreeing values and attitudes of

inmates and admiration of offending the social norms.
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1.7.8 Duration (of grouping): it is the number of days since the inmates

involve in grouping or home of other inmates in prison until the interview day.

1.7.9 Intensity ( of intergroup relation): it is the number of inmates in a
group or home interacting each other during their detention and living together
everyday with intimacy and mutual help throughout the duration of their detention.

1.7.10 Labeled by Family: it is the experience the inmates meet the family
members viewing that being the persons who create troubles to the family members

either through speech, or action, or all-the-time emphasis, or pardon during detention.

1.7.11 Labeled by Social: it is the experience the inmates meet the
sanction from job application in workplace or from people in community regarding

non-association or rejection reaction upon returning to society.

1.7.12 Labeled by Officer: it is the inmate viewed by the prison authorities
being the person provoking problems and is ready to violate the prison disciplines all

the time and to form influence over other inmates in prison.

1.7.13 The Group Status and Roles: it is being in the state of a chief or

being a group member being responsible for the group.

1.7.14 The Group Values and Attitudes: it is the belief and life
perspectives in a prison of an inmate expressed to respond to the existence, rules and

regulations, the authorities and the inmates in a prison.

1.7.15 The Model of Subculture: it is the source of the inmate subcultures
accepted and conducted in prison with the model of subculture adopted from the
outsiders and the model of subculture developed from the oppression during their

detention.
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1.8 Expected Benefits

This study is academically useful because it acquires new knowledge from
applying criminological theories to explain behavior expressed which the inmate
subcultures are about language, symbolization, violation of the prison rules, grouping
by offense. It allows realizing factors influencing the behavior of inmate subcultures.
Such information is useful to the Department of Correction to be implemented in its
variety of process counted on classification for the troublemaking inmates and the
prison administration on measures or controls and corrections of inmates to efficiently

and effectively prevent their creating inmate subcultures.
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CHAPTER I
LITERATURE REVIEWS

In the past studies of inmate subcultures, many scholars and interested
persons explored their concepts and theories but most were either the quantitative
researches or mixed researches of both quantitative and qualitative approaches. The
researcher is interested in applying criminological theories and links their relationships
of expressing subcultural behaviors, which is the topic interested by many and subject
to investigations and tests of criminological theories continually. The study of “Factors
Influencing Inmate Subcultural of inmates in Prisons” has adopted the variables of
criminological theories to test their influences over the four (4) aspects of inmate
subculture regarding the prison argot, symbolization in tattooing and making scars,
disciplinary offense and inmate grouping by the same offense.

To achieve the research objectives as set, this study contains the concepts
of subculture, the models of inmate subculture and the explanation of the drives
pushing inmates to group based on Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs a psychological
theory. Also, three (3) criminological theories related to inmate subculture are used
which are the Differential Association Theory, the Labeling Theory, the Subculture
Theory and related researches of the inmate subculture on the prison argot,
symbolization, violation of the prison rules and inmate grouping by offense both in
Thailand and abroad. Their details are as below.

2.1 Concepts of culture in the social system of prison

2.2 Modeling the inmate subculture

2.3 Related concepts and theories

2.3.1 The psychological theories of motivation and drive in
modeling the inmate subculture
2.3.2 Concepts and theories of pressure from inmate control
2.3.3 The theories of modeling inmate subculture
2.4 Detention impacts on inmates
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2.5 The inmate subculture
2.6 The structure of the corrections system

2.7 Related researches of the inmate subculture in Thailand and in abroad

2.1 Concepts of Culture in the Social System of Prison

An involvement with the prison society regardless as being an inmate or
the prison authority, the involver will learn and be socialized by the culture of prison
society epithet with the outside societies. But it differs with its uniqueness from the
outside societies with its different environments, lifestyles, values and attitudes of
inmates.

The prime mission of a prison is the efficient control of inmates to prevent
their breakout. It is the duty of the prison to rigidly control inmates. Erving Goffman
(1961) has studied the prison society model of “Total Institution” and classified
prisons/ correctional institutions as one of many institutions which operate and has an
absolute society. Meaning, the prison is “everything” of life. All inmates are parts of
the prison around the clock, through months, and through years. The daily life either
eating or staying or sleeping or working or educating or career training have been
designed and controlled to be unavoidably carried out by the prison regulators.
Admitted in to the “Total Institution” is the start of the eliminating process on
individualism whereas during entry, each one still has one’s individuality and human
dignity. Not long later, these things would be annihilated and each one will face
nullification of possession, isolation from the outside world and the situation of the
Total Institution” identity. The researcher would clearer understand the nature of the
“Total Institution” from the explanation of Erving Goffman with the following
principle elements (cited in Pattana Puapattanakul, 1990, p. 16-17).

1. All models of life are carried out in one roof and under the single
control power.

2. The daily activities of each member are scheduled to work in the same
thing and all have to do the same thing together.

3. The daily activities is scheduled in the fixed timetable: an activity links

with the next activities, the duration of all activities is scheduled by the top executive
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under the system of imposing the official rules and regulations apparently and
unquestionably enacted with the models applied by the regulators.

4. All the compulsory activities are congested in the action plans which
must be carried out to achieve the objectives set by the institution.

Detained in prison ends freedom for inmates and all must follow rules,
regulations, and timetables without any disputes. The inmate lifestyle will be totally
different from the outsiders since their first step-ins as being the prison members.
They feel alienation of isolation from their previous being. The difference of
environments aggravates their feelings more. Therefore, the imprisonment creates
negative impacts over inmates especially prolonged inmates hinder their pressurization
into outside societies after dismissals. Impacts are as below, i.e.

1. An imprisonment is a stigma within an inmate. Ex-inmates are labeled
as jailbirds or cell-birds and none wants to associate. Returning to work and returning
would be harder. Public set flagships of detest. So, when most societies are pessimist
against inmates or reject the dismissal inmates; it drives the dismissal inmates turn to
associate with the ex-inmates themselves and lead to recidivism.

2. The prison lifestyle negatively affects inmates physically and
psychologically especially for the first-time inmates they will be gravely affected
mentally and might change their attitudes deviance into negative ones. Though within
the prison, there are primary needs prepared for human but the prison conditions in
general nationwide are likely poor unlike outside conditions. In addition to pressures,
they affect them mentally and physically and with prolong imprisonment, it rises their
pressurization which makes them familiarize with jails and cells and inmates are
fearless to them.

3. Having physical and mentally impacts from facing losses of owned
freedom and rights beginning from thorough physical checks, inmate uniform and
haircuts; all change the previous conditions and are replaced by the inmate status.
Meaning, it eliminate the previous identity of the inmates while offering new-more-
humiliated ones. Degrading status and loss given by imprisonment bring inmates
mental disorder and personality bias, down-syndrome of isolation, worries, aggression

and suspicion.
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4. Another prison impacts over inmates are the physical health impact,
congestions, and facing mental health. All endlessly affect their pressurization after
their dismissal.

5. Rehabilitating offenders by using prisons is to coerce inmates to
participate correctional activities and they may decline.

Besides, Prasert Mekmani (1980, p.209) examines the meaning of “prison”
in terms of penology as an analysis of a coercive organization, or an absolute control
process in being the Punishment Centered Bureaucracy in the following areas.

1. Scheduling the daily timetable for inmates with fixed time and rigidity.

2. Inmate activities are subject to close supervision and responsibility to
prevent escape and riot-making.

3. Detention follows theoretical principles of penology and incentive
rewards for rehabilitation. Meaning, measures of punishment are imposed for those
violating the prison rules, regulations, obligations, and disciplines including rewarding
or other benefit returns for good conducts, and perseverance in vocational training and
practices.

4. Inmates must adapt to environments or living conditions in prison/
correctional institution in order to maintain peace and order in spending life under the
detention area and mental relief of the inmates.

5. Punishment, restriction of rights and freedom for inmates are to respond
to justice being harmed and to punishment inmates to realize the ill-effects of their
deeds against others.

The word *“Correctional Institution” is so similar to “prison” but it is aimed
to treat inmates under differential approach or instituted by specific objectives to meet
age, sex, offense, type of case such as the “Correctional Institution for Youth,

the Central Correctional Institution for Women and so on.

2.2 Modeling the Inmate Subculture
Modeling the inmate subculture is the work of many sociologists who
study them and regulating societies in prison. There are two models of interested

concepts as follows:
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1) Deprivation Model/functional Model — it is extensively studies from
many sociologists and differently calls it by its details. But after examination, it is
found that all the explanations pertain similar essence and principle of thought.
For example, the works of McCorkle and Korn (1954) explaining the culture and
regulation societies of inmates as their expressions by duty to reject or to accept
experiences they receive. At time when they enter the criminal justice administration
system; what importance is the attempt of inmates to handle social sanction which is
passed on among inmate societies and affects them mentally which might divert them
from social sanction into self-refusal. These are their pressurization to something
which might be permanent in the structure and the experience of imprisonment.
The uniqueness of the prison structure could be raised as the principal cause. In 1958
and 1960 Sykes and Massinger studied and found that the prison structure brought
pain of imprisonment to inmates. Meaning, sickness of freedom loss, belonging loss
and the loss of service ever received when being outside, relation loss with opposite
gender, loss of self and loss of life safety influenced the mental and physical
conditions of inmates and demanded them to seek exits to reduce or to alleviate their
pressures through creating the world, rules, criteria and their subcultures. Inmates
learn to pressure themselves to the prison code of conduct such as grouping for
exchanges and mutual benefits sharing, and reducing craves for sex through playing
with friends though never behaved before. Subcultures created by inmates helped them
to endure conditions of detention until their dismissal.

2) Importation Model — this concept is generated by inmates and not by
pressurization to meet the prison pressures. But what model inmates adhere to relies
on lifestyle, experience and code of conduct imported from outside.

Irwin and Cressey who are the author of this concept point out that
the some prison subcultures are imported and advocate that it is necessary to separate
the “prison cultures” and the “prison subcultures” since the former is not the latter and
the latter is mostly antisocial. They divided the prison subcultures in to three (3) types,
ie.

a) “Thief” Subculture — it refers to values which are the attribute of a
professional thief and criminals by other careers. This model is extensively found as in

outside societies and it is unrestricted within criminal model but we can see it in the
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group of police, prison regulators, lecturers in university and other groups of high
loyalty for the group..

b) “Convicted subculture” - it is the model of rivalry to maximize benefits
under detention, pressures of feeling on restrictions of rights and freedom which bring
rivalry. And it is found that many inmates with such model are having been unusually
detained lengthily in the Juvenile Institutions before.

c) “Legitimate Subculture” — it is a model of adherence to prison
disciplines and disables to trouble the prison regulators. This model is the greatest
number of inmates and separates themselves from the thief subculture model and
the convicted subculture model while rejects both models. This group model favors
legitimate life as common people outside but they are erroneous and with
impulsiveness to break laws and this group does not count they are not criminals.

In summary, the first concept emphasizes influence from within the prison
over the inmate behaviors and the inmate subcultures. On the contrary the second
concept emphasizes the influence of code of conduct and the subculture outside

the prison over behaviors and the prison subcultures.

The Inmate Subculture

The inmate subculture comes from inmate pressurization to new
environments and new members of a new society. A diverse large number of people
detained in the same place without freedom and under the same environment for
a long time would emerge code of conducts, thoughts, common values and are
accepted for common practice. To explain the co-existence system of inmates cannot
use any models to reach clear and concise answers because there are uncertainty of
various elements either the different prison environments or private personality or
perception or each different response to prison environments or diversity of grouping
or each group subculture coded.

With the nature of ambiguity and change all the time, the inmate society
cannot be examined as a static society. The interest since the beginning of the process
immediately starts when inmates become the members of the prison society and this is
so important. Naturally, common societal co-existence, humans will have socialization

to realize their schedules, rules, regulations, norms, roles and duties on how to live
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with others and bring peace and order to the society. It is similar with the prison
society; the inmates will be socialized to have code of conduct, thought, attitudes and
values according to the acceptable model and adherence to be a “culture” through
prisonization as Klemmer calls it.

Klemmer remarks that new inmates begin to gradually absorb the prison
culture from the first minute until unknowingly gulping as part of the prison. Learning
and adoption of prison culture as their lifestyle could be clearly explained by
the pressurization theory of Sykes and Massinger and the Importation Culture Theory
of Irwin and Cressey. Sykes and Massinger find that being convicted into prison is
the total change for inmates unavoidably either being the accommodation change or
dresses or feeding or inmate society or private time. All these are the daily life totally
different from outside. Sykes views that the environment change in association with
new things for inmates to learn from the prison society would affect hem physically
and mentally and become “torture from imprisonment (prisonization)” and influence
inmate on pressurization and change familiar behaviors to the new trend of the prison
society. This is to reduce or alleviate pains which enable them to endure their prison
life. This pressurization leads to specific model of thought, attitudes, values and role
models in the inmate society. Inmates will design their criteria of co-existence;
cultivate some attitudes and values such as antisocial, anti-authority, criminal attitude,
formulation of prison argot, specific communication strange to outsiders. They are
the “subcultures” created by inmates.

The inmate subcultures are not the only consequence from pressures of
detention. Irwin and Cressey find that encountering new environment and cultures in
prison demands inmates to import knowledge and familiar experience from outside to
be adapted with the prison situation. What behavior inmates choose to adhere depends
on the prison concept, lifestyle, thought, attitude and previous values before entering
prison.

The inmate subcultures denote the common code of conduct and
personality of inmates but the perception of the other inmate subcultures would be
more or less depends on the duration of detention. Stanton Willor points out that
the new inmates would be implanted with values and cultures ever behaved and

practices during detained in the remand home. And the tendency to cultures and
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the prison rules would be increased when inmates involve more. For example, inmates
will be more loyal to their own society more than the administration upon more years
in the prison ( Louis P. Carney, p.150 cited in Natthee Jitsawang, 1998, pp. 37-39).

Each inmate enters a prison with different values. Some are ready to
accept the prison culture at all time but some resist. Though practically, these inmates
are usually murders by impulsiveness and submissive to follow rules and cultures but
it is just for self-protection only. In fact, they adhere with common individual values
who disagree with committing crimes. However, integrating cultures plays
the important part to from the inmate subcultures which influence and control every
inmate lifestyle. Rationally, inmate society is the only one which inmates can rely
upon while living in the prison. However, imprisonment does not restrict or isolate
needs of inmates on social status. On the contrary, they may feel more needs of
a social support from the similar individual group than usual. For example, inmates
would pay attention to their friend group more than being interested in how they are
supervised. Therefore, inmates welcome the prison culture and the inmate subculture
for practices voluntarily (Sue Titus Reid, p.184 cited in Natthee Jitsawang, 1998,
p.40).

Nevertheless, Sykes finds that there might be some inmates saved from the
influence of the inmate subcultures. Sykes names them the “Real Man”. This type of
inmates is those who maintain their pride of individuality, strong commitment with
outside society and endure the prison conditions without any statuses in the prison
(Louis P. Carney, p.150 cited in Natthee Jitsawang, 1998, pp. 40-41).

Inmate Society

The objective of a prison is to protect society secure by detaining inmates
as being convicted for rehabilitating them and enabling to adjust themselves to rules
and conditions of societies outside. Rehabilitations provided for them thus include
career training, educating, moral training, allowance provisions and many social
support services in order to help them return to societies without committing
recidivism. However, the success is not only relying on the prison operation but also
relying on inmates too because the prison is not just containing the official

bureaucratic divisions or activities organized by the regulators only but also there are
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hundreds of inmates co-exist, dine together, work together and stay together for long
time. This leads to a relation system called the *“sub-social” of inmates with
uniqueness which differs from outside. Rationally, the prison society contains
its culture and the values system of the inmates influences their pressurization and
their returns to societies after their dismissals. Due to some inmate cultures and values
resist the regulators while inmates with prolong co-existence are relaying their values
and code of conducts in antisocial and criminalism to each other. This includes
familiarizing inmates to internal prison conditions. Therefore, attempts in training or
organizing activities for assistance or corrections in prison less change the behavior of
inmates as being desired by society, if the regulators do not understand the inmate
social conditions, their culture and their values. Rationally, organizing training for
corrections and supports for inmates cannot respond the real needs and unfit inmates.
On the contrary, if the prison administration understands the nature and the impacts of
the inmate society about pressurization and lifestyle; it is useful to plan for inmate
rehabilitation and inmate needs.

In studying the inmate society, the best way is to investigate the inmate
code of conduct in the prison. It well reflects their cultures, values and codes of
conduct in each type. Each code and each type of inmate conduct is so interesting and
worth investigation because to code various inmate conducts can help compare various
types of behavior and better understand each type of behavior. The benefits of inmate
controls or inmate corrections will better serve each type of inmates.

Therefore, for the benefits of clarifying the inmate behaviors,
criminologists favor to use “code of conduct” as criteria to categorize inmates through
examining their lifestyle, their practices in prison, relation with other inmates and

regulators, their worldview and their values.

Groups and Grouping System of Inmates

What reflects a prison subculture is the informal grouping and relation
raised among inmates which are the relation creation among inmates and grouping.
Grouping enhances the prison life for inmates more worthwhile because inmates who

are members will be accepted and using the group for releasing their frustrations and
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protection from being bullied by other inmates or other groups. Klemmer classifies
inmates into three (3) categories, i.e.

1. The Primary Group: it is the group of inmates with prolong-stay in
prison, well understand the prison life and ready to group with other inmates. When
this group is formed, its members will have strong bond and rises the sense of “Ours”.
There will be more conflict within groups but does not oppose the group relations.

2. The Semi-primary Group: it is the group with rather weak bond among
inmates. There might be using common belongings and relay secrets to a certain level
but not everything and they will not associate inmates within group but being friendly
with many groups.

3. The Independent Group: it is to stay free and still with strong bond with
their families. It is necessary to allow the referent group outside the prison to control
their behavior in the cell. They want to avoid troubles so they select no groups or
gangs. In addition, they might be rejected by other groups or they are weak, world flee
unable to meet pressurization with other groups; so they isolate themselves with

indifference of association.

Inmate Code of Conducts

Inmate code of conducts displays their lifestyle and practices, reactions
and pressurization to the prison environments, interpersonalship, and relation with
regulators, worldview and values of each group.

Their expressions found specific behaviors after being imprisoned for
some time. Their reactions are over being subject to absence of freedom, loss of self,
loss of rights, and loss of sense of being a human. When they are escorted into prison;
they differently express. Some inmates express by isolation or reservation or silently
endure the devilish situation. Some express resistance and attempt to fight with every
system while some attempt to gain the best during imprisonment (D. Stanley Eitzen
and Doug A. Timmer, 1985, p.498 cited in Pattana Puapattanakul, 1990, p. 50).

US National Institute of Mental Health analyses variety of behaviors
among the four types of inmates as follows ( Prasert Mekmani, 1980, pp. 282-284):

1. Pro-social Inmates: they are inmates with behavior like common

people. Normally, they respect regulations, disciplines and social norms but by many
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pressures which lead to crime committing. Most inmates commit crimes by
impulsiveness such as acute assaults, murder by rage. These group members when
being imprisoned, they have good relation with their families and outside societies,
empathy, and ready to regularly collaborate with the regulators except being unfairly
treated from the regulators or being provoked by other inmates. Rationally, they are
still unable to control their anger and the remaining vengeance; so they should be
isolated and must not be mixed with inmates with criminal habits.

2. Antisocial Inmates: this group of inmates is intentionally to really
imitate criminals because they have associated with the antisocial group since young
or associated with professional delinquent or the influential criminal organization
such as gang robbery, burglary, and intent assault. Their criminal behavior usually
comes from impulsiveness, sense of enmity, revolt and aggressiveness. Digging their
historical records, it is found that most comes from poor families and lives in slums.
Though during imprisonment, the group members are frequently associating with
the group of terrorizing habits or anti-disciplines of the prison and of the correctional
institutions. They are by statistics under the high level of recidivism. Therefore,
controlling these inmates is not only to use rigid measures but also necessary to
undergo rehabilitation which emphasizes morals and ethics so that they would repent
through the self spiritual development process integrated with other measures such as
the individual therapy and group therapy.

3. Pseudo-social Inmates: These group members are those who cannot
undergo pressurization with values system and common behavioral standards. Having
self-centered behavior, corruption and emotional disorder, they lead to committing
crimes in the forms of misappropriation, forgery and counterfeiting. Normally,
this group of inmates comes from the middle class encountering either the problems of
their careers or having background of broken home or weak disciplines such as over
well-nurtured by father or mother or parents. So, rehabilitation of this group requires
psychotherapy for long duration and with regularity including motivations to reverse
their behavior and relevantly behaving as being accepted by social through
regulations, rules and with developing the sense of responsibility. In practical, it is
always found that this group of inmates can use wise method to frequently gain

benefits or privileges from the inmate groups and from the regulators. It is necessary
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for the regulators having wisdom to know tricks and closely observing inmate
movements.

4. Asocial Inmates: they are stubborn and difficult for corrections with
statistics of the highest level of recidivism. They commit crimes against persons and
properties with the tendency of perverseness founded from deviance since young.
The research reports on these inmates reveal that most inmates meet difficulty of life
adaptation since young or abandoned by parents or subject to the custody of the public
welfare institutions. These make them absence of warmness, trust from other, feeling
easy inferiority which express alienated behavior in order to attract interest of others in
the wrong way such as aggressiveness, violence, breaking disciplines to meet their
immediate needs. It is also always found that these inmates lack reasons and trouble
administration by always seeking opportunity for escape, uprising, and assault other
inmates or regulators if being intercepted. Therefore, treating these inmates requires
human relation and the pressurization process for the inmates themselves, and
the prison environments and correctional institutions.

In Thailand, Natthee Jitsawang (1997, p. 22-28) concludes and classifies
inmates by behavior expressed in general in prisons in Thailand and prisoners are
divided into 11 types, i.e.

1. The Jailbird: the prolong-stay prisoners thinking that the prison is their
home. Most jailbirds come from inmates convicted of theft, robbery, gang robbery,
cheating and fraud, misappropriation and narcotics. The jailbirds are indifferent with
imprisonment because they are often in and out prisons. So, they do not care what they
have offended in prison since they are indifferent to punishments too.

2. The Big Boss: they are nepotistly influential or closed with regulators or
being fed by high rank authorities or being introduced by the influential person.
The big boss group has many gangs. First, the cronyists — they are introduced by
the influential people or politicians to have convenience in prison or they know and
familiarize with the regulators. Second, the rich such as the cheque-convicted,
the share-convicted, they surrender themselves to the regulators through
familiarization and providing convenience for the regulators to exchange their own

convenience in prison. Finally, the selected for personal serf such as being assistants
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or agents or worker in offices to replace the regulators, this group is intelligent and
flattery to show their performance for their own benefits of happy living.

3. The Bare-headed: they are the idiot group and could be witnessed
through their behavior and well-known among inmates. Most were poor and
uneducated, illiterate- cannot read and write or less educated, dull, and most are
convicted with not severe punishment. They are mostly deceived by other inmates or
subject to become the hand of other inmates especially, the cunning, the influential
and the big boss since this group is easy to be used in everything unknowingly.

4. The Nut or Deviant: they are inmates with mental disorder such as the
psychosis, or the neuralgia and deviantly behave that other inmates and regulators to
see (they might have been deviant before admission or after admission but in any case
the nut will never be totally cured even after their dismissal).

5. The Cunning Vice: they are well-educated or might be civil servants
before or might be ex-inmates for many times and know prison well and they have
knowledge or know laws well or have writing and speaking skills and they provide
advices or consultation to other inmates and act as the lawyers in prison.
Their profession in prison is employed for writing appeal, dika and consultation for
cases and trial process.

6. The Influential: they have been the influential persons before and alter
convicted mostly on trades of illegal goods, woman trafficking, illegal lottery and
so on. They likely behave to be powerful, collect allies and subordinate in the prison.
They have in general wealth to pay for their subordinates and are hooligans.
Outwardly, they appear polite, not troublemakers but in fact cunning and are at
mastermind for every offense in prison having their subordinate to work out.
For example, they assign their team to sell expensive goods for the new inmates who
do not know the real price in the prison welfare shop. In addition, they acquire money
from smuggling such as drug trafficking, and gambling dealers. However, though
the prison attempts suppression but they are saved since their subordinate run
the affairs but they are the wire-pullers. Their imprisonment is just a time killing in
order to leave behave as before outside the prison.

7. The Taxi: they are the inmates isolated by relatives and make them run

short of the money for spending. They have to survive by turning to being hired by
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the rich in prison. They will do any errands such as buying things, washing,
massaging, astrologers and messengers. In the case there are illegal goods enter
the prison, they will send message to other inmates or called “samurai”. The taxis are
independents, spreading around, not grouping and non-dependent but work only for
those who are able to pay them. The taxis spend their lives to reap benefits but not
the benefits from the prison administration but from the inmates through gambling and
from their hired jobs.

8. The Addict: they are the drug users and might be convicted with narcotic
abuse or other cases such as theft. The addicts favor to group and meeting spot for
common activities. Their way of living are dirty, undisciplinary, from slum
background or mostly are from broken homes. But some might come from wealthy
families. They circulate many times in the prison and each time being admitted in
prison they excuse “they cannot lose their friends”. During in prison, they hide and
fear to face the regulators because they are likely troublemakers such as always
stealing other belongings or otherwise drug-taking all the time and they try to find
narcotics from outside. Narcotics are imported with variety of ways or buying from
the influential groups. If they cannot find drug from outside because of severe
suppression; they will turn to lacquer from the workshops or if they cannot really find
it they will use “Tam Jai” (powdered aspirin).

9. The Trader: it is slang for those who trade in prison and they are not
necessarily wealthy. Most are like hawkers. They are not interested in anything except
selling in prison. Their imprisonment is to maximize their free time by seeking profit.
The traders might be independent or the subordinates of the Big Boss.
Their backgrounds were those who are merchants before. They know many inmates
because of their human relations. Their methods are to attempt to find fund to buy
goods in the prison welfare shops or depositors of their relatives and sell goods to
inmates by installment or by credit but irregularly expensive. Every day, they wander
to sell candy, cigarette, Tam Jai and other utilities for other inmates. What make them
collect higher gains are candies and eatable stocking to be sold in dormitory. The price
is double than outside. Besides, there is a service to buy inmate dividend, too.

10. The Younger Brother:  they are the gay-queen inmates and have sex

with male inmates. There are two types of gay, i.e. the current gays and young
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handsome men to meet homosexuality in prison. Whatever type, they are called
“Young Brothers”. They were taken good care and gifts from other inmates who have
the same taste. Sometimes, there are quarrels and rivalry and the winners govern and
“take care” the younger brothers until other inmates call “Yellow-Attachment”. Those
caretakers of the young brother might come from almost every type such as Big
Bosses, the Influential, Jailbirds, Traders and Addicts. But the gays have their special
behavior and can easily be distinguished from their gestures. They might be convicted
from narcotic abuses, theft and assaults from adultery.

11. The Lone Tiger: there are two types. First, they are convicted of
capital punishment or severe charge such as robbery, murder, and local capital case.
They stay quiet, isolated and keep their moods well, cool and are feared by others and
other inmates will not interfere them. The regulators try to watch this group at a distant
because they can escape at all the time. Their stay in prison is just temporal “killing —
time” and they wait for dismissal either by escape or by release. Normally, the lone
tigers conform to the prison discipline very well by ongoing career training,
noninvolvement with the regulators and vice versa.

Classifying inmates into type is useless to understand their behaviors and
unlikely bring to effectively treat them. So, the behavioral structure is necessary for
examination. Their interaction among groups affects their socialization and learning
within the prison and their changes of values and their code of conduct, and their
relations which are interested to be examined.

Such codes of conduct among inmates are ways each inmate chooses for
pressurization.  Personality, habit, appearance, thought, attitudes and personal
experience are the conventional backgrounds before admitted into prison. They are
keys to make inmates differently play their roles and expression. Irwin advocates three
models of pressurization (cited in Pattana Puapattanakul, 1990, pp. 61-63).

1. “Leaving Time Pass Day-by-Day”: many inmates view that life
experience in prison is just a temporal stop working for the outsiders only. Therefore,
it is counted that they enter prison to “kill time” by attempting to spend time in prison
rapidly and least pain but maximize convenience as much as they can. These inmates
try to avoid troublemaking with others but to find any jobs to kill time and to do any

jobs necessary for faster dismissal.
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Avoidance of troubles is through follow rules, criteria and inmate code of
conduct especially to adhere with “Never Poke One’s Nose” in that “time-killing”.
It could be by vocational training, reading, writing books, playing sports, hobby,
watching movies, group activity involvement, and association with friends. If they
have opportunity to choose; they would choose jobs with high returns such as working
in kitchen, and in officer canteen where they can have more food than others and more
freedom. Besides, if it is a pay job, they would have money for their spending during
gin the prison and enables them to live rather happily, without distractions and enables
their pressurization. They will try to work well in order to be repaid with better
convenience.

The way to faster quit prison is to avoid troubles by not involving with
troublemakers who will be subject to disciplinary punishment which affect paroles and
commutations. In addition, causes which the prison turns to emphasize corrections
demand inmates to participate “corrections activity” such as education, vocational
training, group therapy, attending temple, quit alcohol project and so on. Participating
in these activities gain marks for improving behaviors and most inmates choose to
spend life in prison as such time killing.

2. “Jail Is Our Home”: this is another type of inmates who isolate
themselves from relatives, families and outsiders. They attempt to build their own
world in prison and count that prison is their more acquainted world than the world
outside because they spend their lives more in prisons and correctional institutions
than the outside societies and most friends are in prison. They grow in correctional
institution and prison. Therefore, they do not want to go outside and if they have to go
outside, it is just a break in order to return in future. This type of inmates is mostly the
convicted narcotic abusers or inmates with records of many imprisonments and their
criminal conduct has been developed from reformatory schools, detention house and
previous correctional training centers.

3. “Benefit Reapers”: since prison organizes many useful activities such as
vocational training, education and group activities; they allow some inmate groups
trying to reap benefits from these projects in order to enhance their mind or
themselves. Some try to win over their own inferior opportunity of education on their

vocation by taking advantages from such orison activities or other prison properties.
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In particular, they spend time mostly in reading to reap knowledge. Some register in
the adult schools. Some continue their higher education in university. “Reaping
Benefits” are likely the model found with inmates coming from high class people.
They reject to be counted criminal because they are not habitual criminals and likely
isolate themselves from the habitual offenders or criminals. Their reaping is not to
involve with the vocational training because they find it useless but choose to
participate in the spiritual enhancement activity, e.g. Dhamma education, and
meditation.  Besides reaping benefits from prison, some spend time in prison for
personal gains by maximizing benefits in all styles such as writing appellant letter,

letter writing, eatable and necessary goods selling by credit with high profit and so on.

2.3 Related concepts and theories

2.3.1 The Psychological Theories of Motivation and Drive in Modeling
Inmate Subcultures
Applying the psychological theories to this study is to explain the drives
for inmates to group and to express prison subcultures which meet many restraints.
The unmet wants, the loss of freedom and conveniences ever received, and the loss of
the family warmness become the drives from them to group because inmates are also
part of the social members as common people who have the needs of survival, safety,
and needs coming from key motivation that drive human to lust, greed and so on.
Rationally, ever since humans know no moderation and seek things to serve their
needs but are forgetful righteousness and norms; they would drive them to violate
norms as in breaking laws of the country and have to walk in the prison system.
The psychological theories advocating the human needs could be explained in
the following theories.
2.3.1.1. Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs
Maslow postulates that the individual needs begin
the motivational process and assumes human needs as follows:
1. Human always and ever needs and if being gratified,

the other needs emerge endlessly.
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2. The needs gratified will not be the motivation for other
activities but the needs ungratified become the motivation for the individual behavior.

3. Individual needs are hierarchical and when the lower needs
are gratified; individuals are interested in further higher needs.

Maslow classifies human needs into five hierarchies, i.e.

1. Basic Needs - they are the fundamental requirements for
human living and they are needs for all since birth such as food, water, rest, medicine,
dresses and sexual needs and so on. Humans strive to meet these basic needs first then
other hierarchical needs follow.

2. Safety and Security Needs — when the physiological needs
are satisfied, the second hierarchical needs emerge. That is the security needs and
safety needs from all dangers. It is witnessed by the tendencies of human to live in
peaceful, orderly, disciplinary societies with being protected by laws, and to favor
calm daily life without interferences. This hierarchal need includes psychological
safety which drive humans to endeavor to reach their goals which are their
physiological and psychological security and safety.

3. Love and Belongingness Needs — this hierarchical need is
characterized of needs in having friends, affections, need to be love-giver and love-
given and not sexually motivated. Individual at this hierarchy behave to reach their
goals in order to realize they are not alone, isolated, loneliness and abandoned.

4. Esteem Needs — these are the needs which almost everyone
wants in society. They are characterized by recognition, honor, fame, pride upon
success and realization that one is useful and valuable in society.

5. Need for Self Actualization — it is the highest need of all
humans to be successful as one thinks for oneself and it is the real development of
one’s potentials to be the real person. It is the top development to reach one’s real
potentials. But some cannot reach this hierarchy; it is because of interferences from
environments and surrounding cultures. For example, some work so hard till life to
satisfy their basic needs; or parents do not reinforce affection to their children; or some
feel they are valuable to society; or a large number of people is trapped in narcissism
or power and prestige and they cannot free themselves for their higher development.
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2.3.1.2. Alderfer’s Modified Need Hierarchy Theory

Louis Jampates (1990, p. 40 cited in Boonman
Thanasuppawat, 1994, p. 130) remarks about Alderfer that he is the one who support
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs and minimizes them into three hierarchies which is
called ERG (Existence — Relatedness Needs — Growth Theory), i.e.

1. Existence Needs - they are the needs to serve survival
which are the physiological needs and safety needs.

2. Relatedness Needs — they are the needs of individuals to
have meaningful friendship with people and individuals around them.

3. Growth Needs - they are the needs for advancement and
the highest needs which include the needs of recognition and successful life.

From variety of needs as mentioned above, if they are
gratified, individuals are satisfied. If they fail by either causes such as economic
conditions or family conditions or other environmental conditions; individuals are
dissatisfied. And, these dissatisfactions might be the drives to create aggression,
destruction and to do everything to own what they want even violating the laws of

the country.

2.3.2 Concepts and Theories of Pressure from the Inmate Control

Social control is a key to formulate rules s the group norms in order to
bring peace and order of co-existence. It is known that inmate control where each one
has different backgrounds; it requires rules and regulation for peace and order
regarding co-existence in prison. Changing status from a common with freedom to
a place of restrictions and rigid rules and regulation leads to stress and oppression for
inmates which allow them to group and grow their own code of conducts within
their groups for practices among members. They could comply with the prison rules
and regulation or anti-rules and regulations of the prison. The concepts and theories
explaining the violation of the social control or violation of the prison rules and
regulations caused by pressure from control, social isolation, and family abandonment

in particular, broken home and detention involve the following details.
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The Meaning of Social Control
It refers to all the means and processes whereby a group or a society

secures its members conformity to its expectation.

Social control for Its Members

Society must be peaceful and with social order for its well progression.
Society may impose social control in three ways, i.e.

- Socialization imposed on its members to abide by its norms.

- Group pressure or enforcing regulations, rules and obligations

- Enforcement of laws and punishment

The social institutions playing the key roles in social control are families,

schools and religions.

Social Control and Criminology

General criminological theories rather postulate that criminalism comes
from forces either intrinsically or extrinsically to urge or drive individuals to err. But
the Control Theories explain the causes of criminalism with different direction.
They assume that criminalist motivation is common in each individual and they will
commit crime if there is no behavioral control. These theories focus to respond to the
question of “Why does individual not violate laws?” the response is, an individual
offends because of weakness of the control means or interferes an offender not to work
efficiently which leads individual to express criminalism. Reiss (1951) a scholar and
the cofounder of this theory, believes that the cause given an individual to abide by
laws is the social control interferes an individual to commit crime. Whenever social
control is weak or ends; criminalism rises.

Concepts of individual behavioral control has been found in Durkheim
who explains that with the rapid change of social into an organization, social control
is weakened to efficiently control individuals. Rationally, humans in society need until
uncontrollable; at the end crimes arise. Durkheim proposes that humans tend to
commit crimes before and when the social control weakens, crimes will be released
from individuals. Similarly, Durkheim explains causes of suicide in his book:

“Suicide” where he proposes a kind of suicide — Egoistic suicide. It emerges with
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individuals of low bond with the group or the social institution (Durkheim, 1951,
p. 214). But ‘control” proposed by Durkheim is the social control at a macro level and
in this social control theory, a micro level or individual control is focused where
the social institution or social control is for each individual.

Differences of the control Theory Group and the theories of School of
Conventional Criminology are the former is focused on social relationship which
interferes or counters criminalism more than studying on means or influences of
the state control to intervene criminalism of an individual. So, it is observed that these
theories explain the criminal behavior but do not explain law abiding, selflessness or
individual and social selfishness which are the elements to bring happiness to society.
On the contrary, the School of Conventional Criminology is focused on the legal
influence and the justice administration affecting decision-making not to violate laws
in each individual or to control individual behavior by the government agencies or
the formal social control. Therefore, it could separate both Schools as the School of
Conventional Criminology is the study of the formal social sanction while the Control
Theories are the studies of the informal social sanction.

Theories proposed for controlling criminal behaviors are prevailingly
proposed by criminologists and there are differences in perspectives and explanation
of lawbreaking. However, the following theories are the social control theories
postulated by criminologists after 1950. It is accepted that the control theory attracts
criminologist schools and researches have been conducted extensively after
its proposal.

2.3.2.1. Internal and External Control Theory of Albert
J. Reiss(1951)

Many scholars postulate the concept of criminalist control. The
first one is Albert J. Reiss (1951) proposes his work on “Delinquency as the Failure of
Personal and Social Controls”. Reiss checks 1,100 juvenile records of delinquency and
probation with conditions in behavioral control at the age of 11-17 years old. Reiss
studies factors which can predict the violation of probation among these juveniles.
He finds that juveniles legible to terminate their probation are those diagnosed by
the psychiatrist and found that they had low level of self-control and meta-self or

prescribed that they need close therapy or admitted for therapy in a home where some
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rights and freedom must be restricted. Reiss explains that such characteristics analysis
is the self-assessments of the delinquents or the juvenile ability to endure or to tolerate
individual needs which conflict with the norms or the social regulations. In addition,
it is also found that juveniles terminated on probation are those fail regular attending
classes or the individuals classified by the schools as the troublemakers.

Reflecting the concept of Reiss, it is found that the theoretical
principle of the individual behavioral control is based on psychiatry and might classify
his concept in the concept of psychoanalysis of Freud but Reiss is nominated as the
beginner who develops the concept of criminal behavioral control. Nevertheless, in the
work of Reiss does not reveal factors relating the family or the community bond which
affects their probation. Reiss asserts that failure ion self-control is the leading key
which allows Reiss to adopt the psychoanalysis to explain their violations of rules and
obligations on the studied juvenile probation.

2.3.2.2. Theory of Stake in Conformity by Jackson Toby (1957)

The second key scholar is Jackson Toby (1957) who proposes
the definition of criminal behavior control called “State in Conformity”. Toby argues
that all juveniles are attracted or provoked to violate laws. If some juveniles with high
risk; they will conform to those spurs and they will not violate laws. Toby exemplifies
juveniles with educational achievement will have high risk of legal punishment and
destruction of their own future if they violate laws. Therefore, they have strong
principles to follow laws (high stake in conformity). On the contrary, juveniles with
educational underachievement will have less risk of punishment if they violate laws.
These juveniles have no incentive to anti the incentive to violate laws. Toby classifies
them in the group of low state in conformity.

In addition, Toby also proposes that backing offense by friends
will be most found among large number of juveniles with low stake in conformity.
This is the delinquency of juveniles in the modern urban societies with likely high
statistics. It is contradicting with the statistics of delinquency in rural areas where
friends will not back offense though they have no happiness and also they will not

commit crimes.
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2.3.2.3. Theory of Family and Criminal Behavior Relationship
by Evan Nye (1958)

In 1958, Evan Nye presented his works about the family as the
important source of social sanction for juveniles. Nye argued that criminal behaviors
come from the “inefficiency of social sanction”. The meaning of social sanction was
broad and classified as below.

(1) Direct Controls — they came from methods of rules,
regulations, punishment and awarding by parents.

(2) Internal Control — it came from the juveniles’ conscience
to avoid offense because examining that offenses would bring miseries or
disappointment for their parents or the closed persons.

(3) External control — it came from affection and warmness
given by their father and their mothers that spurred juveniles to repent and protected
them not to commit delinquencies.

Nye accepted that the direct control came from punishment
either directly or indirectly. The internal control and the external control came from
families. Nye proposed, “If needs of individuals are adequately responded and without
delay; we shall apply direct control, internal control and external control at unlikely
high level in controlling human behavior” (Nye, 1958).

Nye tested the theory with conducting it with 780 juveniles
studying in K 9-12 in a Senior High School in Washington State, USA. He collected
data with a questionnaire related with life within a family and offense report which
were divided in 7 types, i.e. challenge of parental power, truancy, possession other
belonging worth less than 2 US dollar, buying liquor or alcohol drinks, drinking
alcohol drinks, destroying others’ properties and having heterosexuality.

The survey revealed that one four juveniles were classified
with high level of offense. The rest were classified with low level of offense.
Nye found that the juveniles with high level of offense are characterized with
imperfect family — absence of warmness in nurturing. It gave over freedom to the
juveniles or without freedom. They had all the time parents with moodiness, paranoid,
difficulty to compliance, and infidelity. In addition, juveniles with working-outside

home mothers and juveniles who were rejected by affections from their parents would
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be in the group of having high risk of offense. On the contrary, juveniles in the group
of low level of offense were from the families with affection, often visiting churches,
not-often migration, and from the rural families. These juveniles were likely the eldest
child or the only child of the small size family. They were optimistic to their parents.
And, they agreed with the values of the eldest child or a single child of the small size
families and agreed with the values of their parents. Nye concluded that the result
supported the proposed theory.

However, Nye’s works have been much criticized especially
the population group and the measurement of offense. There is opposition with
the population group that Nye dos not select them from megacity and the offenses in
the questionnaire are unlikely the grave offenses. Finally, the relationship between
the nature of a family and criminal behavior is low and should not be concluded that
the research supports his theory. It is observed that Nye should interpret the results
with prudent and carefully (Vold & Bernard; Akers, 1994). However, what is gained
from Nye’s theory besides the theoretical essence; there are researches to test
the presented theory. It is counted the right track in creating and developing
the criminological theories for more perfection.

2.3.2.4. Containment Theory by Walter Reckless (1961)

In 1961, Walter Reckless proposed a Containment theory
which adopted previous variables integrated to formulate a new theory aiming to
explain common criminal behaviors. Reckless explained that individuals were
influenced by many drives to violate laws but at the same time there were forces to
resist not allowing individuals to violate laws. The theoretical hypothesis could be
concluded that both internal and external pushes and both the internal and external
pulls spurred or motivated individuals to commit crimes if the internal and external
forces could not resist those motivations” (Reckless, 1961).

The drives pushing to violate laws are many. First Drives,
they are the social pressures, i.e. living conditions, family conflict, poor status, and
the absence of opportunity to do honest work. Second Drives, they are the social pulls
— motivations that make individual to reject values and living norms such as having
bad friends, the subculture t o violate laws, and the role model from mass media.

Further, there are drives to biologically and psychologically offense which exist in
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individual bodies, i.e. fatigue, dissatisfaction, mental stress, enmity, aggression, needs
for rapid response and so on.

The forces resist individuals to violate law are the external
resistance/ containment and the internal resistance/containment. The External
Containments are having efficient family and friend group, ethics, regulations and
obligations of the social institutions, rational norms, expectations, unity, line of
command and the efficient disciplinary control and so on. The Internal Containments
come from habit cultivation within individuals and contains the strong self-control,
tolerance of disappointment, sense of responsibility, expectations, ability to find
replacement for needs and so on. Reckless notes that The Containment Theory can
better explain causes of the criminal behaviors than theories of Social Sanctions by
Reiss, Toby and Nye.

After this theory has been presented, there were many
researches to test it. Most were the works of Reckless et al to test this theory and
aimed to specifically test the “Self-Control” whether it has influences over resistances
and drives individuals to commit crime and the works involve e juveniles with high
level of risk, living in the communities with high level of crimes. Reiss’ theory would
predict that there is low level of offense. The study showed that juveniles with high
level of self-control tend not to commit any crimes (juveniles aged 12-26 years old).
Reckless et al. conclude that the works support the Containment Theory.

However, many scholars criticized that there were flaws in
the test of the Containment Theory in the methodology. First, the research did not
measure other variables in the theory which included the internal push and the external
push which drove individuals to violate laws; or the external containments and
the internal containment which resisted the pushes. In addition, the tool of “Self-
Control” in some researches is the tool to measure whether “juveniles offended?”
If they offended the research concluded that they had low level of self-control (Akers,
1994). In association with there were no studies supporting the Containment Theory
when finally, Reckless’ theory was less attracted by criminologists to bring it for
theoretical test. However, Reckless’ theory relayed to the social sanction theories were
the essences related to the factors of the “Internal Resistance” and the “External
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Resistance” played the important part to resist individual to violate laws (Vold &
Bernard, 1986).

2.3.2.5. Hirschi’s Social Bonding Theory

Control theory most accepted in the criminological realm is
the Bonding Theory of Travis Hirschi (Braithwaite, 1989; Incardi et al. 1993).
Hirschi argues that it is not necessary to explain motivation or catalyst to criminal
behavior since humans are the animal generally enabled by nature to commit crimes.
Hirschi adopts the control theory with the essence that individuals attaching to
organizations or social groups, i.e. families, schools and friends tend not to commit
crimes. The prime principle of this theory is the social bond, which Hirschi divides
into 4 types, i.e. attachment, commitment, involvement and belief. The proposition is
“individuals with weak social bond tend to commit crime. The following chart

explains the causes of criminal behavior postulated by Hirschi.

Commitment
CRIMES

Figure 2.1 Chart explaining causes of criminal behaviors by Hirschi’s Theory

The social control theory postulates that the criminal behavior comes
individual bond affecting the social institutions been weakened or destroyed (Hirschi,
1961). Elements of the social bonding contain 4 factors, i.e.

1. Attachment means an individual has bond and affection with other
individuals or is interested with the feeling and thinking of others. This bond is
the basic important element to develop individual to accept the social values and
norms which affect the individual to build feeling or common sense to control oneself
to be the good social member. So, bond is the emotional element or the affection of
the bond or the bond contract individual has with societies.

2. Commitment means the bond individual has with living in the social

morals. Meaning, there is education for honest career and for self-actualization which
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affect individual not to violate laws since it is risky to underachieve self-actualization.
So, bond is the rational element or the social contract of an individual.

3. Involvement means the individual social participations which cause
time-restraint to commit crime because most time has been spent with social activities.
So, involvement is a bond element or the social contract of an individual.

4. Belief means the level of conviction an individual has on values and
norms. If an individual has high level of a belief on values and norms, the individual
tends not to violate the social rules and regulations. So, the belief is an ethical

elements or the social contract of an individual.

2.3.3 Theories of Creating Inmate Subcultures

2.3.3.1. The Differential Association Theory

Edwin H. Sutherland (1883-1950) who is interested in
frequency, intensity and the importance of social association more than interested in
personal characteristics or the external environment characteristics. The principles of
Sutherland’s theory of differential association can be summarized into nine key points.

1. Criminal behavior is learned.

2. Criminal behavior is learned in interaction with other
persons in a process of communication.

3. The principal part of the learning of criminal behavior
occurs within intimate personal groups.

4. When criminal behavior is learned, the learning includes
techniques of committing the crime (which are sometimes very complicated,
sometimes simple) and the specific direction of motives, drives, rationalizations, and
attitudes.

5. The specific direction of motives and drives is learned from
definitions of the legal codes as favorable or unfavorable.

6. A person becomes delinquent because of an excess of
definitions favorable to violation of law over definitions unfavorable to violation of
the law.

7. Differential associations may vary in frequency, duration,

priority, and intensity.
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8. The process of learning criminal behavior by association
with criminal and anti-criminal patterns involves all of the mechanisms that are
involved in any other learning.

9. While criminal behavior is an expression of general needs
and values, it is not explained by those needs and values, since non-criminal behavior
is an expression of the same needs and values

2.3.3.2. The Subculture Theory

In criminology, the subculture theory has been integrated with

the Chicago School about gang and developed by the Symbolic Interaction School
which is the set of theories disputing that some groups or some subcultures in societies
have values and attitudes facilitating crimes and violence aiming to children and youth
because the theorists believe that if the model of violating laws can be understood and
controlled; it destroys the transit from the juvenile lawbreakers in to the criminals with
habitual offense. Some parts of the theory hypothesize that the activities violating
laws are the motivation from the economic needs while others believe in the reasons of
the social class which lead to deviance. Frederic M. Thrasher (1927, p.27)
systematically studies the gang and analyzes the gang activities and behavior.
He defines the meaning of the gang is the group cultivation process.
..... A gang is a grouping from nature and then integrates
through conflict which could be examined as follows: face-to-face encounter, creating
conflict and planning. Results gathering these behaviors are the conventional
development, internal structure, and pride to be a part of the group and the bond of
locality......”

Criminologists in later years, some of them view that
subculture is based on the idea of Durkheim and Morton but the Subculture Theory at
present has been developed from the concept of Frederic M. Thrasher who considers
that youth gang arisen because of anomie in the area adjoined the heart of Chicago.
Though Thrasher does not mention directly about the Subculture Theory but Thrasher
thought of this idea before the later-year thinkers. The Subculture Theory involves
many theories and two theories are presented here, i.e. Theory of Middle Class

Measuring Rod, and Matza’s Delinquency and Drift Theory, the Neutralization
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Theory, the Differential Opportunity Theory and the Low Class Culture Theory and
they are briefly explained as below.

Theory of Middle Class Measuring Rod

It emerges from the idea of Albert K. Cohen observes
that the subcultures come from the mental dispute with ability and opportunity.
Meaning, the mind needs (because receiving values from the middle class) but short of
ability to complete what is needed. With the opportunity fails and might say that
the values of the middle class could also have been the principle of laws too. The labor
class cannot achieve the target of ht middle class and the major ones are success,
rationalization, honesty, long-term planning with prudence, spending leisure time, and
satisfaction. The labor class cannot do as the middle class because of short of ability
and opportunity. Therefore, the labor class then creates their own culture for
adherence and it can have the social status as the middle class. The created culture is
thus the delinquent subculture affecting to violate the laws of the nation. There are
six (6) prime natures of this culture, i.e.

1) Non-utilitarian — theft comes from an act o respond
the mood and it is the irrational action, too.

2) Malice — offenders feel glad to do thing which troubles
others.

3) Negativism — doing contradictory things what the middle
class adheres.

4) Versatility — able to commit many offenses with evil
intention, wild, violating others’ rights and being vagabond and so on.

5) Short-term hedonism — spending daily life without planning,
favoring excitement, short of forbearance, short of expedition, short of prudence on
benefit and long-term values.

6) Group autonomy — disregarding social prohibitions except
the needs of the group and the firm relation of the group with pride while disregarding
other groups.

Cohen’s Subculture Theory is the concept revealing that the

delinquents have their own codes of conduct.
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Matza’s Delinquency and Drift Theory

In 1957, Graham Sykes and David Matza presented a
criminological theory with a hypothesis that the cause of delinquency comes from an
individual use the “Techniques of Neutralization” to excuse of violating laws.
When the criminals using the techniques of neutralization, it did not mean
the delinquents refused the social values and norms. Delinquents used such techniques
in order to allow oneself did not feel any guiltor not thinking that one was devilish
(Sykes & Matza, 1957). In presenting this theory, it seemed that Sykes & Matza
proposed that the “Techniques of Neutralization” was model of behaviors demanding
individuals agree with violating laws rather than following laws. It was the prime
principle of the Differential Association Theory of Sutherland and the Social Learning
Theory of Akers. However, many scholars admitted that Sykes & Matza’s theory into
the group of the social sanction theory (Akers, 1994).

Sykes & Matza argued with the Subculture Theory which
presented that delinquent behavior came from values and belief of the juveniles who
were the group or gang members (Cohen, 1955; Miller 1958; Cloward & Ohlin, 1960).
Sykes & Matza proposed that most delinquents had bond with the belief in laws which
might be more or less differed to each other. These delinquents committed
delinquencies when they had rationalized or neutralized their guilt. It allowed
delinquents felt that the delinquent behavior was wrong but acceptable. The techniques
of neutralization were 1) denial of responsibility (I have no intention to offend.);
2) denial of injury (I hurt no one.); 3) denial of the victim (The victim does it.);
4) condemning the condemners (All humiliate or bully me.); and 5) appeal to higher
loyalty (I do it not for myself.) (Sykes & Matza, 1957).

Later in 1964, Matza presented a criminological theory by
adopting the “Techniques of Neutralization” to be improved as the new prime
principle of the theory called the “Drift Theory of Delinquency” which opposed
the current criminological theories that it was the theory focused on coercion and
differential. Meaning, the theories at that time viewed that delinquents were
individuals different from common people and this difference would spur or drive
these individuals were lawbreakers. But Matza believed that most delinquents when
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being adults they stopped their delinquency though the spur to commit delinquency
was still in societies.

The theory of Matza presented a new idea of delinquency
focused on drift. Matza believed that a drift arisen in the area in the society where its
mechanism was weakened. Therefore, it freed the drifted individuals to choose
delinquency to meet the driving force or the drive. This theory was then stressing
environments which weakened societies. Though Matza accepted that some type of
delinquents was driven by the external force beyond control to violate laws but the
drifted delinquents by the theory were the greatest number.

Matza quoted that generally juveniles did not agree with their
behaviors which were right. If they accepted that lawbreaking violated ethics but they
had reasons or environments to alleviate the punishment or making them feel not
guilty if they behaved as such. It is similar to minimizing legal punishments such as
accidents, self-protection, and insanity. So, when individuals violated laws; they felt
not guilty and were not necessary to take responsibility for the action. In other words,
individuals would be freed from the regulated obligations or laws. It is found that such
idea was supported by the principle of the justice administration on juveniles’ trial. It
was clearly juveniles were not responsible for their guilt committed. Or, if being
punished their punishment would be reduced. Figure 2.2 explains the causes of

delinquency by Matza’s theory.

Technique of Neutralization [ Release from Moral Constraints Delinquency

Figure 2.2 Explaining the causes of delinquency by Matza’s theory.

2.3.3.2 The Labeling Theory

The basic concept of the criminal causes or deviance comes
from the process the individual defines oneself as a criminal or a deviant and reflects
the labeled individual or is condemned by the government agencies or people in

societies.
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The first advocator of the labeled theory is found in 1930 and
he was Frank Tannenbaum (1938) who mentioned about the major principle leading
individuals becoming temporal criminals into the permanent criminals. Later, in 1951,
Edwin Lemert (1951) proposed analysis of analyzing the mechanism of social sanction
affecting the birth and the model of crimes or delinquency and deviances. But the
person made the labeled theory famous was Howard Becker (1963; 1964) from
the book titled the “Outsiders” and the book titled the “The Other Side”. Later, Ericson
and Cressey proposed this kind of theories to the criminological realm.

This category of theories explains the causes of crimes in
the announcement of scholars who support this kind of theirs and it is concluded as
below.

1. Self-image: the symbolic interaction theorists believe that
an individual determines oneself or building self-image according the image other

individuals determine for him/her. So, an individual thinks and believes how one

personality is. It is depended on social especially the closed persons who define.

The individual will express or have the personality according to the belief one has
been defined by others (Vold & Bernard, 1986). Therefore, the labeling theory
explains that crimes come from an individual believing that one is the criminal
because the root comes from individuals in societies define the person is a criminal.
Such phenomena have been differently named by this group of theorists. Cooley
(1902) names it as “the Looking Glass Self” while Mead (1967) names it as “the Self
as a Social Construct”.

2. Primary Deviance: the labeling theorists pay unlikely
importance to the cause of the first crime or the first deviance. Some theorists
who agree with this theory do not refer to the cause of the first deviance committed.
Generally, it is believed that the first crime or the first deviance comes from the bio-
psychological means and the social environment but it is infrequent and occasional
deviance without permanent model. In addition, if social sanction is not imposed in
any informal or formal models; these crimes or deviances might exist but they occur
occasionally, infrequent and never permanently developed (Lemert, 1951; Akers,
1994).
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3. Secondary Deviance: the labeling theorists believe that
the roots causing individuals to have deviance come from the process of social
sanction either through trial or condemnation or excommunication. Such process of
social sanction provides new experience to the arrested or the punished. It makes them
realized that they are outsiders, the bad people whom societies do not welcome.
All these things will make them develop their realization and view themselves as
criminals and it would lead them to have permanent criminal behavior and deviance
(Tannenbaum, 1938; Becker, 1963; Lemert, 1967).

4. Alternative Behavior: though the labeling theorist believe
that an individual is labeled as a criminal; he/she still have his/her alternative
behaviors in future. Labeling besides minimizes alternatives for an individual, it also
makes the individual minimizes the control of his/her behavior, too. On account of
the individual is excommunicated or labeled as the evil or the bad though his/her
criminal behavior is not expressed; it causes the individual who is such labeled has to
group with those similarly labeled or condemned (Lemert ,1951 ; Becker, 1963).

Examining the principle presented by the labeled theorists,
it could be concluded its essence that common people might occasional, infrequent
and non-violent criminal behavior. If the person with such behavior has social sanction
especially is charged by the office of the justice administration; the person will enter
the process to determine oneself as a criminal or an anomaly as well as shame and
defame. The person cannot return to spend life normally in societies, which will lead
individual to be the permanent criminal and it can be explained the criminal behavior

by the labeled theory as the following chart.

Deviance | Labeling Process |—| Criminal Self-image Deviance

A 4

Figure 2.3 The chart explaining the causes of the criminal behavior by the labeling
theory
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2.4. Detention Impacts on Inmates

The inmate social is unique and different from its outside societies in many
ways. Significantly, the inmate social is where rights are restricted and full of set of
regulations. Besides, its relations are isolated from the outside society, which in turn
become the single sex community and loneliness. So, examining the impacts of
detention affecting inmates are necessary because of their unique community which
will affect them physically and psychologically. Many criminologists and sociologists
believe that those impacts lead to their pressurization in variety of models including
the changes of their attitudes and behaviors later.

Gresham Sykes (1958) is the first who seriously studies the impacts of
inmate detention and names the impacts as “the pains of detention”.

Sykes mentioned various restraints of inmates which lead to pressure and
pains of detention and there are five (5) restraints, i.e.

A. Restraint of Freedom

The loss of freedom is the first pressure condition encountered by inmates
because when they are admitted into prison, it means they are restrained into the
prison they cannot move around. Such freedom restraint is not only the restriction to
move outside the prison but also the restriction within the prison. Inmates cannot move
from a zone to the other zones or from a building to the other building as they will.
In addition, detention is also meant isolation from their families, relatives and friends.
This separation is not common but as the lawbreakers and punishment. At this cause,
Sykes stresses what is the most painful thing is the truth that the detention is reflecting
social rejection. Inmates are rejected from the outside societies and labeled as
prisoners since they are admitted into the prison. They will have short-hair cut, inmate
uniforms, number tags, and have to salute the regulators. It makes them realize that
they lose their social-member status and the common people status. Such conditions
are from their freedom restraint which is the important part of a human being and
it much affects them with pressure.

B. Restraints of Commodity, Consumption and services

In prison, inmates get response to the basic material needs such as food,
dresses, and sleeping kits which common people might think that they have better

advantages than the poor outside prison. However, Sykes points out that inmates are
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restricted to “choose” and they have no choice for daily meal, no rights to think of
the food tastes, no rights to drink alcohol or smoking at will, no rights to dress their
favorite shirts and pants, to private place for rest, no utilities and personal belongings,
not even no “time” for oneself to choose what one likes as the life outside prison.
Restraints of services and to choose commodity and consumption turn them to view
that they are the losers especially the loss of rights in their personal property. At the
meantime, what in themselves is “workforce” but the state uses it and names it as
“Rehabilitation and Career Training”. Such conditions are their pressures and pains
they receive.

C. Restraint of Sexual Relation

Detention means inmates are totally cut from opposite sex especially from
sexual relation and association with the opposite sex for long time. It gives them
pressure. This pressure is not only from absence of response to the sexual wants but
also mental pressure which comes from the necessity to stay with same sex. It make
inmates worry that his musicality will be threatened including they are provoked to
turn to homosexuality or being raped from the same sex. All these worries fade in the
female world but in the prison is the male world, it is uncertain when such scandal
happens to them.

D. Restraint of Independence

The inmates receive pressure from the restraint of independence because
they have to stay under a set of regulations and commands of the regulators
who control their movements all the time, watch their every step, check their mails,
schedule their meal and their sleep, line-up for work and prohibit to bring food to their
dormitory and so on. These set of regulations and command make them feel the
restraint of independence. But what gives them pressure is irrational set of regulations
or disciplines in many aspects and without explanation while the regulators decline to
respond inmates, except “It is the prison rules.” Inmates never know why their mails
are delayed? What their mailed objects are unreached? And why should they have
such regulations set on this point and on that point? Results are they feel they meet
restraint on everything and bring them despair, weakness and helplessness. This is
the mental pressure which leads to more pains than their physical pressures.
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E. Restraint of safety

Being detained with others who all have criminal records; it make them
worry one day to be bullied, stolen, assaulted, murdered, raped. They realize that one
day in the future they will be “tested” from the chief gangster or the new one whether
they stay strong or weak in the cell. In the climate of rivalry to be the chief in prison;
the winner coerces the loser or the ones who are weaker whereas the regulators cannot
cover every place in the prison which make them worry that some days they will meet
challenge. They feel the loss of safety warranty.

The physical pains received by inmates are not only from the five
restraints but also the mental pressure leading to anxiety, boredom, loneliness, fear and
mental stress and coercing inmates to pressurize to exit those pains to conform to
restraints including the prison subcultures and variety of pressurizations.

Besides Sykes, Goffman is another scholar who points the impact of the
prison system on inmates especially the severe mental pressure. Goffman (1960) views
that a prison is a total institution able to destroy the individuality of inmates
when being admitted because upon admission, inmates realize they totally lose their
human dignity ever exists during staying outside prison. On account of each one
encounters mortification regardless loss of freedom, independence and rights ever
owned. Inmates are restricted on movement in prison by their will. To pass from
a building to another one, they are checked. Any movements will be under watch-out
by the regulators all the time, even in restroom. This makes them realize they lose
their privacy. Inmates have no rights to choose menus and taste by will but food for
daily living only. Besides, they are cut out from the outside world, no connection with
relatives and family. It isolates them during communication since they are checked.
It ends their opportunity to live as before but significantly, they are labeled the
“prisoner” since they are checked in details even on the first second stepping into the
prison, dressing with prison uniform, hair-cut, and numbered to replace the names.
They make inmates feel that their previous status has changed to end and emerged
with new status of prisonization. Such change strongly affects their minds.

The idea of Goffman related to status changes or status ends of inmates is
corresponded with the idea of Harold Gerfinkel who presents the status degradation

ceremonies since 1956. He proposes that detention is the status degradation
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ceremonies. Such ceremonies play 2 roles, i.e. destroying the previous identity and
presenting new identity with more inferiority. Later, Richard Cloward (1960) broadens
the idea of Gerfinkel and points that these ceremonies begin from the arrest of
the police especially when the offenders are sent into prison. What they will meet is
the degradation of humanness with different methods either intentionally
or unintentionally. It makes them subject to the lowest inferiority of social status.
The pressure they receive from these ceremonies which turn them to create inmate
subcultures to shield themselves from those pressures. It is similar to the idea Sykes
and Messengers (1960) explaining the degradation process as the process of
destroying the inmates’ “ego” which demands them to find an exit to alleviate their
pains. At the meantime, Gordon Transler (1972, p.207) emphasizes that the treating
inmates by the regulators either the speech or control or check is hammering the social
status degradation of the inmates all the time.

The concepts of detention impacts as above are mostly coming from
the studies of the super max prisons in USA during the early 1960s for the past
50 years. The problems are whether such concepts can explain the prison social system
at present or not. Rationally, if examining the time passed, it should have been
changed in the matter of treating inmates with more humaneness and their basic rights
standard should be better treated. So, the fact of some inmate treatments during 1960
should not correspond with the current fact, such as prohibiting inmates to buy outside
food, and short hair crop and so on. At present, inmates in USA have more rights and
freedom than before with lessening rules and regulations more. However, examining
the studies of Sykes and others, it is found that though some facts about treating
inmates has changed but the structure of the prison social system exists especially
the restraints of their freedom and rights. So, the 5 detention pains or the 5 detention
impacts mentioned by Sykes are still found today but lowering violence as Johnson
and Toch (1982, p. 17) note about the works of Sykes that they can well explain the
prison society at present and restraints on various aspects still bring pains as before.
In addition, the later studies can support what Toch (19282) has pointed out on
“Stress” of inmate detention by changing the word “Pain” of Sykes into “Stress”
which is clearer. Toch found many conditions in prison affecting their stress such as

worries about future, isolation from sibling and relatives and so on. Further, Smith
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(1982) finds that prison congestion affects much the mind of inmates while Bowker
(1982) finds that the absence of the prison safety is critical today particularly the use
of force and violence such as rape and assaults. Moreover, there are still the problems
of homosexuality, skin discrimination, and narcotics. Bowker concludes that taking

advantages and maximizing gains are the “cores” of the prison life in USA, today.

2.5 The Inmate Subculture

It is the idea developed from the detention pains while many believe that
it is imported from outside prison. The inmate subculture is known as the “convict
code”. The deprivation model hypothesizes that inmates react or pressurize with
creating their own subcultures. So, the subculture means the group sharing common
values, norms and belief. It is the inmate symbol through accepting the prison norms
and conventional practices or called prisonization.

Further, articles in the website of Natthee Jitwawang: http:// www.
gotoknow.org/posts/536365 explain the inmate subculture that for over 70 years,
Donald Clemmer (1940) first systematically studies the inmate social system and
proposes a concept that prison has its own independent culture and social system. This
work is popularly accepted and later works study about the prison subcultures and
influences affecting inmate attitudes. Though the works are aged but they reflect what
happens in the prison society so well.

By Clemmer’s view (1958, pp.294-295) , the prison culture is to regulate
prison society formally and informally including inmate interactions and interactions
with the regulators. This culture contains the systems of behavior, traditions, civil way,
customs, and a set of regulations. The regulations which cap idea and attitude of
inmates by Clemmer is not called “subculture” but he explains that the prison culture
is the specific culture differed from the outsiders’ ones. Later, penologists attempt to
broaden the prison culture and call it “Subculture”. For example, Bowker (1982,
p. 147) explains the prison culture that it can emerge as other cultures in any
institutions where humans assemble, face the same situation and are isolated from
the outside world which demand members to develop their mutual connection system

in order to mutually understand their specific set of regulations, their argot, their
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common values and other common understandings. So, the longtime they group and
are isolated for the outside society; their group culture shines more. So, it does find in
the super max prison where prisoners are sentenced for long-term imprisonment.
Carney (1974, pp.144-146) characterizes the subculture quoting “the natural laws of
sociology” that creates subculture different from the major culture. Those laws are:

A. Laws of Cultural Protection — each culture has its own protective
mechanism. In the case of two cultures are specifically paired with prime culture and
subculture; the latter can resist the influence of the former.

B. Laws of Identity — when every group separates by values; it distinct and
strengthen the group identity. There is grouping and begins resist other cultures.
For example, when the inmates group, they will resist the regulators or the prison
system.

C. Laws of loyalty (laws of group reference) - influence dominates
members’ behaviors and binds most members of grouping. For example, most inmates
feel enmity against gaolers or regulators and group attachment. Members violating set
of regulations will meet severe punishment.

D. Laws of socialization — it is similar to socialization in other institutions
like homes and schools. In this process, inmates will be implanted inmate values
which would be examined by the group structure and norms such as in prison, there is
a value of antisocial popularly found.

E. Laws of Values Alienation — when each group has different values of
their own. It creates gap between groups especially when there is no relation
exchange. The gap between groups arisen and gathered; the subculture arises within
the prime culture, too.

The issue worth consideration is the subcultural components or structures
on what are their characteristics. By Clemmer’s view, it prioritizes norms and
the inmate behavioral system while other criminologists such as Carney (1974),
Shover (1979), Johnson (1978), and Bowker (1982) prioritize the inmate code, argot,
inmate infidel groups, and inmate conducts. So what needs to examine is the inmate

laws, the infidel group and the argot respectively.
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The Inmate Laws

The inmate laws are the laws to control their behavior among themselves
and the laws are the ones which apparently reflect the prison subcultures. These
inmate laws are a set of the informal regulations developed to alleviate pressures from
the set of the prison formal regulations from the prison authorities. Bowker (1982,
p.149) defines them as the common norms of inmates which control their various roles
. Shover (1979, p. 1159) explains that they are the system of inmate belied and specify
what conducts inmates must observe, how to connect with other inmates and with the
prison authorities. Clemmer (1958, p. 152) points out that the inmate laws must be by
words of mouths since they are not coded but they are parts of their culture as with
attitudes and values. Those who are familiar with prison will faster learn about the
inmate laws because they can be found in their daily life of inmates and are repeated
all the time. The inmate laws are not only found in the US prisons but also they are
found in every place but are diverse and paired with inmate societies for long time.
Similar with other sets of regulations, in general, they will be violated by the inmates
too and though there are many violations but they are covered.

The works of Sykes and Messinger (1960, pp.5-19) find that the set of
regulations adhered by inmates can be classified in five (5) types, i.e.

A. Laws of prohibiting inmates to interfere or conflict of interest with
other inmates especially with the laws of disloyalty among inmates themselves by
reporting other inmates to the prison authorities. It is witnessed what are usually heard
statements among inmates such as “Don’t be dog-mouth’; “Never back-bite”’; and
“Be loyal to inmates” and all count that inmates must be ready to face regulators to
help other inmates.

B. Laws of prohibiting quarrels among inmates as statements found,
“Never fussy with other inmates.” or “Keep cool and stay calm.”

C. Laws of taking no advantage from others by deceit or other ways as
statements like, “Never reap other benefits.””; “Never steal other belongings.”; and
“ Never fail promise.”” and so on.

D. Laws of being self and never be weak — it is to remind inmates to be

patient to pressure and oppression from environments. Inmates must be able for
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pressurization with all situations and be bold when they have to encounter as in the
statements, “No white eyes (Be cowardless)”; and “Be strong and be serious.”

E. Laws to disrespect or subdue regulators or outsiders as being found in
the statements, “Regulators are rogues and distrustful.”” Whenever things happen to
inmates, they are the faults of regulators always and never behave, “indifferent”
or “submissive” in views of the regulators.

These laws show the critical antisocial characteristics and anti-prison
authorities who make criminologists believe that their laws interfere the relation
between inmates and prison authorities because inmates adhere to their laws. This is
their laws of anti-prison authorities which limit their rehabilitation and attitude change.
However, later some criminologists such as Bowker (1982, p.149) believes that inmate
laws reduce their importance and make them weak for the past 20 years.
Today, inmate laws have unlikely influences since the prison environments have been
improved and weakened the solidarity of the inmate laws. Inmates are optimistic with
regulators. Further, the inmate laws do not cover every inmate in prison or on the other
hand, the imamate laws are not the things all inmates adhere as one. However, many
inmate laws are not anti-regulators such as the laws of professional criminal which
differ from the non-professional criminals. Irwin (1997, p. 32) supports this idea and
tolerates diversity of the prison cultures. He notes that there is no single culture or
social system in prison and there is no inmate laws cover all inmates because the
prison are differed in subcultures by ethnicity, social classes, nature of criminals and
different experiences before prison admission. Irwin and Cressey (1962) try to
distinguish inmates into 3 types, i.e. stealers, absolute prisoners and law-abiders.
Each type has different sets of regulation. So, inmate solidarity and specific common
laws as believed cannon explain the phenomena of inmate social system today because
inmates have many groups and some inmate laws are anti-regulators but some laws
support regulators. Adwani (1978, pp.125-126) classifies inmates by the bond of set
of regulations as below.

1. The group adhering and respecting set of regulations imposed by
the prison authorities and the laws of the nation;

2. The group specifically adhering and respecting inmate laws; and
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3. The group adheres and respects both the inmate laws and the prison
laws.

However, though it is accepted today that the inmate laws are weak and
without influence as before. At the same time, there is difference among inmate laws-

abiders but it is accepted that inmate laws still exist today.

Informal Relation and Grouping

One thing reflecting inmate subculture is the informal grouping and inmate
relation creation. Their informal grouping is to build relation among themselves and
their grouping create their prison life more values because the group members are
accepted by the group and use the group to relieve their frustration and their protective
tool from bullies of other groups.

Inmate assembly is not connected with their grouping. Each group has its
own leaders and might not be the leaders appointed by inmates such as an inmate is
appointed to be the chief of a zone and might be reject by other inmates though he has
full empowerment to punish other inmates. On the contrary, Clemmer (1958) finds
that the influential inmate accepted to be a leader is the one who has prolong stay and
with capital record including with ability to use force. Schrag (1961) finds that inmate
with antisocial attitudes against regulators and social is likely accepted rather than
silent inmate. Cloward (1960) notes that in prison, inmates are intolerant to the power
of legal force especially from the regulators but they will turn to accept the opposite
power which is the inmate power to counter prison. Such values are the barriers of
the social control in prison imposed by the authorities. So, regulators have to sue
informal controls which are “inmates control inmates” with incentive or benefits as
returns. They might be legitimate incentives such as special prestige or parole or even
illegitimate incentive such as the regulators allow an inmate to be the leader or a trader
or violate regulations without charge to exchange peace and order in prison.
Many criminologists like Fox (1972) and Reid (1981) call this dependency system
“informal social control in prison”.

Selecting any groups or closed to any inmates is found later that inmates
incline to choose friends playing social roles or having similar criminal records. Slosar

(1978) adds that skin is another key factor of association. Meaning, the black,
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the white, the Puerto Ricans, and the Mexicans will select to associate with the same
skins. Grouping is small because it might be heard to the authorities who dislike
grouping by inmates or group not being formed by the authorities because it is hard to
control. However, Cressey (1973, p.138) finds that 40% of inmates are solidly grouped
while 40% are normally grouped and 20% are free. In fact, Clemmer (1958) classifies
inmate groups like Cressey and divided them into three (3) groups. First, the primary
group gathers inmates with prolong life in prison and understands the prison life well
and is ready to group with other inmates. When they group, its members have closer
bond and rise the feeling of “Our Group”. Conflicts among the group members are
little and will not interfere the group relation. Another group is the semi-primary group
without closed bond with the group. There is common use of utilities, conveying
secret to a certain level but not all and never associating members of the same group
but with many. The last group is the inmates of non-group but living free. This group
is inmates with intimate family relation. Their reference groups are outsiders as their
behavioral regulators. This group wants to avoid problems by being free. In addition,
the non-group inmates might also be rejected by other inmates or the weak that avoids
the world and cannot pressurize themselves to groups. So they isolate themselves and
are indifferent to associate with other inmates.

The nature of grouping and relation built among inmates as above is
unique which is the product of the inmate system in prison and reflects an inmate

subculture.

The Prison Argot

Using slang in among inmates reflects well their subculture. This argot or
slang is similar as Sykes (1974, p.84) notes: “the map of inmate social system” which
well help access their cultures, lives and values. The prison argot covers the prison
activities, the prison authorities, buildings, tools, utilities and behaviors or role or
epithet of inmates in each group or each one. Regarding the prison activities, Carney
(1974) finds that using the word “meat” means disciplinary punishment; “kite” means
letter the flying kite means trying to illegally or smuggle letters; “paper” means drugs;
“beer” means liquor. A punishment of single cell is called “hole” or “class”.
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Inmates view group therapy as “brainwash”. Being sent to brainwash is the
group therapy while the psychotherapists call them *“turtle head” or “coward”.
Physicians are called “wizards” since they can predict what will happen while the
chief is call “ship captain” but regulators are called “ox” or “horse”.

The prison school or classroom is called “box” and the prison is called
“college” while each cell is called “tube” because of single cell and shaped as a
rectangular. The watch tower is called “nest” and the office for the chief is called
“terrace” whereas outside prison is called “road”. So, any inmates go to “road” means
leaving to outside prison.

The most important thing about argot is it is used to name epithet to inmate
in each type with different prisonization and prison social roles. The works of
Clemmer (1940), Sykes (1958) and Irwin (1970) revealed the same argots such as
“rat” means traitor against the group solidarity by taking side with regulators to
exchange benefits or to eliminate friend or rivalry by telling secret to the regulators.
In addition, inmates who can settle well with regulators and act as the authorities is
called “Man of Control Center”. Inmates who love using force, or show off or threaten
other inmates to gain what one want, is called “gorilla”. These gorillas trade
belongings or things in prison or exchange services and they are called “trader”.
Regarding sexual behavior, the male inmates commit homosexuality the gay king is
called “wolf” while the gay-queen is called “wolf server” and so on.

Argots reflect inmate views on society and environments around them.
This reflects their positive and negative feeling. In case of the negative view, argots
are mimic, sarcastic, and ironical. On the contrary, the positive view, argots are praises
such as the reliable inmates are called “good man”. The problem is, what are the
objectives of argots and how do they formulate these argots? Answer might be to
cover secret of their communication among inmates themselves but free from
regulators. So they cultivate argots. Besides, there is another way which attempt to
explain these argots. Argots are used as bond and sign of the dame group. However,
Sykes (1958, p. 85) disagrees with the concept because not only inmates know these
argots but regulators too and use them in their communication. So, they are not the
signs of bond or confidential. Sykes views that these argots come from their
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experiences encountering various prison problems which are different from outside
societies which allow them to develop these argots.

In conclusion, large number of inmates living in the same place, working
together, and spending life together for long time bring them relation or called the
inmate sub-social which is different from other outside societies because they have
their own specific culture and values system. The studies from aboard reveal that
inmate culture and value influence their pressurization and well as retuning to
societies after dismissal. So, attempts to train or to correct inmates will affect their
behavioral change which is unlikely achieved if the prison authorities do not
understand social status, inmate subculture and their values.

However, inmate subculture and values are found in the super max prison
in USA for the past ten years with some different societies outside prison especially
the nature of inmate population in the super max prison in Thailand. In mates who are
influential are not the giant inmates or those with many cases charges but they are
inmates being the economic giants or those who have connection with the influential
persons outside prison. On the contrary, the Thai culture and administration are
different especially the physical uses of buildings are very poor. So, it is necessary to
study social system and inmate subculture in Thailand which are different from the
prison culture or the social systems in other countries. They are useful to understand
inmates and administration and to further train inmates to return to societies.

In addition, research works attempt to explain the nature of the inmate
subculture in The Inmate World: Living Behind Bars and it is characterized as
follows:

1. Most inmates of the state prisons are male and minor ethnics and young
and commit grave offenses.

2. Inmates spend life each day in prison according to inmate subcultures
which involve inmate custom and inmate belief.

3. The impeachment theory (deposition) allows the inmate subculture
developed to meet their detention pains. The importation theory argues that the inmate
subcultures are the things inmates bring with them from outside communities.
The truth seeking process might integrate both models and apply both theories to

explain inmate subcultures
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4. The perspectives of importing subcultures from outside among the male
inmates are the code in the prison. The prison codes are the set of the norms for
the inmate behavior. The central components include the concept of loyalty to the
prison community, rage control, patience, and suspicion against the regulators because
the prison codes as part of the inmate subculture which are mostly conflict with the
prison regulations or policy.

5. The inmate subcultures include the “prison argot’ such as “fish” means
the newcomer; “cellie” means roommate; and “homeboy” means inmate of the same
domicile.

6. The roles of inmates is counted the choice of prison lifestyle which has
differences included manliness, the rogue, the annoyer, the advantage cheater, the just-
a-day-stay inmates, the law abiders, the hard core, the pharisaic, the punk and
the sausage gang.

7. The woman correctional institutions unlikely have watch tower, no
weapons or armed guards, no stonewalls and high fence. Their safeguard is more relief
than the male prison and woman inmates are freer than the male inmates.

8. Most woman inmates are similar to the male inmates on nationality, age
and personal backgrounds. Most offenses are drug and few are sentenced
imprisonment on lethal crimes.

9. With similarity between the male prison and the female prison, their
social structures, their subculture and their expectations are different. One of
the important different issues on the woman-inmate subcultures inclines to urge
relation rather than alienation. The result is fake families are formed and full of
development on relation and roles. (http://highered.mcgrawhill.com/sites/
0078111471/student_  viewO/chapter 10/chapter_summary.html)  accessed on
17.2.2014

Illegal Tattooing among Inmates

The prison tattooing is a practice to create or to display tattoos amid the
prison environment. Today, the US prisoners and the Russian prisoners might convey
such behavior among their gang members. It displays codes or the hidden meaning of

their origins and crimes. However, the prison environments run short of proper sterile
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equipments leading to health risks such as infections, diseases (hepatitis, HIV/AIDS
from common use of tattoo needles).

Since tattooing in prison is illegal in the US prisons, inmates have no
proper equipments for tattooing which they try to find ways for having tattoo with
possible tools in prisons such as pencils, paper clips and guitar strings and so on. Ink is
important in prison which comes from pens or the mixture between plastic and
shampoo. Tattooing in prison cannot be freely done and most tattooed inmates must
pay with stamps or cigarette replacing cash in prison.

Inmate tattoos involve different signs or symbols among groups or gangs
in prison. For example, cobweb means prolong imprisonment; tears means being
convicted with murder. Tattoos also display inter-communication among groups.
Some symbols might characterize assembly, such as, 5-dot tattoo will be on hands
with different meaning in each culture and mostly found in England but other places

are also found.

2.6 The Structure of the Corrections System

Being a department under supervision in Ministry of Justice,
its administration adheres to the Correctional Act BE 2479 (1936) as guide ever since.
The Section of Prison and Correctional Institution Administration is an agency under
supervision of Department of Corrections system with duties to handle the responsible
offenders by ways specified in the correctional laws. At first, it is focused on strict
treatment and punishment to make offenders fear. Most prisons are then dirty, full of
tortures, wild and infected diseases. They are similar to worldly hells. Its
administration in those days has been concentrated to use prisons as the punishment
place for prisoners emphasizing imprisonment rather than administration. There were
no hygienic treatments or corrections. Later, when punishment has been changed from
retributions to rehabilitations as in today, there are reforms with treating offenders by
more humaneness. Prisons and correctional institutions have been improved, training

and corrections are imposed so that inmates can return to societies without recidivism.
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Classifications of prison by the Correctional Act BE 2479 (1936);
the Ministry of Justice enacts the ministerial rules to categorize prisons and control
power as below.

(@) Central Prisons: they normally admit inmates sentenced and are
prisoners.

(b) Regional Prisons: they contain provincial prisons and district prisons in
the regions; normally, they admit consigned inmates, inmates under trails and
prisoners.

(c) Special Prisons or Correctional Institutions: they usually admit specific
inmates of each type such as women, youth, children, the aged or the disable,
the patients, or inmates of regional prisons in the same location where there is no
regional prisons.

(d) Temporal Prisons - normally they are established and admit inmates
specifically empowered by the Minister to control inmates in each prison as in the
ministerial announcement.

Currently, Department of Corrections supervises 138 prisons, correctional
institutions and a detention home to admit the convicted and they are classified as
below.

e 32 Central Prisons

e 28 Special Prisons

e 49 Provincial Prisons

e 27 District Prisons

e 28 Temporal Prisons

e 23 Correctional Institutions

e 1 Detention Home
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2.7 Related Researches of the Inmate Subculture in Thailand and in
Abroad

2.7.1 Foreign Researches

Julian Roebuck (1963) studies *“Offenders in Crime Property,
Punishment and Inmate Subcultures”. He classifies inmates by the different
subculture theories into three (3) types, i.e. 1) theft subculture, 2) prisoner subculture,
and 3) regulation-abider subculture. They are dominated by values and led to different
behaviors which react to the unexpected change from the prison life different from
outside. This perspective shows the resistance against the absolute prison power. It is
summarized that the inmate behaviors are diverse because of the detention condition.
It also points out the latent culture which is different from the manifest culture.
Rationally, these subcultures emerge to respond to the problems inmates share their
experiences among group members, which are more important than the latent culture.
But the latent culture influences over the context, social environment conditions and
problems within groups. But they are not significant to the latent culture which has
no influence over criminal behavior within prisons and outside prisons.

James B. Jacobs studies “Street Gangs behind Bars” in Social
Problems, Vol. 21, No. 3 (1974), p. 395-409. This report comes from the participatory
observations in collecting data in State Ville Prison which is the super max prison,
during 1972. The communities in prison attract sociologists and they attempt to
explain “inmate culture’ or “inmate code” but contradicts the explanation found in the
conventional prisoner structure. It is focused on the variables of situations. Its analysis
supports the concept of Irwin and Cressey (1964) who study the prisoner subculture
that the subculture is imported from outside. The most important fact behind the prison
wall of State Ville is prisoners come from the low class people of Chicago. The street
gangs import their activities into the prison such as street-side activities, hierarchical
line of command, rivalry, and common intention creation. The objectives of the study
are to explain organizing the social disciplines which are resulted from these

phenomena related to results the previous studies.
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M. Grapendaal (1990) studies “The Inmate Subculture in Dutch
Prisons”. This is the first research conducted on the inmate subculture which is
focused on explaining its context since the first process of the new inmates whose
status is changed into the membership of prison community. Diverse subcultures are
different in each prison. The summary is to explain the phenomena from
the observational process by integrating the pilot theories to each other between
the deprivation model and the importation model. It is found that the deprivation
model has more importance.

Christopher P. Krebs (2002) studies “High-Risk HIV Transmission
Behavior in Prison and the Prison Subculture”. There are more than two million
detained in the State Prisons and the Federal Government. The rate of HIV/AIDS
infection is five times higher than common people. Risk of infection conveyance in
prisons comes from inmate behavior and it is interested how inmates protect
themselves. This study is integrating the importation and deprivation models of
inmate behaviors. The survey shows that sex and tattoo are the two major factors
leading to the HIV/AIDS infection in the prison and the high risk behavior leading to
the deprivation model. This data brings to the model to educate about HIVV/AIDS and
the attempts to prevent those problems in future.

Matt DeLisi , Mark T. Berg* & Andy Hochstetler (2004) study “Gang
Member, Professional Criminals and Violence in Prison: Limitations of the
Importation Model.” The model believes that most inmates have antisocial behavior
developed from their community or from outside. Individuals joining the gang will be
viewed on having high risk especially in violating the prison disciplines. Samples are
831 male prisoners from the south-western USA. This study aims to survey violence in
prison among inmates who are related to the street gangs, the prison gang and the
street-prison gangs. Recidivists revealed that variables of grouping the gangs are
significant to predict their violent behavior especially inmates who are both gang
members of inside prison and outside prison.

Jianhong Liu (2004) studies “Subcultural Values, Crime, and Negative
Social Capital for Chinese Offenders”. 25% of the samples are in Tianjin Prison in
China detained in 1991 have been randomized in autumn of 1992 (n = 1,063). 29.5%

of these samples commit capital offenses. 60.4% commit crime against property.
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5.3% of the samples commit economic crimes. Around 4.4% of the samples abuse sex
(prostitution) and less than 0.4% of the samples commit political offense. 279 inmates
are recidivists, which is the critical issue of this study. The questions are to measure
the values of violent subculture. Examples of the questions are: “Should individuals
violently fight for friends without fear though both would be stabbed?” This type of
question is not only measuring the values of violence but also measuring their loyalty
for friends. 36% of the recidivists disagree followed by 35% re uncertain and 27.7%
agree. Behaving by values of violence-oriented in views of the inmates is significant
and influences the risk of recidivism when the offenders commit crimes with
accomplices. However, it is found that there is no influence over the risk of recidivism
when there is no accomplice. After controlling common factors influencing the risk of
recidivism, it shows that the negative social capital is the key to determine the values
of violence —oriented that influences the rise of the criminal behavior.

Kera Moseley and Richard Tewksbury (2006) study “Prevalence and
Predictors of HIV Risk Behaviors among Male Prison Inmates”. Its objectives are
to evaluate two risk behaviors of inmates: anal sex and using syringe on drug and to
identify the predictors of risk behaviors relating with HIV/AIDS infection among
inmates. The data from a quantitative study in 1998 in the prisons of Louisiana State
conducted with 2,287 inmates and from the pre and post subgroup meetings, it reveals
the best way influencing the decision-making of drug users and having anal sex in
prison on such behaviors before their detention. The analysis of variable shows there
are four variables significant to the prediction, even though they have little influence.
However, the male inmates with high risk are inmates with risk behavior before and
during their detention. Inmates with behavior of anal sex, sex trade, and using drug
both having good knowledge and understanding the risk of infection during a month
before detention were found with high risk behavior in prison. The study recommends
that the protection and the corrections program will be efficient and effective if the
targeted risk group could be narrowed.

Alicia T. Rozycki Lozanoet al (2007) study “Prison Tattoos as a

Reflection of the Criminal Lifestyle.” The study is focused on to investigate the

relationship between tattoo in prison and the criminal life spending and recidivism.

Samples are 81 inmates with tattoos narrating about the prison (e.g. prison’s stories);
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75 inmates have no tattoos about the prison and 66 students with tattoos. Results
revealed that inmates with tattoos of prison stories are different from the three groups
— inmates with tattoos unrelated to the prison’s stories, inmates without tattoos and
students with tattoos regarding the criminal model, risks of recidivism, prisonization
and effects of violating the prison rules and regulations. However, the frequency of
their offense has no significance difference. Nevertheless, comparing between groups,
it is found that inmates with tattoos outside dress ( evidently seen) and tattoos of
antisocial have high risk for recidivism more than other groups and have opportunity
to violate the prison disciplines more than inmates without tattoos or general designed
tattoos.

Patrice K.  Morris (2008) study “Imprisoned  in  Jamaica
An Exploratory Study of Inmate Experiences and Differential Responses to Prison
Life in a Developing Country”. He finds data published that the developing countries
treat inmates inhumanely and below standards, and short of attentiveness. Certainly,
most world population never knows inmates detained in the prison system. 30 inmates
are selected from three prisons in Jamaica and the exploratory research has checked
the inmate responses, organization and pressurization to the prison environments are
differed from outside societies. The study revealed that there are diverse ways for each
inmate to respond and to interpret their prison experience. However, the poor
standards and violence in prisons in Jamaica, and the inmate diverse experiences have
relationship by statistical significance with the experience before detention,
punishment convicted on each inmate and the specific factors of prisons.

Tomer Einat et al. (2000, pp.309-325) study “Inmate Argot as
an Expression of Prison Subculture: the Israeli Case”. The study is focused on the
inmate argot reflecting norms and values on the inmate subculture in Israel.
The methods applied are interview in order to survey their argot used among the
prolong imprisonment inmates regarding the existence of argot and its creation.
The collected data have been analyzed based on social context and the linguistic
distinction. Two ways of evaluation are used, i.e. attentiveness and intensity.
The prison argot is divided into categories by the perspective of different experience in
prison: inmate status, drug, prison sexual relation, violence, inmate behaviors and

epithet to police and the prison authorities.
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Eric F Bronson (2006) studies “Inmate subculture in the Middle Max
Prison”. He finds that the term of imprisonment does not become vacuum but inmate
must pressurize by situation and by other inmates around which are affected by
detention. The objective of this study is to survey the inmate subculture and
the cultural norms in the current prison while the qualitative approach allows
understanding the rising phenomena. The unstructured-interview of opened question is
conducted with 20 inmates in the middle max prison in Ohio State. Results are their
inmate subcultures are formed by trust and respect, hierarchical, and social norms.
The study suggests prisonization with inmates around and their co-existence.

Bary C. Feld (1981)study “A Comparative Analysis of Organizational
Structure and Inmate. Crime & Delinquency”. This study provides a partial test of
the importation and deprivation models of prisonization by examining inmate
subcultures in ten different cottage units in four institutions for juvenile offenders.
A typology of juvenile institutions based on both the correctional goals pursued and
the methods of intervention and social control distinguishes four different treatment
models used in institutions for juveniles. Matching and controlling for the effects of
differences in inmates' background characteristics within and between settings, the
study describes the relationships between the formal organizational structure and
respective inmate culture. The study demonstrates a clear and consistent relationship
between the formal and informal organizations: The more custodial and punitive
settings had inmate cultures that were more violent, more hostile, and more
oppositional than those in the treatment-oriented settings. The crucial organizational
differences were in the extent to which staff members contained and controlled
subterranean inmate violence by encouraging the communication of information about
the activities within the inmate sub culture.

James Garofalo and Richard D. Clark (1985) study “The Inmate
Subculture in Jails” . There is a long line of prison research addressing the nature and
correlates of the “inmate subculture”—the adherence of inmates to a set of norms that
reflect opposition to institutional rules and staff. This article presents preliminary
findings on variability in adherence to inmate norms among the populations of three
local jails—environments that are characterized by shorter stays and more rapid

inmate turnover than are prisons. The findings suggest that positive orientations
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toward inmate subcultural norms in jail settings are mostly attributable to experienced
inmates who are already familiar with the norms when they enter the jail and who
readapt to the norms after determining that they will not be gaining their freedom

immediately.

2.7.2 Researches in Thailand

Prathin Mahakhan (1986) studies, “Tattooing and Misbehaved Thai
Youth”. He finds that the misbehaved Thai youth more than half and under probation
in the Training School of the children and youth court have tattoos on their body
thinking that tattoos are sacred, and help them success. Inmates with butterfly tattoo
commit crimes against property. Inmates with the tattoos of tiger, dragon, and hawk
are likely charge with violence, and assaults. Results show that tattooing relates to
many psychological characteristics with youth in many ways. Youth with tattoos are
likely live in family with problems or the underachievers in schools. Most youth with
tattoos have no high expectation in life. Most are lack of training to respect laws which
drive them to misbehave. It is also found that youth with tattoos incline to recidivism
more than youth without tattoos.

Sulak Sriburi et al. (1994) study “Tattoos Found in central Thailand”.
They find that those having tattoos devote to superstition and most of them finish
K4-K6. The age mostly having tattoo is 21-25 years old and 31-40 years old.
The objective of tattooing is for invulnerableness, charms, luckiness and beauty.
The frequency of having tattooing by average is 4-5 times. The most physical impact
is pains from inflammation, and reddish swelling. The most respective popular
positions on the body are back, chest, head, neck, shoulder, ribs, and limbs. The
critical inspiration that drives them to have tattoos is the determination to have an
alchemy within oneself, serious tattoo-oriented and most tattooing persons want to
erase it when grow older.

Suphot Suddha (1996) studies “Factors Informally Grouping Inmates:
a case of the Central Prison of Samuthprakarn.” He finds that inmates with low
education, inmate with long term of imprisonment and inmates assigned to work in the
office as pat- workers incline to informally group at high level. He also finds that most

factors attract inmates to group is when they needs consolation and solace at 92.4%
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followed by feeling uneasiness and worries about the prison rules and regulation at
77.6%. They needs to ease fear from incidents happen in prison at 54.3%. It is
recommended that the department of correction should impose the policy to exploit the
informal grouping for inmate rehabilitation. Activities to support the creative
co-existence culture should be organized and group dynamism should be organized for
corrections.

Nattee Jitsawang (1986, pp 40-41) studies “Inmate Social System”.
He finds that inmates group in prison and their groups enhance the worth of their
prison life. The group members are accepted by the group.

*“....the prison cultures regarding rules in each group such as robbery
inmates and professional criminal are mostly grouped together and have tattoo with
similar characters. Those arrested with same case or similar habits will group
together as ““join-the club”. The experienced inmates have tattoo of invulnerable signs
from the same tattooist or having the design of the same kind. It counts coming from
the same school and group with each other “from the same guru’ or in fact they are
the same gang members ....”

Phimphan Rattanawichian (1998) studies “Factors Relating Inmate
Tattoos.” Data are collected from 332 inmates with tattoos. She finds that most
inmates with tattoos are 26-35 years old, completed primary education, living in the
central region, laborers, convicted with drug abuse, imprisonment for more than once,
and spending life in prison for 3-5 years. They prefer tattooing on shoulder, back,
chest and leg. They have been tattooed by friends in prison because of its beauty.
Most inmates with tattoos do not believe in the invulnerability of the tattoo and they
want to erase their tattoos to avoid problems when they have to live outside prison.
She also finds that their personal data, belief in tattoo, and nature of offense have no
relationship with inmates’ tattoos by statistical significance at .05 levels.

Job Group of Rehabilitation, Office of Research and Corrections
Development (2005) study “Criminal Gang: a case of gang committing crime
against property.” It is found that when inmates coexist in prison or inmate society;
their freedom is restricted under set of regulations, repetitive climate, environments
and daily life within a narrowed world when they have to endure for years and distant

from relatives and family. It makes them loneliness, melancholy, desolation, stress,
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hatred, and antisocial. Upon their free time, they think to do something such as
tattooing, and pearl inlay reasoning that beauty, reminding, life sarcasm,
handsomeness needs, to be like friend in the group or if there are more free times, they
will have tattooing for gratification without self-restraint that it would be labeling till
life. It is the deviance and brings ill-effects. When they are dismissed, it is difficult for
them to have job placement because of distrust from other. If there is tattoo found
evidently, it will be difficult to find job and they will create more problems for
societies. Advice and the idea of tattoos for inmates who do not have it yet; it is the
concept to see the importance when not having tattoo on one’s body. It will be save
from disease infected by tattooing and acceptance upon return to outside after
dismissal.

Research Center of Criminology, Office of Research and Corrections
Development (2006) study, “Behind Life of Professional Criminals”. It is found
that 68.9% of professional criminals have tattoos. 53.3% are theft. 86.7% are hired
gunmen. 73.3% are drug addicts. 50% have 1-2 places of tattoo. 50% have tattoos
from prison. 34.4% have tattoos from outside. 15.6% have tattooing from prison and
from outside. 37.5% have tattoos to ease their stress most. 31.3% have tattoos for
beauty and by fashion. Tattoos as symbol or for some communication such as 18.8%
are to indicate their group and gang and 12.5% is for life sarcasm.

Job Group of Penology System Development, Office of Research and
Corrections Development (2007) study “Organizing Social Order and Basic
Problems of Prisons and Correctional Institutions.” The prison authorities impose
disciplinary measures by appointing the Disciplinary Committee to judge punishment
in Central Prison of Klong Phai for more than 200 cases. In the Central Prison of
Nakhonsawan, it is found that inmate tattooing is an imitation and the causes come
from media, singers, celebrity, showing. The prison announces on the notice board to
prohibit tattooing and explains its punishment. However, it is hard to check because
there is illegal tattooing with many tools like ink, pen, and guitar string. When inmates
have been asked to spy and caught for punishment; the illegal tattoos decrease.
In addition, there are public relations on tattooing either infection of HIVV/AIDS, and
social sanction. The positive advantages of the Central Prison of Nakhonsawan are

the prison is a small size with a zone but clearly blocked. Each zone never mixes and
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there are regulators in each dormitory or called dormitory chief and appoints
an assistant to monitor. There is training every day. Public Relation is used during
lining and reminds inmates about tattooing  and its disadvantages to inmates
themselves since the tools are dirty and infectious. After tattooing, it is difficult to be
erased and it is a self-labeling of being imprisoned. The new inmates will be listed for
tattooing and about a week they will be called for checking whether tattoos increase.
If tattoos increase, they will be punished such as order drills, disciplinary drills, civil
works, and sanitation works because the punishment is not severe. Ink is mostly from
the pen ink and the needle is from the sewing machine and most illegal tattooing is
done under the dormitory.

Research Center and Criminology Development, Department of
Corrections (2008) study “Inmate Tattoos: Problem of Pressurization and Social
Acceptance.” Data are collected from common people, inmates and the prison authorities.
Results reveal that 44.0% disagree with all styles of tattooing. 82.0% agree that it is proper
the prison having rules and regulations prohibiting inmates to tattoo on the body. 78.8% see
that the size and designs of tattoo affect their social acceptance. The prison authorities
observe that most inmates have tattoos and 81.6% are difficult with control because of
having gang. 49.0% prefer to be big boss. 20.4% prefer to violate the prison disciplines.
Causes of problem found in the prison contain the control of the prison authorities does not
cover every area where it ease illegal tattooing. Results of inmates illegally tattoo in prison
reveal that majority is 21-30 years old. 45.0% complete primary education. 52.6% are single
status and have no children. 91.7% are Buddhists. 42.9% are imprisoned sentenced by drug
abuse. 76.4% are absolute prisoners and 40.0% are convicted for 3-10 year term. 22.6%
commit the first time. 38.8% have been imprisoned for more than 2 years. 59.8% are never
punished during their detention. 50.7% illegally have their tattooing in prison. 49.3% have
their tattoos from outside. 49.3% have their first tattooing outside prison during 16-20 years
old while having first tattooing in prison is not older than 20 years. 18.2% of their designs
are mostly animal such as carp, dragon and tiger and so on followed by 14.4% has modern
designs. 9.9% are creepers. 9.3% are the name of person such as their lovers, their fathers,
their mothers and their friends and so on. Expenses for tattooing are 69.7% are free of
charge. 16.4% popularly tattoo on large area with large design and it is the back. 34.0%

have their tattoo from within the prison while 23.8% tattoo from outside and for beauty and



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Literature Reviews / 70

by fashion. 46.2% have their tattoo after enter prison for 4-6 months and spend during night
time after bedtime and for their illegal tattooing because regulators on duty are few and long
hours in dormitory. 33.3% tattoo during day time. 40.7% tattoo around the bathroom and
37.7% tattoo around the clothesline.

94.0% of illegal tattoo inmates have it on his body and their friends have
tattoo, too. The popular designs are animals such as carp, dragon and tiger and so on.
The tattoo tools are ink, needle from the sewing machine, olive oil or mama oil and
use a rod covered with cloth as handle and use a guitar string or pen by sharpening
it on the sewing machine plate. Other tools for tattooing are using powder spraying to
cover the new tattoo to avoid being caught by regulators. 82.6% clean their needle
every time followed by 14.05% occasionally clean their tools. Only 3.3% do not clean
their tools. 22.1% clean their tools by alcohol.

76.9% have been reminded on tattooing but just the advice at the first
arrival during morning lining to listen about the prison disciplines. Illegal tattoos are
prohibited and dangerous if no specially trained. 64.3% agree there is negative effect
of tattoo and it is on their living and career after their dismissal. 51.4% think to erase
their tattoo but 48.6% do not because they love it and erasing it is costly. Problems are
13.3% meet disciplinary punishment of their illegal tattooing in prison. 74.4% meet
infection and dermatitis from tattooing. 48.4% are punished on line drill followed by
17.2% cannot meet their relatives as punishment. 14.9% are reduced on prisoner class.
16.9% are chained. And 6.9% are cut on punishment reduction. 56.5% never think to
have tattoo. The causes that inmates prefer to have tattoo in prison are first as the
prison fashion. Second, it is an imitation for co-existence at 24.7% and third, needs to
ease stress at 19.0%.

In conclusion, the literature reviews reflect the inmate subculture happens
under the condition that inmates enter prison social system and grouped to convey
values, belief, and attitude affecting negative impacts. To what extent the adherence to
inmate subculture is and it might depend on many factors.

In this study, the researcher has determined the variables from
criminological theories related to the creation of subculture with three theories, i.e.
Differential Association Theory of Edwin H. Sutherland which advocates that the

inmate subculture affects values, attitudes and the behaviors violating prison set of
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regulations coming from learning from inmates’ friends. It is counted that the closed
person inmates have to interact all the time during their detention by taking interest
admiration or definition of the offense, frequency, density for connection in society.
This reflects the intensity of relations among inmates of the same group. In addition
Sykes (1958) study the impact of detention and notes that detention reflects social
sanction and labeled as an inmate since entering prison. It is much the pressure for the
inmates. So, Labeling Theory shares explaining why inmates feel alienation more
from the outside prison, because, the prison is compared to a small community
isolated from the outside prison. They are the experiences of being condemned or
labeled from people around from the family, the community and from society.
In addition, the pressure of power relationship system with the prison authorities and
if the authorities label them, it more drive them to group with values, attitudes and
antisocial behaviors against the prison rules and laws and antisocial more. Jianhong
Liu (2004) studies “Subcultural Values, Crime, and Negative Social Capital for
Chinese Offenders” and finds that mot inmates commit recidivism. Sanction from
family, community, and job application are variables reflecting labeling from outside
prison which also drive inmate to create their own subcultures in prison. Another
theory is the Subculture Theory advocating that there are differences from outside.
Inmates have to meet the different cultures for what they have met outside the wall
where people strive to the top by paying attention in study and working to have better
jobs, taking good care of their lives and people around them. But in prison, such
values are meaningless because prison is a community full of strict rules and
regulations without freedom and none wants to spend life here. And it is just how to
enable oneself to survive in the irregular community or society day by day.
So, grouping and creating their own subculture which is similar to the way to build
their safety and security while making one feels accepted from others. Matt DeL.isi
et al. (2004) studies “Gang Members, Professional Criminal and Violence in Prison:
restraint of importing outside behavior of inmates in prison.” They find that most
inmate behavior is antisocial which is developed from outside community or society.
Inmates involve in a gang will be seen as high risk takers. James B. Jacobs (1974)
finds that these gangs favor street activities, hierarchical order, rivalry-oriented, and

building common intention. The researcher has designed questions to measure what
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extent are the levels of adherence to inmate subculture and what are the roles of the

inmate groups.
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CHAPTER I
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study on “Factors Influencing the Subcultural Behaviors of Inmates
in Prisons” was to investigate the inmates’ behavioral characteristics in the areas of
prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison rules and inmate grouping by
offense; to investigate factors affecting the inmate subculture; and to investigate the
inmate subculture models in the prisons in Thailand. Its procedures and methodology

were as below.

3.1 Methodology

A mixed method was used and begun with a quantitative research through
employing questionnaire as a tool of data collection for its variable analysis. The a
qualitative research through in-depth interview in order to assert the data investigated
by the quantitative research and for its discussions for better clarity and accuracy
(Creswell J. and V.P. Clark, 2007). The mixed method helped reinforce and mutually
support each other for perfection. Meaning, the qualitative research helped clarify
social phenomenon appeared in the prison. It was appropriate to the social science
research. Rationally, to explain social phenomenon required knowledge and
understanding of the context of appeared socio-culture. Therefore, this study has been
applied with a mixed method of both a quantitative research and a qualitative research
counted that both data had continuum dimensions to maximally respond the research

questions ( Suphang Janthawanich, 2011).
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3.2 The Targeted Population and Sampling

A simple random sampling was applied in this investigation with
32 central prisons empowered to control inmates sentenced more than 30 year
imprisonment. Rationally, they were the prisons where subcultures were devised and
inmates had prolonged stay with lengthened period of imprisonment. There were five
targeted prisons containing 1) Bangkwang Central Prison, 2) Klong Prem Central
Prison, 3) Khow Bin Central Prison, 4) Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya Central Prison and
5) Rayong Central Prison.

3.2.1 Targeted population

They were the sentenced inmates detained in the five central prisons, i.e.
1) Bangkwang Central Prison, 2) Klong Prem Central Prison, 3) Khow Bin Central
Prison, 4) Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya Central Prison and 5) Rayong Central Prison.

3.2.2 Method of a simple random sampling and the sample size

The process of sampling randomization had been conducted with the
targeted population who were 70, 232 male inmates detained in the 32 central prisons
empowered to control inmates sentenced more than 30 year imprisonment. The sample

size was based on Yamane as below formula.

N
- (NE
Whereas:
N = total number of the targeted population
n = sample size
e = sampling error determined at 0.05
Therefore:
70,232

1+ (70,232)0.05°

The sample size was then 398 samples.



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Criminology, Justice Administration and Social) / 75

A simple random sampling was conducted in this study through balloting
the registration list of inmates until completed 400 samples from the five central
prisons. However, consent has been question and all volunteered for cooperation to

respond the questionnaire. Samples were displayed as below.

Table 3.1 Randomized samples

Prisons Inmates Samples Percent
(On May 1, 2013) (inmates)

Klong Prem Central Prison 3,720 112 27.9

Rayong Central Prison 3,417 103 25.6

Bangkwang Central Prison 2,636 79 19.7

Khow Bin Central Prison 2,231 67 16.7

Phra Nakhon Si Ayutthaya 1,314 39 9.7

Central Prison

Total 13,318 400 100.0

A simple random sampling was conducted in this study through balloting

the registration list of inmates until completed 400 samples.

3.3 Process of Data Collection

Steps of data collection in the quantitative and the qualitative approaches

had been charted as follows:
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Identify checklist
through literature
________________________ p' reviews given experts
to respond the
questions of the nature
and types of the inmate
subcultures

_____________________

Definition of the inmate !
subculture '
I

Prepare the instruments for data collection
(Questionnaire and structured- interview)

Questionnaire Structured-interview
The instrument quality check The instrument quality check
Data Analyze Data qualitative analysis and
Multiple Regressions synthesis

The inmate subculture in the central
prisons of Thailand

Figure 3.1 Guides for the formulation of the instrument and data collection

3.3.1 The instrument for the quantitative data collection

A questionnaire was the tool for data collection. It was based on theories
and its content validity and reliability were checked and tested. The questionnaire was
modified by adopting variables from three criminological theories of the Differential
Association Theory, the Labeling Theory and the Substructure Theory including the
adoption of related researches to design questions influencing the subculture.

Respondents had to choose answers from the rating scale questions with 5

levels of measurement, i.e. most, much, moderate, little and least.
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3.3.1.1. Features of the questionnaire

The questionnaire was divided into four parts, i.e.

Part 1. it contained the backgrounds of the male inmates,
which were current age, age at offense, education before sentence, marital status,
delinquency at youth, frequency of offense, punishment, gang member before
sentence.

Part Il: it contained variables based on the Differential
Association Theory, the Labeling Theory and the Substructure Theory.

Part I11: it contained data of inmate subculture which were
prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison rules and grouping by offense.

Part IVV: Additional suggestions

3.2.1.2. Measurement

Table 3.2 Measurements

Variables Level of

measurement
Quantitative
Quantitative

Independent Variable

Variables of Differential
Association ( the questions

Definition(of offense)
Duration( of grouping)

were modified from Intensity(relation within Quantitative
Esbensen et Al (2005) group)
p.5-37)

Variables of Labeling

(the questions were modified
from Adams, Mike S. (1993)
p.147-164)

Labeled by family
Labeled by social
Labeled by officers

Quantitative
Quantitative
Quantitative

Variables of Subculture

group values of belief
group status and roles

Quantitative
Quantitative

Moderator Variables

Age at first offense
(younger than 30/
older than 30 years old)

Qualitative
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Table 3.2 Measurements (cont.)

Independent Variable Variables Level of
measurement

Frequency of offense Qualitative
(first-time offense/
more than once)
Case type Qualitative

(drug case/others case)

1.) Scoring
Scoring the questions was as below:

Dependent Variables  Scoring

Behaved by inmate least = 1 mark
subcultures little = 2 marks
moderate = 3 marks
much = 4 marks
most = 5 marks

Interpretation of the marks

The criteria to interpret the average of the inmate subcultures based on

Ferguson (1997) as follows:

1.00-1.49 = Least behaved by inmate subcultures
1.50-2.49 = Little behaved by inmate subcultures
2.50-3.49 = Moderately behaved by inmate subcultures
3.50-4.49 = Much behaved by inmate subcultures

450-5.00 = Most behaved by inmate subcultures
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Goodness of Fit Measure of Multiple Regression

Goodness of Fit Measure Acceptable Level
Chi-square (%) P>0.05
Goodness-of-Fit (GFI) 95<GFI<10
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) 95<CFI<1.0

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual SRMR < 0.05
(SRMR)

Root —Mean-Square Error of Approximation RMSEA < 0.08
(RMSEA) with 90 percent confidence interval

1). Pilot test

Reliability

A good research with quality is accountable when its data collected are
valid and reliable. To make a research efficient and accountable needs reliable
instrument which serves what the researcher wants to measure, too. Examining the
accuracy of the instrument is to test each item on to what extent it can represent the
behavior or the scope to be measures. The values of the reliability, the instrument
validity and the accuracy are the properties of a research instrument which reveals that
the instrument could contribute the authentic results. The high level of validity given
to an instrument can contribute static results (Chatsiri Piyaphimolsiddhi, 198-98,
p. 59).

The researcher conducted the approved questionnaire for pre-test with
40 convicted male prisoners in the central prison of Klong Phai or 10% of the
determined samples based on an accidental sampling in order to improve or to re-
modify the flaws of the questions. When the questionnaire had been returned, the
researcher test its reliability based on Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient by SPSS for
Windows and the results were as below.

The level of values and belief for offense had the r-value at .77

The level of labeled by family, social and officer had the r- value at .71
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The level of inmate subculture had the r-value at .86
The r-values have met the criteria and the questionnaire was valid for field

data collection.

The Values of Reliability and Content Validity

A test of an instrument was to check its quality for a research evolving the
procedures as follows.

Testing the validity includes:

0 The Content Validity

The researcher checked the questionnaire’s content validity by submitting
it to three experts who had experiences and expertise of inmates for checking , critics
and correction.

0 The Construct Validity

Before testing the hypotheses, the researcher checked its construct validity
whether the instrument could be relevantly measured with the structure of the nature
of the theories. Meaning, it was to formulate questions with variety of behaviors to
meet the targeted behaviors (Chatsiri Piyaphimolsiddhi, 198-98, p.58). Also the
researcher conducted the Confirmatory Factor Analysis Model: CFA) by applying
LISREL Program.

3.3.2. The instrument for collecting the qualitative data

The instrument in this study was an in-depth interview theoretically
developed from related researches to conduct interviews with inmates, administrators
and authorities. The interviewed contents were aimed to collect the deep data of the
inmate subcultures with additional details from questions in the questionnaire.

A quality check of the instrument

The researcher submitted the structured —interview to three experts of
creating inmate subcultures for content and construct validity who were the
penological specialists. They were Chief of Job for Rehabilitation System
Development, Chief of Job for Penological System Development, and Chief of Job for
Penological Practices System Development: Office of Research and Corrections
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system Development, Department of Corrections. Later, the researcher improved the
structured-interview adhering to the suggestions of the experts.

3.4 Data Collection

The researcher collected the data by herself with the following procedures.

1. Defining the meaning of behaviors which are the “inmate subculture”
having 15 specialists, scholars and the corrections authorities equipped with
knowledge and experiences of inmate subcultures including the prison administrators
to respond to a checklist questionnaire to confirm the inmate subcultures. Their
qualifications were educational records or work experience in psychology/
criminology and penology or having direct experiences of controls and corrections for
inmates in prisons.

2. Request approval letters for data collection from Faculty of Social
Sciences and Humanity: Mahidol University to the five Central Prison Commanders
for their approvals.

3. The researcher explained the research objectives, details of the
questionnaire and the structured-interview to the targeted inmates before their
responses and their interviews.

4. The researcher distributed the questionnaire and after collection,
checked its validity and completeness.

5. The researcher collected data from samples as being designed,

processed and analyzed as in the guides of data analysis.

3.5 Data Analysis
In the quantitative research, a questionnaire was employed for its data
collection. After they were collected; they were processed and analyzed with the

LISREL Program. The statistical applications were:
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1. Descriptive Statistics were used to explain the general background,
components of the theories and levels of thought on subcultures in each strand and
presented in frequency, percentage, mean and standard deviation (S.D.)

2. Inferential Statistics were used in testing the hypotheses employing
multiple regression analysis of the LISREL Program in order to test the influences
between the independent variables and the dependent variables.

In the qualitative research, a structured in-depth interview was employed
for its data collection conducted with 10 heads of the inmate group/home in order to
study the inmate subculture models, the influence of grouping. The expressions of the
inmate group subculture were used in the analysis with the quantitative research in
order to explain the details of the inmate subculture models in depth and for the

expansion of the additional question taken from the questionnaire.

3.6 Human Research Ethics

This research has been proposed for approval from MU-SSIRB (Mahidol
University- Social Sciences Institutional Board) after the proposal defense before
resuming the investigation. The approval number was. COA. No. 2013/251.0509 dated
September 5, 2013.
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CHAPTER IV
QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS

The study on “Factors Influencing the Subcultural Behaviors of Inmates in
Prisons” was to investigate the inmates’ behavioral characteristics in the areas of
prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison rules and inmate grouping by
offense; to investigate factors affecting the inmate subculture; and to investigate
the inmate subculture models in the prisons in Thailand. In the qualitative research,
15 experts responded the checklist in the structured interview to confirm the inmate
subculture. A questionnaire was the tool for data collection and it was conducted with
400 samples detained in the five central prisons empowered to detain prisoners
sentenced for more than 30 years. All sets of questionnaire were returned at 100%.
Results were divided into three (3) parts, i.e.
Part 4.1 Descriptions and behavioral types of inmate subculture by
the experts’ perspectives
Part 4.2 Quantitative data
4.2.1 Inmates’ backgrounds
4.2.2 Variables of Differential Association, Labeling and
Subculture
4.2.3 Inmate subculture
4.2.4 Levels of opinion on subcultures of prison argot,
symbolization, violation of prison rules, and grouping by offense

Part 4.3 Results of quantitative analysis and test of hypothesis

PART 4.1 Descriptions and Behavioral Types of Inmate Subculture
by the Experts’ Perspectives

This study planned to have experts to assert the definition of “Inmate

Subculture” for it clarity. 15 experts involved were psychologists, criminologists and
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penologists, and corrections administration. Checklist was used to confirm the
behaviors of inmate subculture in relation to its meaning, and opinions of its models.

The key informant experts of this study were mostly 40-59 years old.
The youngest one was 40 years and the oldest one was 59 years. Their degrees were
master degree and doctoral degree from diverse disciplines: social sciences, laws, arts,
psychology of guidance, social welfare in justice administration, medicine, psychiatry,
and criminology and justice administration.

Experts have directly and indirectly involved with the works of
criminology and justice administration for more than 30 years. The longest
involvement was 38 years and 7 months and the shortest involvement was 15 years.
8 experts had direct experiences on prison and inmates in both controls and
corrections. Another 7 experts had no direct experience on prison but involved in

supervision, assistance and supports in the rehabilitation process for over 10 years.

Table 4.1 Opinions of experts on inmate subcultures

Inmate Subcultures Agree Disagree
1. Subculture is an informal grouping to organize activities | 13 2

of violating set of regulations or code of conduct specified | (86.7) (13.3)
by the prison.

2. Subculture is a creation of values, belief and attitude to | 13 2

resist behavior of law-abiding in a prison community. (86.7) (13.3)

3. Formulation of prison argot is a subculture inmates used | 15 -

in their communication within group members. (100.0) (0.0)
4. Argot or slang formulated is usually a tool to break the | 14 1
prison rules and to avoid checking from the authorities. (93.3) (6.7)
5. Body symbolization through tattooing is an inmate | 14 1

subculture reflecting the meaning through tattoo such as the | (93.3) (6.7)
date of imprisonment, the lover’s name, the design of tears

and so on.
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Table 4.1 Opinions of experts on inmate subcultures (cont.)

Inmate Subcultures Agree Disagree
6. Slitting the head or “Shot” is a symbol an inmate wants to | 13 2
show his identity on vigor and fearless to pains. (86.7) (13.3)

7. Tattoo can be a symbol of a gang to communicate being a | 15 -

group or the same gang within the group members in prison. | (100.0) (0.0)

8. Tattooing or slitting a large wound is values an inmate | 12 3
expresses to respond to pains of detention. (80.0) (20.0)
9. Grouping of inmates is a subculture to increase | 14 1
opportunity or risk in violating rules and regulations more. (93.3) (6.7)
10. Grouping of inmates to violate prison rules is likely the | 14 1
trouble-making for the prison administration. (93.3) (6.7)
11. Inmates with long-term imprisonment increase the group | 12 3
subculture adherence. (80.0) (20.0)
12. Inmates likely group with inmates of the same offense | 11 4

and create a unique subculture by each type of case. (73.3) (26.7)
13. Inmates offending in the same case have the same | 4 7
pressurization. (26.7) (73.3)

14. The inmate subculture can be changed and improved, | 15 -

had inmates grouped to organize activities for the common | (100.0) (0.0)

good.
15.  Whenever the number of inmate is decreased to a | 13 2
proper size and supervision is prevalent; the problematic | (86.7) (13.3)

grouping for subculture would also decrease.

Table 4.1 illustrated experts’ opinions on the inmate subculture and their
behaviors regarding argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by

offenses. The investigation showed that:
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Subcultures the experts agreed with 100% were:

- Formulation of prison argot is a subculture inmates use in their
communication within group members

- Tattoo can be a symbol of a gang to communicate being a group or
the same gang within the group members in prison.

- The inmate subculture can be changed and improved, had inmates
grouped to organize activities for the common good.

Subcultures the experts agreed with 90.0-99.9% were:

- Argot or slang formulated is usually a tool to break the prison rules and
to avoid checking from the authorities.

- Body symbolization through tattooing is an inmate subculture reflecting
the meaning through tattoo such as the date of imprisonment, the lover’s name,
the design of tears and so on.

- Grouping of inmates is a subculture to increase opportunity or risk in
violating rules and regulations more.

- Grouping of inmates to violate prison rules is likely the trouble-making

for the prison administration.

Subcultures the experts agreed with 80.0-89.9% were:

- Subculture is an informal grouping to organize activities of violating set
of regulations or code of conduct specified by the prison.

- Subculture is a creation of values, belief and attitude to resist behavior
of law-abiding in a prison community.

- Slitting the head or “Shot” is a symbol an inmate wants to show his
identity on vigor and fearless to pains.

- Whenever the number of inmate is decreased to a proper size and
supervision is prevalent; the problematic grouping for subculture would also decrease.

- Tattooing or slitting a large wound is values an inmate expresses to
respond to pains of detention.

- Inmates with long-term imprisonment increase the group subculture

adherence.
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Subcultures the experts agreed with 80.0-89.9% were:

- Inmates likely group with inmates of the same offense and create
a unigue subculture by each type of case.

- Inmates offending in the same case have the same pressurization.

Such data reflected that most experts agreed with prison argot,
symbolization, and grouping for violating prison rules were the inmate subculture
emerged from their grouping and having behaviors of violating sets of regulations or
code of conducts specified by the prison which were the trouble-making for the prison
administration. Exceptions were grouping by offenses which most experts disagreed
that inmates offending in the same case would have the same pressurization. And,
it was not necessary that inmates with the same offense would group to create their
unique subculture in each case. Rationally, there should be more elements besides
their cases which affected their creation of inmate subculture.

The experts added that there were additional subcultures beyond prison
argot, symbolization, and grouping for violating prison rules. Experts of department of
Corrections with direct experiences in working in prison and closed to prisoners had
different opinions on subculture from other experts in other areas and could be

classified them as follows:

1. The subculture of inmate grouping by domicile or origin

Experts of prison administration identified that most inmate grouping was
called “home” because inmates felt being the same group by domicile. In one prison,
there were many homes such as “Ban Cholburi”, “Ban Fang Thon”, “Ban
Nakhonpathom”, and “Ban Petchburi” and etc. Another thing was an inmate group
moved from another prison to be detained in other prison, they would group and called
the group by the name of the prison they have been moved from such as “Ban
Bangkwang” or named the group by their provincial or zone domicile such as naming
by origin and so on.

Each home would have a leader called “Group Chief (Por Ban: Home
Chief)” with the reason of this grouping was to strengthen for their group and to
prevent bully from other groups. The roles and duties of this Group Chief was leading

and ordering when there were problems or conflict. The Group Chief would be the
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representative to clear the matters. If the serious conflict could not be settled and if the
Group Chief order to charge; members would start the fight between groups
immediately. The advantage of inmate grouping was a bargaining power. The
administration had to access these Group Chiefs for the benefit of administration
because their grouping was the reciprocal interest for caretaking and help each other.
The culture created was for the group to be accepted. For example, an
inmate subculture grouped to be the hired gunmen would be symbolized with symbol
tattoo such as dot on the forehead, and the group icon. Besides the same tattoo, there
was a code of conduct to convey information among members in order to be classified
into the same zone or the same section such as telling illness to be moved to the
nursing zone, telling the authority having professional skills in order to be moved to
the same office. Rules were set specially for their own group to create the same
ideology (misguidance, empathy, and compliance to create negative attitude against
the prison rules and discipline and treatment of the authorities). There was the
expansion by helping with the aim to build influence for members to voluntarily apply
as the group members in order to upgrade the bargaining power and enable to threaten

the authorities, to provoke, and to foment inmates uprising in prison.

2. Inmate subculture of sexual deviance and the prison big boss

The administrative experts and the criminologist experts found that
homosexuality or caretaking the younger brother (partner) was a subculture behaved
by inmates with wealthier than others or having deviance to find exit for their response
to sexual crave which was restricted on relation with opposite sex in prison.

In addition, behaviors of the big boss or the boss boy in prison arisen
among inmates were to build acceptance or distinction in other things for themselves.
Dressing was differed from the corrections regulation with the group culture but can
nurture others. This inmate group dressed well because of wealth and differentiation
from other inmates.

However, the perspectives of experts on mental health on inmate
subculture viewed that the subculture should be the social and mental exit of inmates
who wanted to have an attachment and the expression of the mental needs. On the

other hand, problems were likely the consequences when inmates adhered to the group
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subculture which violated the prison rules and regulations but might not create

problems if positive subculture was created.

PART 4.2 Quantitative Data

4.2.1 Inmates’ backgrounds

The results of the quantitative data by collecting them from 400 male
inmates in 5 central prisons, the backgrounds which were the personal data of the
samples contained current age, age at first offence, educational level before convicted,
marital status, delinquency, frequency of offense, and penalty. SPSS was used in
analysis and the statistical applications were frequency, percentage, mean and standard

deviation. Results revealed that:

Table 4.2 Inmate personal data

Frequency Percentage
Personal Data

(n=400) (100.0)
1. Current age
(X =36.6,5.D.=8.24, Min = 20, Max = 67)
younger than 20 years 1 0.3
21-30 years 99 24.8
31-40 years 202 50.5
41-50 years 75 18.8
older than 51 years 23 5.8
2. Age at first offense
(X =27.4,5.D0.=8.62 Min=11, Max =60 )
younger than 20 years 102 25.5
21-30 years 172 43.0
31-40 years 94 23.5
41-50 years 26 6.5

older than 51 years 6 15
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Table 4.2 Inmate personal data (cont.)

Frequency Percentage
Personal Data

(n=400) (100.0)
3. Educational level before convicted
uneducated 12 3.0
primary level 110 27.5
junior secondary level 111 27.8
senior secondary level 103 25.8
diploma 36 9.0
bachelor degree or higher 28 7.0
4. Marital status
single 169 42.3
married 138 34.5
widow 7 1.8
divorced 86 215
5. Delinquent records
none 334 83.5
yes 66 16.5
Frequency of delinquency
once 52 78.8
twice or more 14 21.2
6. Frequency of offenses
first time 266 66.5
second time 86 215
third time 21 5.2
more than three times 27 6.8
7. Case
drug 243 60.8

property 25 6.3
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Table 4.2 Inmate personal data (cont.)

Personal Data Frequency Percentage
(n=400) (100.0)

life and body 112 28.0

sex 15 3.8

others 3 0.8

8. Duration of imprisoned in the current case

not more than 1 year 88 22.0

more than 1 year — 5 years 99 24.8

more than 5 years 213 53.3

9. Current Classification

excellent 190 47.5

very good 26 6.5

good 21 5.2

fair 117 29.2

poor 31 7.8

very poor 15 3.8

9. Group /gang affiliation or criminal gang before

convicted

none 373 93.2

yes 27 6.8

Total 400 100.0

Results showed that 50.5% of samples have then current ages of 31-40

year group followed by 24.8% of 21-30 years old age group. The youngest samples

were 20 years old, the oldest ones were 67 years old and the average age group was 37

years. Their ages at first offense were 21-30 year old group or 43.0%. The sample

group with their youngest age at first offense was 11 year old while the oldest was 60

years old with the average age of 27 year old. Samples with the relative number had

educational levels of primary school and junior secondary school at 27.5% and 27.8%

respectively. Given graduate level was just 7.0%, whereas 42.3% were single.
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Most sample group had no criminal records during youth at 83.5%
whereas juveniles with criminal records were 16.5%. In case of the current case data,
66.5% committed first offense while 21.5% were recidivism. 60.8% were drug abuses
followed by samples of 28.0% were crime against person (life and body) and 6.3%
were theft. Samples were ever imprisoned of the current case for more than 5 years at
53.3%. At present, 47.5% are excellent classification inmates. 29.2% are moderate
classification but the bad classification and very bad classification are 7.8% and 3.8%
respectively.

93.2% had no affiliation of group / gang or criminal organization before
imprisonment and just only 6.8% did and were classified in juvenile gangs such as the
Oros gang, the Soi-tan gang, the ATANA gang, the Lukphor gang, and the Indramara
gang and so on. There was some group of samples joining who joined criminal
organizations before imprisonment such as the members of the local politicians and
politicians at the national level, hired gunmen, the eastern criminal organization which
involved in illegal business regarding exporting cars and war weapon trades.

From the personal data above, they mirrored that most samples offended
during youth until early adulthood. They were from the low class group with poor
education of just primary school and junior secondary school. They were imprisoned
for long time. Some offended during youth age and committed recidivism as well as

being members of affiliated gangs before their imprisonment.
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4.2.2 Variables of Differential Association, Labeling and Subculture

4.2.2.1 The variables of Differential Association Theory

Table 4.3 Variables of Differential Association Theory

Frequency Percentage

Variables of Differential Association Theory
(n=400) (100.0)

1. Duration of grouping/home

(X =3.20, S.D.= 4.20, Min = 0.6 , Max = 38 )

not more than 1 year 281 70.2
1-3 years 73 18.3
more than 3 years 46 115

2. Number of inmates in a group/home
(intensity of within group relationship)

(X =9.76,S.D.= 10.83, Min = 3, Max=100)

not more than 10 inmates 180 45.0
11-30 inmates 137 34.3
more than 30 inmates 83 20.7

3. Descriptions of grouping /home

From the same province 130 32.5
From inmates known before 40 10.0
From the same offense 8 2.0
By will (satisfaction) 178 44.5
By others, i.e. Islam, hired gunmen group 44 11.0
4. Symbolization within group/home

None 365 91.2
Tattoo 6 1.5
Symbol on Cloth 2 0.5
others 27 6.8

Total 400 100.0
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The variables of Differential Association Theory applied in
this study contained duration of grouping/home, number of inmates in a group/home
(intensity of within group relationship) with questions about number of inmates in
a group or home with interpersonalship during their daily detention and coexistence
which brought acquaintance and helped each other all the time. It was found that
70.2% inmates have been imprisoned for more than a year followed by 18.3% was
imprisoned more than 1-3 years. Duration of grouping was 3.2 years. 45.0% grouped
not more than 10 inmate members followed by 34.4% grouped not more than 11-30
inmate members and 20.7% grouped more than 30 inmate members. 44.5% grouped
by will/satisfaction. 32.5% grouped from the same domicile. 10.0% grouped among
inmates previously known. 2.0% grouped among inmates offended in the same case.
And, other groupings were grouped by the same religion and the hired gunmen group
and so on. However, 91.2% did not express the group symbol but just 1.5% tattooed

for their symbolization.

Table 4.4 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by values and belief to favor offending

(definition of offense)

Values and belief to favor offending i SD Interpretations
1. You see that there is no damage if violating prison rules 2.13 1.07 disagree

and not arrested.

2. You see that there is no damage to neutralize if the lie 2.02 1.06 disagree

brings you money.

3. You see that there is no damage to coerce for money and 1.86 1.00 disagree
belongings from wealthy inmate friends for uses.

4. You see that there is no damage to steal belongings of 1.42 .69 strongly disagree
inmate friends if necessary.

5. You see that there is no damage to neutralize to help 2.72 1.19 uncertain

inmate friends to be saved from punishment for the prison

authorities.
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Table 4.4 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by values and belief to favor offending
(definition of offense) (cont.)

Values and belief to favor offending i S.D Interpretations
6. You see that there is no damage to neutralize for self- 2.65 1.22 uncertain
survival in prison.
7. You see that there is no damage to neutralize if it does not 3.15 1.34 uncertain
damage or harm others.
8. You see that there is no damage to steal property from 1.53 .78 disagree
wealthy inmate friends.
9. You see that there is no damage to use force with some 2.92 1.30 uncertain
inmate if it is to protect your rights.
10. You see that there is no damage to use force with some 3.31 1.33 uncertain
inmate who strike you first.
Total 2.37 71 uncertain

Inmates disagreed with the variables of Differential
Association Theory related to values and belief to favor offending (definition of
offense) with the means of 2.37. Inmates were uncertain with there was no damage to
use force with inmates who strike first with the means of 3.31; there was no damage to
neutralize if it did not damage or harm others with the means of 3.15; there was no
damage to use force with some inmate if it was to protect your rights with the means
of 2.92; there was no damage to neutralize to help inmate friends to be saved from
punishment for the prison authorities with the means of 2.72; and there was no damage
to neutralize for self-survival in prison with the means of 2.65.

Issues most inmates disagreeing and strongly disagreeing with
values and belief to favor offending (definition of offense) contained there was no
damage if violating prison rules and not arrested with the means of 2.13; there was no
damage to neutralize if the lie brought money with the means of 2.02; there was no
damage to coerce for money and belongings from wealthy inmate friends for uses with
the means of 1.86; and, there was no damage to steal property from wealthy inmate
friends with the means of 1.53. Issues most inmates strongly disagreeing with values
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and belief to favor offending (definition of offense) contained there was no damage to

steal belongings of inmate friends if necessary with the means of 1.42,

4.2.2.2 Variables of Labeling Theory

Table 4.5 Variables of Labeling Theory

Frequency Percentage

Variables of Labeling Theory (N=400) (100.0)
n: .

1. Visited by relatives

None 55 13.8
Yes 345 86.2
Frequency of visits

1-2 times /month (296) (85.8)
2 times / month (49) (14.2)
Total (345) (100.0)
2. Rejection of job application

Never 349 87.3
Yes 51 12.7
Frequency of rejection

Once (25) (49.0)
More than once (26) (51.0)
Total (51) (100.0)
3. Discriminated by community to involve activities

Never 71 17.8
Yes 329 82.2

The variables of Labeling Theory applied in this study
contained visited by relatives during detention, frequency of visits, rejection of job
application, and discriminated by community to involve activities. Results showed that
86.2% of inmates were visited by relatives and 85.5% were visited around 1-2 times a

month. 13.8% were not visited by relatives. 87.3% have never been rejected for job
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application and just 12.7% were rejected. The frequency of rejection was once and
rejection because of knowing being imprisoned before. 82.2% were not discriminated
by community to involve activities because most inmates just first committed offense

and they were not dismissed yet. It mirrored that inmates ever been rejected job

application in various workplaces, rejection from community which led to recidivism.

The data reflected that most inmates had good relations with
families and most visitors were fathers, mothers, siblings who never abandoned them
during their troubles because most inmates were single. Some families broke after
inmates were imprisoned. The Labeling Theory or problems of job application was

met by some because most samples committed their first offense and it could not thus

respond clearly after dismissal that whether they would meet such problems or not.

Table 4.6 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by variables of Labeling Theory (1)

Variables of Labeling Theory X S.D. Interpretation
1. Your father and mother treat you as a bad 1.62 92  disagree
son.

2. Your father and mother see that you are 2.06 1.12 disagree
troublemaker and bring them misery.

3. Your father and mother see that you never 2.10  1.06 disagree
create pride for them.

4. Your father and mother feel that you bring 2.32 1.21 disagree
shame from your offense and convicted of

imprisonment.

5. Your father and mother see that you 2.27 1.14 disagree
improperly misbehave and favor violating laws.

Total 2.08 .82  disagree

From Table 4.6, the measurement of levels on labeling inmates
from families had means of 2.08 which was the level of disagreeing. Results showed
that all issues were in the level of disagreeing. The father and mother felt that inmates

brought shame from inmates’ offense and convicted of imprisonment with the means
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of 2.32. The father and mother see that inmates improperly misbehaved and favored
violating laws with the means of 2.27. The father and mother saw that inmates never
created pride for them with the means of 2.10. The father and mother saw that inmates
were troublemakers and brought them misery with the means of 2.06. The father and
mother treated inmates as bad sons with the means of 1.62. The data mirrored that
most inmates gained affection and understanding from their families well and
contributed spiritual supports. It made inmates felt that their families did not abandon

them or label them when they offended and were imprisoned.

Quantitative Analysis / 98

Table 4.7 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by variables of Labeling Theory (2)

Variables of Labeling Theory X S.D. Interpretation
6. Most people are unwilling to accept whoever 3.00 1.00 uncertain
offends as close friends.

7. Most people believe that whoever offends is 3.06 1.09 uncertain
clever as common people.

8. Most people believe that whoever offends is 2.72 1.06 uncertain
trustful as common people.

9. Most people accept that whoever offends is 3.06 .96  uncertain
rehabilitated as the teacher of children and youth

in school.

10. Most people believe that entry to the offense 3.03 1.16 uncertain
cycle is the sign of individual failure.

11. Most people do not employ whoever offends 3.06 1.23 uncertain
though trained by the process of rehabilitation.

12. Most people do not pay attention to whoever 2.99 1.12 uncertain
offends.

13. Most employers will employ whoever offends 3.28 .99  uncertain
if he is qualified to the job.

14. Most employers will overlook the application 3.12 1.17 uncertain

of whoever offends.
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Table 4.7 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by variables of Labeling Theory (2)

(cont.)

Variables of Labeling Theory X S.D. Interpretation

15. Most people in community treat whoever 3.06 .99  uncertain
offends as treating others.

16. Most women refuse to associate with whoever 2.74 1.08 uncertain
offends and is convicted imprisonment.

17. If outsiders know whoever offends, most 3.11 1.18 uncertain
people will be pessimistic against him.

18. Most people believe that whoever offendsisa 3.06 1.28 uncertain
dangerous person.

19. Most people feel fear whoever offends. 3.08 1.28 uncertain

Total 3.02 51 uncertain

From table 4.7, it was the measurement of the level on the
labeled inmates in society having means of 3.02 which was the level of uncertainty.
All issues were found with uncertain level. They were most employers would employ
whoever offends if he was qualified to the job with the means of 3.28; Most employers
would overlook the application of whoever offended with the means of 3.12; If
outsiders knew whoever offended, most people would be pessimistic against him with
the means of 3.11; and Most people felt fear whoever offended with the means of 3.08.

Most people believed that whoever offended was clever as
common people with the means of 3.06. Most people accepted that whoever offended
was rehabilitated as the teacher of children and youth in school with the means of
3.06. Most people did not employ whoever offended though trained by the process of
rehabilitation with the means of 3.06. Most people in community treated whoever
offended as treating others with the means of 3.06. And most people believed that
whoever offended was a dangerous person with the means of 3.06.

Most people believed that entry to the offense cycle was the
sign of individual failure with the means of 3.03. Most people were unwilling to

accept whoever offended as close friends with the means of 3.00. Most people did not
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pay attention to whoever offended with the means of 2.99. Most women refused to
associate with whoever offended and was convicted imprisonment with the means of
2.74. Most people believed that whoever offended was trustful as common people with

the means of 2.72.

Table 4.8 Means, S.D. of samples distributed by variables of Labeling Theory (3)

Variables of Labeling Theory X S.D. Interpretation

20. The authorities see that inmates are always 2.91 1.22  uncertain
troublemakers.

21. The authorities see that inmates cannot be 2.63  1.24 uncertain
converted to be good persons.

22. The authorities see that inmates ever violating 2.98 1.26 uncertain
the prison disciplines that they are ready to violate

laws and to be trouble makers all the time.

23. The authorities all the time watch to find fault 2.92 1.25 uncertain
during detention.

24. The authorities have personal prejudice in 2.67 1.26 uncertain
judging inmates’ offense.

Total 2.82 1.03 uncertain

From Table 4.8, it was the measurement of the level on the
labeled inmates by the authorities with the means of 2.82. All issues were found with
uncertain level. They were the authorities saw that inmates ever violating the prison
disciplines that they were ready to violate laws and to be trouble makers all the time
with the means of 2.98. The authorities all the time watched to find fault during
detention with the means of 2.92. The authorities saw that inmates were always
troublemakers with the means of 2.91. The authorities had personal prejudice in
judging inmates’ offense with the means of 2.67. And, the authorities saw that inmates

could not be converted to be good persons with the means of 2.63
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4.2.2.3 Variables of Subculture Theory

Table 4.9 Variables of Subculture Theory

Adhered values and belief within group Opinion
Yes No
1. The more money one has the more acceptances within 255 145
prison society. (63.7) (36.3)
2. Coexistence with inmate friends makes one feel more 60 340
valuable that being outside prison. (15.0) (85.0)
3. Entry prison provides opportunity for exchanges on 109 291
techniques and methods of offenses. (27.3) (72.7)
4. The longer imprisonment the more opportunity one 232 168
learns how to survive prison. (58.0) (42.0)
5. Seeing that violating laws is common in societies. 106 294
(26.5) (73.5)
6. Group loyalty is supreme. 218 182
(54.5) (45.5)
7. Only the vigorous will survive the prison. 227 173
(56.7) (43.3)
8. The disciplinary violator if unarrested will be 74 326
recognized. (18.5) (81.5)
9. If weakness is seen, the inmate will be victimized. 258 142
(64.5) (35.5)
10. When being grouped, it dares inmates to violate prison 112 288
rules more. (28.0) (72.0)
11. Gambling is an activity for inmates to earn and turns 212 188
prison enjoyment, colorfulness and without boredom. (53.0) (47.0)
12. The more strict disciplines, it is the more challenges to 92 308

violate rules. (23.0) (77.0)
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Table 4.9 Variables of Subculture Theory (cont.)

Frequency Percentage

Variables of Subculture Theory
(n=400) (100.0)

13. Inmates believe in fate and God’s Will rather than to 93 307
destine one’s way of life. (23.2) (76.8)
14. Never see reward for good act but witness it for bad 232 168
deeds. (58.0) (42.0)
15. Group members must have the same idea and belief 231 169
else coexistence fails. (57.7) (42.3)

From Table 4.9, the variables of Subculture Theory on both
status and roles in the group and values or belief of the group subculture which
opposed the mainstream culture; it was found that 86.2% were members of
groups/homes and 13.8% were the leaders or Group Chiefs. Most had values and
belief in group/home and inclined to violate the prison community set of regulations as
following issues.

The values and belief of most inmates adhered through
grouping to crate the inmate subculture had more than 50%. They were 64.5% of
inmates believed that if weakness was seen, the inmate would be victimized. 63.7%
believed that the more money one had the more acceptances within prison society.
58.0% believed that the longer imprisonment the more opportunity one learnt how to
survive prison. 58.0% believed that they never saw reward for good act but witnessed
it for bad deeds. 57.7% believed the group members had to have the same idea and
belief else coexistence failed. 56.8% believed that only the vigorous would survive the
prison. 54.5% believed that group loyalty was supreme. 53.0% believed that Gambling
was an activity for inmates to earn and turned prison enjoyment, colorfulness and
without boredom.

The values and belief of most inmates adhered through
grouping to crate the inmate subculture had more than 50%. They were 28.0%
believed that when being grouped; it dared inmates to violate prison rules more. 27.3%

believed that entry prison provided opportunity for exchanges on techniques and
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methods of offenses. 26.5% believed that seeing that violating laws was common in
societies. 23.2% believed that inmates believed in fate and God’s Will rather than to
destine one’s way of life. 23.0% believed that the more strict disciplines, it was the
more challenges to violate rules. 18.5% believed that the disciplinary violator if
unarrested would be recognized. And, 15.0% believed that coexistence with inmate
friends made one feel more valuable that being outside prison.

4.2.3 Description of inmate subculture

4.2.3.1 Descriptions of argot subculture

Table 4.10 Descriptions of argot subculture

Frequency Percentage

Descriptions of argot subculture
(n=400) (100.0)

Using prison argot for internal communication within

group
No 29 7.2
Yes 371 92.8
Total 400 100.0
Learning prison argot

Self-educated 82 22.1
Peer group 285 76.8
others 4 1.1
Total 371 100.0

Table 4.10 found that 92.8% of inmates provided data of
prison argot subculture for internal communication within the prison group. 76.8%

learned the prison argot from friends and 22.1% learned it by themselves.
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4.2.3.2 Descriptions of symbolization subculture

Table 4.11 Descriptions of body symbolization subculture

Frequency Percentage

Descriptions of body symbolization subculture
(n=400) (100.0)

Tattoo records

No tattoo 134 33.5
Tattooed from outside prison 40 10.0
Tattooed in prison 226 56.5
Causes of tattooing (more than 1 answer)

Beauty by fashion 119 47.4
Stress and need release 68 27.1
Sarcasm against family or lover 15 6.0
Formidable appearance to avoid bully 28 11.1
Symbolizing the group 21 8.4
Total 251 100.0
Position of tattoos (more than 1 answer)

The whole body 52 7.0
Face 44 5.9
Back 172 23.3
Chest 132 17.9
Arms 158 21.4
Legs 115 15.6
Others 66 8.9
Total 739 100.0
Tattoo designs (more than 1 answer)

Names of family members/lover/close friend 74 11.2
Gang’s name 62 94
Eye rim/brow 82 12.4

Graphic 135 20.5
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Table 4.11 Descriptions of body symbolization subculture (cont.)

Frequency Percentage

Descriptions of body symbolization subculture
(n=400) (100.0)

Animal designs 208 31.5
Others, e.g. sacred design 99 15.0
Total 660 100.0
Shot or Slit to have a scar

No 345 86.2
Yes 55 13.8
Total 400 100.0
Causes of Shot

Stressed by cases 14 25.5
Sarcasm because the lover having new one 34 61.8
Composed of many reasons 7 12.7
Total 55 100.0

Table 4.11 showed that most inmates provided data of
symbolization subculture for oneself by tattooing in prison at 56.5%. Almost all
inmates or 47.4% tattooed in prison and began to have tattoo at first imprisonment
because of favoritism and beauty by fashion. 27.1% tattooed because of stress relief.
11.1% tattooed to have formidable appearance to avoid bully. 23.3% positioned tattoo
at the back, 21.4% at the arms, 17.9% at the chest, 15.6% at the legs, 5.9% on the face,
and 7.0% in the whole body. 31.5% favored animal designs such as dragon, tiger, carp
and so on, followed by 20.5% favored graphic designs, 12.5% favored on tarsus/eye
rim and 11.2% tattooed the names of the family members/lover/close friend.

Symbolization by slit or “shot”: 86.2% of inmates never slit or
shot because hated to hurt themselves and they were able to accept the prison life
where many things in life has changed. Only 13.8% slit because 61.8% just ridiculed
their lovers leaving them to have new ones while they are imprisoned followed by

25.5% were stressful on their cases and 12.7% had many integrated reasons.
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4.2.3.3 Descriptions of prison rule-breaking subculture

Table 4.12 Descriptions of prison rule-breaking subculture

Frequency Percentage

Descriptions of prison rule-breaking subculture
(n=400) (100.0)

Historical records of prison disciplinary violation

Never 226 56.5
Yes 174 43.5
Total 400 100.0
Disciplinary offense (more than 1 answer)

Brawl 87 30.7
Disapproved belonging 77 27.2
Gambling 30 10.6
Smuggling 28 9.9
Assault 25 8.8
Tattoo 19 6.7
Revolt 10 3.5
Escape 7 2.5
Total 283 100.0
Disciplinary punishment

Relative visit cut 98 25.2
Declassification 89 22.9
Solitary confinement 68 17.5
Demotion 37 9.5
Probation 35 9.0
Reduce/stop benefits and rewards 34 8.7
Darkroom confinement 19 4.9
Others 9 2.3

Total 389 100.0
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In Table 4.12 - descriptions of prison rule-breaking subculture
revealed that 43.5% had historical records of prison disciplinary violation. 30.7%
offended on brawls followed by 27.2% on disapproved belonging, 10.6% on
gambling, 9.9% on smuggling, 8.8% on assault, and 6.7% on tattoo. 25.2% had
disciplinary punishment by relative visit cut, 22.9% by declassification and 17.5% by
solitary confinement and so on.

Data of disciplinary violation or behaviors violating set of
prison regulations reflected that almost half of inmates had historical records of prison
disciplinary violation for once in many offenses especially personal conflicts or
conflicts between groups leading to brawls. In addition, there were offenses about
seeking gains and benefits in prison especially smuggling and possessing illegal
objects and most were hand phones, sim-cards, drugs, weapons, and gambling and

they ever had disciplinary punishments.

4.2.3.4 Descriptions of subculture by offense group

Table 4.13 Descriptions of subculture by offense group

Frequency Percentage

Descriptions of subculture by offense group
(n=400) (100.0)

Favor to group with friends of the same case

Yes 62 155
No 338 84.5
Inmates of the same case had the same habit

Yes 92 23.0
No 308 77.0
Close friends offend in the same case

Yes 120 30.0
No 280 70.0

Total 400 100.0
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In Table 4.13 - Descriptions of subculture by offense group
showed that 15.5% favored to group with friends of the same case. 77.0% never saw
inmates with the same case had the same habit and 70.0% were close friends of not
offending the same case.

It reflected that inmates did not group by cases because they by
any case could coexist, if having habit, satisfaction and the same domicile. This was
corresponded with the opinions of experts and the qualitative data collected from
“Group Chief” the chief who disagreed that inmates of the same case had the same

subculture.

4.2.4 Levels of opinions on prison subculture expression

4.2.4.1 Prison argot subculture

Table 4.14 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by prison argot subculture

Prison Argot X S.D. Interpretation

1. Favor communicating with inmate friends with 2.72 1.21 moderate
prison argot.

2. Using symbolic language to prevent the 4.06 1.04  high
authorities to know their real meaning.

3. Using argot in communication is normally 3.77 1.08 high
found in prison.

4. There are many vocabularies you learn during 3.65 1.13  high
your detention.

5. Inmates uncomprehending argot are unaccepted 2.15 1.17 low
for grouping.

6. Various vocabularies formulated for specific 3.76 1.15  high
group are from the influential inmates or the

chief.

7. If the authorities understand the argot meaning; 3.52  1.22  high

vocabularies will be changed.
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Table 4.14 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by prison argot subculture (cont.)

Prison Argot X S.D. Interpretation

8. The prison argot is not only for speaking but 3.57 1.08 high

also in gestures to communicate between groups.

Total 3.40 52 moderate

Table 4.14 explained the prison argot subculture and it was
found that it average value in general was moderate (X = 3.40).

The high level of using the prison argot subculture was the
using symbolic language to prevent the authorities to know their real meaning with the
means of 4.06. Using argot in communication was normally found in prison with the
means of 3.77. Various vocabularies formulated for specific group were from the
influential inmates or the chief with the means of 3.76. There were many vocabularies
you learn during your detention with the means of 3.65. The prison argot was not only
for speaking but also in gestures to communicate between groups with the means of
3.57. If the authorities understood the argot meaning; vocabularies would be changed
with the means of 3.52.

The moderate level of using the prison argot subculture was
favoring communicating with inmate friends with prison argot with the means of 2.72.
The low level of using the prison argot subculture was inmates uncomprehending

argot were unaccepted for grouping with the means of 2.15.



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Quantitative Analysis / 110

4.2.4.2 Expressions of symbolization subculture

Table 4.15 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by expression of symbolization

subculture

Symbolization X S.D. Interpretation

1. Tattooing in prison is an expression to be 248 1.19 low
accepted by other inmates.

2. Inmates without tattoo are seen as timid, 2.26 1.19 low
coward, and might easily be bullied.

3. Symbolizing by tattooing or slitting isa way to 3.47 1.19 moderate
relieve stress.

4. Symbolizing on the body is the possible 3.67 1.19 high
personal rights.

5. Symbolizing on the body is to remind the 3.07 1.34 moderate
painful past.

6. Having more tattoos expresses experiences and 3.59 1.18 high
prolong imprisonment.

7. Caring not tattooing outside dress affecting the 3.71 1.24 high
return to societies after dismissal.

8. After tattooing or symbolizing, it is not 3.60 1.29 high
disappointed after decision-making.

Total 3.23 .69  moderate

Table 4.15 explained the inmate subculture of symbolization

and it was found that its average in general was at moderate level (X = 3.23).

The high levels on the inmate subculture of symbolization
were caring not tattooing outside dress affecting the return to societies after dismissal
with the means of 3.71, symbolizing on the body is the possible personal rights with
the means of 3.67, after tattooing or symbolizing, it is not disappointed after decision-
making with the means of 3.60, and saving more tattoos expresses experiences and

prolong imprisonment with the means of 3.59.
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The moderate levels on the inmate subculture of symbolization
were symbolizing by tattooing or slitting is a way to relieve stress with the means of
3.47,and symbolizing on the body is to remind the painful past with the means of 3.07.

The low levels on the inmate subculture of symbolization were
tattooing in prison is an expression to be accepted by other inmates with the means of
2.48, and inmates without tattoo are seen as timid, coward, and might easily be bullied

with the means of 2.26.

4.2.4.3 Expressions of symbolization subculture on violation of

prison rules

Table 4.16 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by expression of symbolization

subculture on violation of prison rules

Violation of Prison Rules X S.D. Interpretation

1. Violating prison rules challenges one’s ability. 2.27 1.23 low

2. Fear to violating prison rules will be contempt 3.66 1.27 high
cowardice.

3. Stressed by prison environment is key to feel 3.56 1.29 high
anti-authorities.

4. Severe disciplinary punishment cannot deter 3.72 1.22 high
prison disciplinary violation.

5. For survival, it is necessary to do even though 3.46 1.13 moderate
such behavior of violating prison rules.

6. Upon violating prison rules; real violator is 3.48 1.20 moderate
unpunished but replaced by other inmates.

7. Covering friends on violating prison rules is 3.12 1.22 moderate
necessary for all to follow.

8. If one is an agent to the authorities, it is 3.92 1.25 high
impossible for him to group with other inmates.

Total 341 .74  moderate
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Table 4.16 explained the inmate subculture of violating on
prison rules and it was found that its average in general was at moderate level
(X =3.41).

The high levels on the inmate subculture of violating on prison
rules were if one is an agent to the authorities, it is impossible for him to group with
other inmates with the means of 3.92, severe disciplinary punishment cannot deter
prison disciplinary violation with the means of 3.72, fear to violating prison rules will
be contempt cowardice with the means of 3.66, and stressed by prison environment is
key to feel anti-authorities with the means of 3.56.

The moderate levels on the inmate subculture of violating on
prison rules were upon violating prison rules; real violator is unpunished but replaced
by other inmates with the means of 3.48, for survival, it is necessary to do even though
such behavior of violating prison rules with the means of 3.46, and covering friends on
violating prison rules is necessary for all to follow with the means of 3.12. And there
was just an issue with low level on the inmate subculture of violating on prison rules,

which was violating prison rules challenges one’s ability with the means of 2.27.

4.2.4.3. Expressions of symbolization subculture on grouping

by offense

Table 4.17 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by expression of symbolization

subculture on grouping by offense

Grouping by offense X S.D. Interpretation

1. Grouping by offenders of the same offense 2.96 1.11 moderate
eases to understand each other more.

2. Grouping by the same offense helps exchange 2.63 1.16 moderate
more techniques and methods of offense.

3. Offending violent and deadly case is 225 1.17 low

unaccepted to group.
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Table 4.17 Means and S.D. of samples distributed by expression of symbolization

subculture on grouping by offense (cont.)

Grouping by offense X S.D. Interpretation

4. Offending in any cases; all inmates have equal 3.73 1.31  high
status.

5. Inmates of larceny or drug more easily group 2.88 1.12 moderate
than other case.

6. Inmates of drug easily recruit their group 3.16 1.22  moderate
members because of their good economic status

to feed their group members.

7. Grouping is not relying on cases but other 4.00 1.23 high
more important factors such as domicile, habits

etc.,

8. Inmates of different case have different 3.02 1.05 moderate
behaviors during being detained in prison.

Total 3.08 .70 moderate

Table 4.17 explained the inmate subculture of grouping by

offense and it was found that its average in general was at moderate level (X = 3.08).

The high levels on the inmate subculture of grouping by
offense were grouping is not relying on cases but other more important factors such as
domicile, habits etc., with the means of 4.00, and offending in any cases; all inmates
have equal status with the means of 3.73.

The moderate levels on the inmate subculture of grouping by
offense were inmates of drug easily recruit their group members because of their good
economic status to feed their group members with the means of 3.16, inmates of
different case have different behaviors during being detained in prison with the means
of 3.56, grouping by offenders of the same offense eases to understand each other
more with the means of 2.96, inmates of larceny or drug more easily group than other
case with the means of 2.88, and grouping by offenders of the same offense helps

exchange more techniques and methods of offense with the means of 3.56. And there
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was just an issue with low level on the inmate subculture of grouping by offense,
which was offending violent and deadly case is unaccepted to group with the

means of 2.25

Inmate Opinions on Subcultures

Data collection by opened question conducted with inmates was to allow
them to express their opinions on impacts of creating subcultures against the prison

administration. There were both positive and negative as below.

Table 4.18 Comparison of inmate opinions on impacts of creating subcultures

against the prison administration

Positive Impacts

on Authorities | 1. Easing administration, disciplines and easing to rule and control
because of supervised by Group Chief as deputy to the authorities.
2. When inmates have problem; the authorities can easily call for
talks and counseling.

3. It is good for the prison because there are Group Chiefs to
supervise and stop quarrels.

4. Having thorough supervision because of insufficient number of
authorities.

1. Lessening stress on regulations provides positive results

2. Easing to rule more than having the authorities to rule because it
more eases clearing problems among inmates.

3. Helpful cleaning or jobs assigned by the authorities.

4. Allowing inmates to exchange matters with each other.

5. Helpful to supervision, protection and realization on the needs
of inmates in what the prison cannot provide them through the
prison system.

6. Enabling on anti-authorities if overact on inmates.

7. Viewing the grouping is to create understanding, persuasive
communication for peaceful co-existence ,and never troubling
other inmates.
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Table 4.18 Comparison of inmate opinions on impacts of creating subcultures

against the prison administration (cont.)

Positive Impacts

8. For talks and to reduce stresses and troubles for all inmates; to
create friendship and happiness.

9. Some inmate grouping might think for supervision and control
friends better than the rules of Department of Corrections because
it is flexible by their daily living situation.

10. Peaceful coexistence without persecuting each other, serving
equality and caring each other.

11. Having opportunity to earn in order to support dependents
outside prison.

12. Intimacy helps avoiding quarrels but knowing and loving each
other.

13. Being a large group enables the chief to bargain with the
prison authorities more, and influences other inmates.

14. Grouping does not affect the prison but provide good results
because it enables to create unity within group and problems
counseling.

15. Less stress with rules and regulations provides good results
and ease to rule.

Negative Impacts

on Authorities

1. Making inmate supervision and administration difficult; the
authorities have to work harder and are stressful with their jobs.

2. Resulted inmates grouped to find ways to break disciplines.

3. Exercising power of the lager group over the smaller groups.

4. The authorities disable to access each group secrecy

5. Inmates creating their own subcultures trouble the authorities.

6. If the prison administrates satisfactorily to inmates; all are

simple otherwise there are retaliations.
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Table 4.18 Comparison of inmate opinions on impacts of creating subcultures

against the prison administration (cont.)

Negative Impacts

on Inmates 1. Staying alone might be bullied by other inmates.
2. Grouping affects behaviors such as homicide, aggression, worthless
to associate because of atrocious mind and very different form drug

Cases.

Positive and Negative Impacts

1. Either positive or negative relies on leaders; if the leader is good,; it
is positive but if the leader is bad, it is negative but it primarily
depends upon the administration of the authorities

2. It depends upon the direction of administration but whether there is
equality or not.

3. Creating cultures relies on environments and leaders; if the leaders
are moral and creative; they will lead to the good direction, peaceful

coexistence but when the leaders are immoral; chaos will rise.

Recommendations to Prevent Inmates to Group for Creating

Subcultures Which Negatively Affect Inmates and the Prison

Inmate opinions on grouping - most inmates found that grouping as a
home has long been a culture in the prison that each home had each chief to supervise
it members not to be troublemakers. Grouping for creating good cultures in prison was
good and useful to prison administration, no chaos of coexistence for the large group
of people. Most inmates grouping was for association or exchanged ideas and not for
offending. So, grouping leading to good or bad direction relied also on individuals and
the group culture where inmates were members. Recommendations for improvements
and guides for development to prevent grouping to create inmate subcultures could be
classified as follows.

Inmate Classifications

Since most inmates found that grouping to help for living and for

necessary belonging required to individualize rather as a whole that grouping is all
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bad. So, the process of inmate classification was important to prevent individual
grouping who would seek gains and troublemaking in prison. Inmate proposed
suggestions for their classifications as follows:

1. If grouping was meant for creating violence, uprising, or troubles to the
prison; they must be isolated.

2. The prison should provide allowances sufficiently to serve the inmates’
needs in order to prevent grouping and enabled to specifically separate the
disadvantages who might be misled to exchange caretaking and living in prison.

3. It was necessary to separate inmates with frequent troublesome against
others for the common peace and to stress rehabilitation rather than punishment.

4. Inmates of lethal cases should not be grouped and separate the cases of
murder from drug cases to different prison because they had different habits from
common inmates. Cases of murder should be urgently improved.

Rehabilitation Process

Generally, most inmates were worried, stressful and might be disable to
prisonization. So, grouping among inmates, it was like the seek for spiritual
attachment and must be accepted by others. So, group dynamic influenced inmate
attitudes, beliefs and behaviors. If it inclined to creativity, it could improve grouping
behavior which anti-prison administration. They recommended the rehabilitation
process as follows:

1. The prison should support the group activities but stressed creativity.

2. Mental Care Center should be established allocated with the authorities
to hear, to counsel and to solve problems for inmates to prevent inmates to group for
helping each other which would bead to gains seeking.

3. Rehabilitation process should be emphasized and developing the
program to address inmates adhered to subcultures for troublemaking.

4. There should be measures of rehabilitation to handle regular discipline-
breakers in prison rather than emphasizing punishment.

Work Process of the Authorities

1. Requesting all the authorities provide opportunity for inmate to reform
oneself rather than to be labeled because none wanted recidivism.
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2. The authorities must be the model of justice, fair treating each inmate in
administration with impartiality.

3. Serving the needs of inmates with conditions of number and period of
time, proper scope by examining their behaviors in prison such as using telephones,
food, and all daily life facilities to prevent problems.

4. Never over-oppress inmates as in the past.

5. Being impartial and can reach inmates and not moody upon examining
punishment

6. Being categorical, non-cronyism because pressure from the authorities
created resistance.

7. Being friendly more either rich or poor and previous connection from
outside prison; all inmate must be equal, taking care and acquainting equally with all
inmates by the principles of human rights.

8. Imposing absolute and violent measures with some authorities who seek
gains for themselves on blackmails, finding faults, and bribery-seeking.

9. Providing good counseling and trying to reduce violence

10. There should be measures of imprisonment evasion or divergence
inmate from prison before term to lessen congestion where the authorities could
supervise inmates thoroughly.

Prison Administration

1. Allowing inmates to stay as they want and it would ease administration,
no quarrels and convenient to administration, especially grouping of inmates was an
association or exchange talks and similar ideas rather than offending. So, good or bad
grouping relied on individuals.

2. Positive or negative culture relied on environments and leaders as well
as rule and regulation. Prevention is to reject immoral leader by applying the
principles of inmates and of Department of corrections.

3. There should be too many rules and regulations but sibling, respecting
prison rules, respecting the prison regulations, and the common home.

4. The prison should call the home chiefs for talks and agreement for
peace-making.
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Punishment Process

1. More severe punishment for discipline-breakers

2. Speed to suppress the gambling groups in prison first; it is the largest
group.

3. Suppress inmates who mantled their influences to prevent the process of
double-standard treatments.

Prisonization with max control

It was found that there was transfer inmates of discipline-breakers or the
influential inmates from a prison to another one and that was the end-solution but it
expanded their influences and more trouble-making for prisons which would later be
difficult to solve. Super max prison should be constructed to specially cage these

inmates who are discipline-breakers.

PART 4.3 Results of Quantitative Analysis and Test of Hypothesis

The part of a quantitative research was to respond to the objectives in
studying “Factors Influencing the Subcultural Behaviors of Inmates in Prisons”.
The test of hypothesis has been adopted from the Differential Association theory, the
Labeling Theory and the Subculture Theory. Eight (8) independent variables had been
picked, which were 1) definition of the offense or Definition, 2) duration of grouping
or Duration, 3) intensity of the group relation or Intensity, 4) labeled by family or
Family, 5) labeled by social or Social, 6) labeled by officers or Function, 7) the group
values and belief or Subculture and 8) the group status and roles or Status. The
dependent variables which were the inmate subcultures contained 1) prison argot, 2)
symbolization, 3) violations of the prison rules, and 4) the grouping by offenses. In
addition, there were tests of influential difference between the independent variables
and the dependent variables by applying the moderator variables containing 1)age at
first offense (younger than 30 years and older than 30 years) 2) frequency of offense
(first-time offense and offense more than once), and 3) offense type (drug and others).

The first part of presentation was the confirm factor analysis: CFA on the
variables from the Differential Association theory, the Labeling Theory and the

Subculture Theory whether the empirical data met the model or not. Then the
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components would be analyzed through the standard multiple regression in order to
find their relationship and their prison argot, symbolization, violations of the prison

rules, and the grouping by offenses.

Presentation of the Analyzed Results

Results were divided into three parts, i.e.

Part 4.3.1 Results of the confirm factor analysis: CFA which were the
inmate subculture regarding prison argot, symbolization, violations of the prison rules,
and the grouping by offenses

Part 4.3.2 Results of factors influencing the inmate subcultures

Part 4.3.3 Results of factors influencing the inmate subcultures distributed

byl) age at first offense, frequency of offense, and offense type

Part 4.3.1 Results of the confirm factor analysis: CFA which were the
inmate subcultures regarding prison argot, symbolization, violations of the prison
rules, and the grouping by offenses

CFA was conducted through checking the model relevancy or
convergence, structure and weight of the sub variables used in constituting the
indicators and the empirical data. SPSS was applied to find the weight of the sub-
variables used in constituting the indicators and to check the model relevancy or
convergence based on the theoretical model developed by the researcher and the
empirical data. SPSS was used in this analysis as in Table 4.19. Although the value of
relationship between violation of prion rules and symbolization is 0.90 , this study still

analyze the two variables.
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Table 4.19 Values of the relationship between the latent variables

1 2 3 4
Variables
1. prison argot 1.00
2. symbolization 0.81 1.00
3. violation of prison rules 0.69 0.90 1.00
4. grouping by offenses 0.58 0.67 0.64 1.00
Table 4.20 The CFA (confirm factor analysis) analysis
Factor 9
Group subcultures . SE T R
loading
1. Argot (prison argot)
Argotl 0.62 0.06 10.48 0.26
Argot2 0.30 0.05 18.45 0.65
Argot3 0.72 0.05 14.44 0.45
Argot4 0.63 0.06 11.14 0.30
Argot5 0.59 0.06 10.73 0.27
Argot6 0.52 0.06 8.48 0.19
Argot7 0.69 0.06 11.18 0.30
Argot8 0.79 0.06 13.55 0.41
2. Symbolic (symbolization)
Symbolicl 0.70 0.06 12.37 0.35
Symbolic2 0.75 0.06 13.55 0.40
Symbolic3 0.35 0.06 16.39 0.54
Symbolic4 0.45 0.06 7.16 0.13
Symbolics 0.91 0.06 14.50 0.46
Symbolic6 0.70 0.06 11.07 0.30
Symbolic7 0.47 0.07 6.85 0.12
Symbolic8 0.51 0.06 8.08 0.17
3. Prison Break (violation of prison rules)
Prison Breakl 0.65 0.06 10.91 0.29
Prison Break2 0.70 0.05 13.17 0.40
Prison Break3 0.99 0.07 14.67 0.48
Prison Break4 0.81 0.07 11.79 0.34
Prison Break5 0.87 0.06 14.90 0.48
Prison Break6 0.60 0.07 9.19 0.22
Prison Break7 0.77 0.06 13.25 0.39
Prison Break8 0.57 0.07 8.50 0.17
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Table 4.20 The CFA (confirm factor analysis) analysis (cont.)

Group subcultures Factf)r SE T R?
loading
4. Same Case (grouping by offense)
Same Case 1 0.74 0.05 13.81 0.44
Same Case 2 0.88 0.05 16.51 0.58
Same Case 3 0.48 0.06 8.53 0.19
Same Case 4 0.24 0.07 3.22 0.03
Same Case 5 0.74 0.05 14.22 0.46
Same Case 6 0.73 0.06 12.19 0.36
Same Case 7 0.16 0.06 2.55 0.02
Same Case 8 0.56 0.06 9.97 0.28
*y2 =607.46 ,df =329, p=0.51, GFI =0.01, CFl =0.98, RMSEA = 0.046 , SRMR = 0.049
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Chi-Square=607.46, df=329, P-value=0.507, RMSER=0.046¢

Figure 4.1 CFA of inmate subcultures

From Table 4.20 and Figure 4.1, the results of checking the model
convergence showed the Chi-square (y2) = 607.46, df = 329, p = 0.51, GFI =0.01,
CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.046 , SRMR = 0.049. It was concluded that the inmate
subculture model was corresponded with the empirical data or the expression of
inmate subcultures containing 4 factors, i.e. 1) prison argot, 2) symbolization,
3) violations of the prison rules, and 4) the grouping by offenses as below.
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The prison argot: from measuring variables, it was noticed that from
Argotl-Argot 8; the prison argot was not only verbal but gestures helping
communication between groups (Argot 8) had the highest weight and followed by
communicative jargon which was normally found in the prison (Argot 3). And if the
authorities knew their meanings, they would be changed (Argot 7) respectively.

The symbolic/symbolization: from measuring variables, it was noticed
that from Symbolic1-Symbolic 8; the variables for body symbols meaning to remind
not to forget the painful past (Symbolic 5) had the highest weight and followed by
inmates without tattoos were found timid, coward and might be easily bullied
(Symbolic 2). And tattooing in prison was a display for others to accept (Symbolic 1)
respectively.

The prison break/ violation of prison rules: from measuring variables, it
was noticed that Prison Break 1-Prison break 8; the variables of environmental stresses
being keys to feel anti-authorities ( Prison Break 3) had the highest weight and
followed by for survival, it is necessary to do even though such behavior of violating
prison rules (Prison Break 5). And severe disciplinary punishment could not deter
prison disciplinary violation (Prison Break 4) respectively.

The same case / grouping by offense: from measuring variables, it was
noticed that Same Case 1-Same Case 8; the variables of grouping by the same offense
helping exchange more techniques and methods of offense (Same Case 2) had the
highest weight and followed by Grouping by offenders of the same offense eased to
understand each other more (Same Case 1). And inmates of larceny or drug were more
easily grouped than other case (Same Case 5), respectively. Nevertheless, noticing
Same Case 2 and 4, they were Factor Loading less than .3 which failed the conditions.

Both were disregarded for multiple regressions.
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1. Results of CPA on definition (of offenses)

Table 4.21 The values of correlation between variables noticed from Defl-Def.10

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Defl 1.00

Def2 542 1.00

Def3 414 568 1.00

Def4 242 309 .438 1.00

Def5 522 431 .409 .174 1.00

Def6 390 445 373 .205 .597 1.00

Def7 357 .380 .270 .099 .545 .603 1.00

Def8 349 320 474 457 282 265 .165 1.00

Def9 276 233 .207 .017 .384 .279 .407 .204 1.00
Def10 327 249 156 .002 .409 .274 .409 .133 .698 1.00

The variables of definition contained 10 variables as showed in Figure 4.2.

076 —> DEF1

068 —> DEF2

079 —>3 DEF3

045 —3 DEF4

0.30 —> DEFS

087 — DEFG
DEF7F

AN
™
S~
056 — DEFE / '
4

0.30 —| DEF2

042 —> DEF10

Figure 4.2 CFA of definition of offense
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Table 4.22 Results of CFA on Definition of offense

Variables Factor loading SE T R®

DEF1 0.63 0.05 11.70 0.35
DEF2 0.66 0.06 10.95 0.39
DEF3 0.47 0.05 8.98 0.22
DEF4 0.34 0.04 3.69 0.04
DEF5 0.36 0.06 18.67 0.79
DEF6 0.83 0.06 13.78 0.46
DEF7 0.82 0.07 12.21 0.37
DEF8 0.35 0.04 6.05 0.10
DEF9 0.55 0.07 8.23 0.18
DEF10 0.60 0.07 8.77 0.20

*y?=15.34 ,df =17, p=0.57, GFI =0.99, CFI = 1.00 , RMSEA = 0.00
SRMR =0.025

From Table 4.22, the results of checking the model convergence showed
the Chi-square (y2 =15.34), df = 17, p = 0.57, GFI = 0.99, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA =
0.00, SRMR = 0.025). It was concluded that the inmate subculture model was
corresponded with the empirical data or the tools-created for defining offense could be
noticed from the 10 variables. The variable of there was no damage to neutralize for
self-survival in prison (DEF 6) was the highest weight followed by there was no
damage to neutralize if it does not damage or harm others (DEF 7), and there was no

damage to neutralize if the lie brings you money (DEF 2), respectively.
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2. Results of CFA on Labeling Theory

2.1 Labeled by family (Family)

Table 4.23 The values of correlation between variables noticed from FAM1-FAM5

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
FAM1 1.00

FAM2 475 1.00

FAM3 503 592 1.00

FAM4 319 491 476 1.00

FAM5 242 576 421 514 1.00

There were 5 variables of the Labeling Theory and they were observable in
Figure 4.3

050 —s| FAMIL '\\
FAMZ 0.53
055 —= —
.84
FaM13
D
087 —= FANMA — 0.78
0.88
057 —s| FAMS —

Figure 4.3 CFA of the Labeling Theory (Labeled by family/FAM)
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Table 4.24 Results of CFA on the Labeling Theory: labeled by family/FAM)

Variables Factor loading SE T R

FAM1 0.59 0.05 12.37 0.41
FAM2 0.84 0.05 16.48 0.57
FAM3 0.83 0.05 16.23 0.60
FAM4 0.78 0.06 13.26 0.41
FAM5 0.88 0.06 15.04 0.60

*y*= 133 ,df =2 ,p=0.51,GFI = 1.00, CFl = 1.00 , RMSEA =
0.00 ,SRMR =0.01

In Table 4.24, the results of checking the model convergence of variables

of the Labeling Theory and the empirical data showed the Chi-square (32 =1.33 ), df
=2,p=051,GFlI =100, CFl =1.00 ,RMSEA = 0.00 ,SRMR = 0.01. It was
concluded that the model was corresponded with the empirical data or the tools-

created for the variables of the Labeling theory and could be noticed from the 5

variables. The variables of your father and mother feel that you bring shame from your

offense and convicted of imprisonment (FAMS5) was the highest weight followed by a

Your father and mother see that you are troublemaker and bring them misery (FAM2)

and your father and mother see that you never create pride for them (FAMS3),

respectively.
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Table 4.25 The values of correlation between variables noticed from SOC1-SOC14

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
SOC1 1.00

SOC 2 427 1.00

SOC 3 423 552 1.00

SOC4 321 309 444 1.00

SOC5 -073 -065 -114 .009 1.00

SOC6 -045 -025 -113 -153 393 1.00

SOC7 189 168 100 -.002 .182 .346 1.00

SOC 8 264 289 210 .401 .008 -219 .041 1.00

SOC9 025 .097 -019 .099 211 313 266 .120 1.00

SOC 10 300 104 203 274 -094 -211 132 351 113 1.00

SOC11 -112  -074 -074 -043 194 316 .088 -117 .289 -046 1.00

SOC 12 -109 .023 -103 -144 299 542 250 -143 304 -181 524 1.00

SOC 13 -109 -048 -172 -127 296 531 .211 -159 413 -122 462 .740 1.00

SOC 14 -095 -034 -05 -081 .346 485 .156 -120 .373 -126 475 .701 .799 1.00

There were 11 variables of labeled by social and were observable in

Figure 4.4
0.97 —| SOC1
091 —| Soc4
0.19 —>| SOC5
0.95 —>| SOC6
0.21 —| SOC7
0.05 —>{ SOC9
0.79 —>| SOC11
0.29 —>| SOC12
0.52 —>| SOC13
0.64 —>| SOC14

Figure 4.4 CFA of the Labeling Theory: labeled by social with 11 variables

NNNR T 777
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Table 4.26 Results of CFA on the Labeling Theory: labeled by social

Variables Factor SE T R
loading

SOC1 0.32 0.05 2.26 0.10
SOC2 0.31 0.06 0.17 0.10
SOC4 0.30 0.05 1.92 0.10
SOC5 0.41 0.06 6.86 0.12
SOC6 0.76 0.06 12.96 0.38
SOC7 0.43 0.06 3.66 0.04
SOC9 0.58 0.06 9.37 0.24
SOC11 0.63 0.05 12.14 0.34
SOC12 0.36 0.05 20.99 0.80
SOC13 0.36 0.06 19.06 0.69
SOC14 0.31 0.06 17.55 0.61

*v?= 60.71, df = 45, p=0.06 , GFI = 1.00, CFl = 1.00 , RMSEA = 0.03 ,
SRMR =0.03

In Table 4.26, the results of checking the model convergence of variables
of the Labeling Theory and the empirical data showed the Chi-square (y2 =
60.71), df=45, p=0.06,GFI=1.00,CFI=1.00, RMSEA =0.03 , SRMR =0.03
. It was concluded that the model was corresponded with the empirical data. However,
from he observed variables, i.e. SOC 3, SOC 8 and SOC 10; there was factor loading
below 0.30 which unmet the condition. So, the three variables were disregarded from
the multiple regressions or in the other words, the tools created for the variables of the
Labeling Theory: labeled by social so 11 variables were observable. The variable of
Most people are unwilling to accept whoever offends as close friends (SOC6) has the
highest weight followed by Most people do not accept that whoever offends is
rehabilitated as the teacher of children and youth in school (SOC9) and Most people
do not employ whoever offends though trained by the process of
rehabilitation(SOC11)
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2.3 Labeled by the authorities (FUNC)

Table 4.27 The values of correlation between variables noticed from FUNC1-FUNC5

Variables 1 2 3 4 5
FUNC 1 1.00

FUNC 2 .689 1.00

FUNC 3 614 582 1.00

FUNC 4 593 .580 651 1.00

FUNC 5 567 550 577 663 1.00

There were 5 variables of the Labeling Theory observable from Figure 4.6

0.68 —s FUNC1

™~

0.75 —s FUNCZ e

0.8%
0.61 —>s FUNC13 |e

0.9% '
049 — FUMC4 " 084

0.97
0.65 —s| FuNCs e

0.91

Figure 4.5 CFA of the labeling Theory: labeled by the authorities
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Table 4.28 Results of CFA on the labeling Theory: labeled by the authorities

Variables Factor loading SE T R

FUNC1 0.91 0.06 16.28 0.55
FUNC2 0.89 0.06 15.51 0.51
FUNC3 0.99 0.06 17.82 0.62
FUNC4 0.64 0.05 19.22 0.69
FUNC5 0.97 0.06 17.28 0.59

*y?= 785, df=4,p=0.097 ,GFI =0.99, CFI = 1.00, RMSEA = 0.049 ,
SRMR =0.01

In Table 4.28, the results of checking the model convergence of variables
of the Labeling Theory regarding labeled by the authorities and the empirical data
showed the Chi-squarey2 = 7.85, df =4, p =0.097 ,GFI =0.99, CFl = 1.00, RMSEA
=0.049 uwez SRMR = 0.01.

It was concluded that the model was corresponded with the empirical data
or the tools-created for the variables of the Labeling theory on labeled by the
authorities and could be noticed from the 5 variables. The variables of the authorities
see that inmates ever violating the prison disciplines that they are ready to violate laws
and to be trouble makers all the time (FUNC 3) had the highest weight, and then
followed by the authorities have personal prejudice in judging inmates’ offense
(FUNC 5) and The authorities see that inmates are always troublemakers (FUNC 1),

respectively.
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Part 4.3.2 Results of analyzing factors influencing inmate subcultures

Test of Hypothesis 1: The variables of Differential Association Theory,
the variables of Labeling Theory and the variables of Subculture Theory in prison
argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by offense have been
found as below.

Table 4.29 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures which separated the variables of
Differential Association Theory, the variables of Labeling Theory and the variables of
Subculture Theory into 8 variables of the independent variables involving 1) definition
of offense, 2) duration of grouping, 3) intensity of relation within group, 4) labeled by
family, 5) labeled by social, 6) labeled by the authorities, 7) values and belief in the

group and 8) group status and roles. Results were in Table 4.29.

Table 4.29 The values of correlation between variables predicting factors influencing

inmate subcultures

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

SUBCULTURE 1.00
DEF: definition of offense) .302** 1.00

DUR: duration of grouping -.043 0.06 1.00

INT: intensity of relation .124* .199** .232**  1.00

within group

FAM: labeled by family .098 .196** 018  116* 1.00

SOC: labeled by social .098 .186** -.081 122* .072 1.00

FUNC: labeled by the .225** 24T -.059 178** 084 372**  1.00

authorities

SUB: values and belief in .312** 494%* -.002 .083 .168* A77** .292%* 1.00

the group

STA: group status and roles -171" -.087 -.045 .028 -.096 .007 -.014 -.095 1.00

** p< .01, * p< .05

Table 4.29 showed the test of the values of correlation between variables
predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures and it was found that factors having

statistical significant relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures were
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definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, labeled by the authorities,
values and belief within group and group status and roles.

Table 4.30 Results of analyzing multiple regressions to predict inmate subcultures

Independent Variables B SE t p-value
Constant 2.69
DEF: definition of offense 0.14 0.05 2.90 0.049*
DUR: duration of grouping -0.011 0.01 -1.53 0.007*
INT: intensity of relation within group  0.0049 0.00 1.67 0.002*
FAM: labeled by family 0.02 004 054 0.037*
SOC: labeled by social -0.03 0.06 -0.49 0.062
FUNC: labeled by the authorities 0.074 0.03 2.30 0.032*
SUB: values and belief in the group 0.033 0.01 3.26 0.010*
STA: group status and roles -0.26 0.09 -3.04 0.086
R®=.17
*p<.05

In Table 4.30, the results of analyzing multiple regressions in predicting
the inmate subcultures with 8 variables; it was found that all the variables could
predict inmate subcultures at 17.0%. (R Square = .17). The influential factors were
definition of offense, duration of grouping, intensity of relation within group, labeled
by family, labeled by the authorities, values and belief within group (Sig = 0.049*
,0.007*, 0.002*, 0.037*, 0.032* and 0.010*). The variable having the direction of
reverse variation with inmate subculture was duration of grouping (Beta = -0.011).
Meaning, the longer duration of grouping, their inmate subcultures would be less
expressed. On the contrary, other variables, i.e. definition of offense, intensity of
relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by the authorities, values and belief
within group had relationship in the same direction with the inmate subcultures(Beta =
0.014 , 0.0049 ,0.02 , 0.074 and 0.033). Meaning, inmates strongly complied with
definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by
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the authorities, values and belief within group had relationship in the same direction
with the inmate subcultures.

In summary, the most influential variable was definition of offense,
followed by labeled by the authorities, values and belief within group. However, all

variables slightly influenced the inmate subcultures.

Table 431 The wvalues of correlations between variables predicting factors

influencing inmate subculture on prison argot

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense 154" 1
3. duration of grouping .040 .060 1
4. intensity of relation - - -
.160 199 .232 1
within group
5. labeled by family 011 196 018 -.116" 1
6. labeled by social -.025 186" -.081 122" 072 1
7. labeled by the - - -
. .068 247 -.059 178 .084 372 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the . - - " -
227 494 -.002 .083 .168 177 .292 1
group
9. group status and roles -.090 -.087 -.045 .028 -.096 .007 -.014 -095 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.31 showed the test of the values of correlation between variables
predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot and it was found that
factors having statistical significant relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures

were definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, values and belief in the

group.
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Table 4.32 The test of correlation values between the variables predicting the

influences on inmate subcultures on symbolization (symbolic)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9
1.symbolic /symbolization 1
2. definition of offense 2417 1
3. duration of grouping .035 .060 1
4. |n_ten_5|ty of relation 056 199™ 930" 1
within group
5. labeled by family 1117 196" .018 -116" 1
6. labeled by social .039 186" -.081 122" 072 1
7 labeled by the 169" 247"  -059 178" 084 372"
authorities ' ' ’ ’ ’ '
Sy e 24 404 -002 083 168" 177" 1
9. group status and roles - -
130™ -.087 -.045 .028 -.096 .007 095 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.32 showed the test of the values of correlation between variables

predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot and it was found that

factors having statistical significant relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures

were definition of offense, labeled by family, labeled by the authorities, values and

belief in the group, and group status and roles.

Table 4.33 The test of correlation values between the variables predicting the

influences on inmate subcultures on violation of prison rules

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9
1. Violation of prison rules 1
2. definition of offense .313™ 1
3. duration of grouping -.087 .060 1
4. intensity of relation . - -
110 .199 232 1
within group
5. labeled by family .079 196" 018 -.116" 1
6. labeled by social 103" .186™ -.081 122" 072 1
7. labeled by the - - - -
. 261 247 -.059 178 .084 372
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - "
261 494 -.002 .083 .168 A77 1
group
9. group status and roles -.186" -.087 -.045 .028 -.096 .007 -095 1

** p< 01, * p< .05
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Table 4.33 showed the test of the values of correlation between variables
predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot and it was found that
factors having statistical significant relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures
were definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, labeled by social, labeled

by the authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status and roles.

Table 4.34 The test of correlation values between the variables predicting the influences on

inmate subcultures on grouping by offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.Grouping by
offense/same case

ok

2. definition of offense .169 1
3. duration of grouping -123" .060 1
4. intensity of relation - -
o -.005 199 232 1
within group
5. labeled by family 119 .196™ .018 -116 1
6. labeled by social 1217 .186™ -.081 122" 072 1
7. labeled by the " " - -
157 .247 -.059 178 .084 372 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - i -
.243 494 -.002 .083 .168 A77 292 1
group
9. group status and roles -1107 -.087 -.045 .028 -.096 .007 -.014 -.095 1

**p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.34 showed the test of the values of correlation between variables
predicting factors influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot and it was found that
factors having statistical significant relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures
were definition of offense, duration of grouping, labeled by family, labeled by social,
labeled by the authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status and roles.
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Table 4.35 illustrated the tests of influences about prison argot,
symbolization, violation of prison rules, and grouping by offense. Findings were:

All of variables could predict the prison argot at 18% (R Square =
.18). The influential variables were definition of offense, duration of grouping,
intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by social, labeled by the
authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status and roles (Sig = 0.043*
,0.009*, 0.000*, 0.047*,0.049*,0.041*, 0.013* and 0.010*). Variables having reverse
variation with the inmate subcultures were duration of grouping, labeled by family,
labeled by social, and group status and roles (Beta = -0.11, -0.29 , -0.65 and-0.48).
Meaning, if inmates had long duration of grouping, strongly labeled by social and
family with active group status and roles; their subcultures would be less expressed.
On the other hand, other variables i.e. definition of offense, intensity of relation within
group, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief in the group had the same
direction of the inmate subcultures (Beta = 0.59, 0.82, 0.09 and 0.63). Meaning,
inmates strongly complied with definition of offense, intensity of relation within
group, labeled by the authorities and values and belief in the group; will actively
displayed inmate subcultures. However, all variables slightly influenced the inmate
subcultures.

All of variables could predict the symbolization at 10% (R Square =
.10). The influential variables were definition of offense, duration of grouping,
intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by the authorities, values
and belief in the group, and group status and roles(Sig = 0.043* ,0.009*, 0.003%*,
0.048*,0.041*, 0.013* and 0.010*). The variable having reverse variation with the
inmate subcultures was only the group status and roles (Beta = -0.02). Meaning, if
inmates had active group status and roles; their subcultures would be less displayed.
On the contrary, other variables, i.e. definition of offense, duration of grouping,
intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by social, labeled by the
authorities, and values and belief in the group had the same direction of the inmate
subcultures(Beta = 0.37 , 0.45,0.15, 0.94 , 0.03 and 0.41). Meaning, inmates having
compliance with definition of offense, duration of grouping, intensity of relation
within group, labeled by family, labeled by social, labeled by the authorities, and
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values and belief in the group; would actively displayed their inmate subcultures.
However, all variables slightly influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the violation of prison rules at 18%
(R Square = .18). The influential variables were definition of offense, duration of
grouping, intensity of relation within group, labeled by social, labeled by the
authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status and roles(Sig = 0.049*
,0.010*,  0.004*,0.057*, 0.045*,0.014* and 0.012*). Variables having reverse
variation with the inmate subcultures were duration of grouping, labeled by social, and
group status and roles (Beta = -0.40, -0.47 and -0.52). Meaning, inmate with long
duration of grouping, strongly labeled by social and active group status and roles;
would less express their subcultures. On the other hand, other variables i.e. definition
of offense, intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by the
authorities, and values and belief in the group had the same direction of the inmate
subcultures (Beta = 0.85, 0.32, 0.09, 0.37 and 0.67). Meaning, inmates with strong
definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, labeled by family, labeled by
the authorities, and values and belief in the group; would actively displayed their
subcultures. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict grouping by offense at 10% (R Square
=.10). The influential variables were duration of grouping, intensity of relation within
group, labeled by family, labeled by social, labeled by the authorities, values and
belief in the group, and group status and roles(Sig = 0.009*%,  0.003*,
0.049*,0.042*,0.042*, 0.013* and 0.011*). Variables having reverse variation with the
inmate subcultures were duration of grouping, intensity of relation within group, and
group status and roles (Beta = -0.43, -0.15 and -0.81). Meaning, inmate with long
duration of grouping, strong intensity of relation within group, and active group status
and roles; would less express their subcultures. On the other hand, other variables i.e.
labeled by family, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief in the group had the
same direction of the inmate subcultures (Beta = 0.29, 0.84, 0.21 and 0.07).Meaning,
inmates with strong labeled by family, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief
in the group; would actively displayed their subcultures. However, all variables

tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.
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Part 4.3.3 Factors influencing inmate subculture distributed by Variables

Test of Hypothesis 2: Inmates with different age during their first offense
and frequency of offense differently influenced the variables of differential
association, labeling, and inmate subcultures.

3.1 The age during first offense was divided into two phases, i.e. younger
than 30 years old and older than 30 years old. The results of testing correlation values

between factors of inmate subcultures were showed in Table 4.36 — Table 4.45.

Table 4.36 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate subculture on
prison argot with the samples aged younger than 30 years on the first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense 128" 1
3. duration of grouping .005 777 1
4. intensity of relation - - -
o .156 218 429 1

within group
5. labeled by family 025 214 -.045 -.151" 1
6. labeled by social -.035 116 047 .168™ .048 1
7. labeled by the n - . -

» .103 277 -.030 .239 .136 409 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - ” -
.209 531 .097 .091 212 157 316 1

group

9. group status and roles -.104 -.016 -.073 .049 -.108 .083 -.028 -.061 1

**p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.36 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
influencing prison argot as inmate subculture and samples aged younger than 30 years
old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship at 0.05
levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, intensity of relation within

group and values and belief in the group.
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Table 4.37 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate subculture on
prison argot with the samples aged older than 30 years on the first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense 190" 1
3. duration of grouping .103 -.081 1
4. intensity of relation 162 108 -.089 1
within group
5. labeled by family -.018 161 110 -.041 1
6. labeled by social -.011 3257 -282"  -018 121 1
7. labeled by the - .
authorities -.034 .140 -.109 -.042 048 .260 1
8 valuesandbeliefinthe  ,eee g5 157 086 075 222" 26 1
group
9-group stats and roles - _ 5 244" -005  -.020 o T2 032  -175 1

**p<.01, *p<.05

Table 4.37 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
influencing prison argot as inmate subculture and samples aged older than 30 years old
at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship at 0.05

levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense and values and belief in the
group.

Table 4.38 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate

subculture on symbolization with the samples with ages younger than 30 years old at
first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. symbolic 1
/symbolization
2. definition of offense 143" 1
3. duration of grouping -.008 2777 1
4. intensity of relation - -
o 025 218 429 1

within group
5. labeled by family 117 214 -.045 -151" 1
6. labeled by social 017 116 047 .168™ 048 1
7. labeled by the - ” - . -

. .208 277 -.030 239 136 409 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - - -
.188 531 .097 .091 212 157 .316 1

group

9. group status and roles -127° -.016 -.073 .049 -.108 .083 -.028 -061 1

** p< .01, * p< .05
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illustrated the wvalues of correlation between variables

influencing symbolization as inmate subculture and samples aged younger than 30

years old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship at

0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, labeled by the authorities,

values and belief in the group, and group status and roles.

Table 4.39 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate subculture

on symbolization with the samples with ages older than 30 years old at first offense

Variables 1 4 7 8 9
1. symbolic /symbolization 1
2. definition of offense 4017 1
3. duration of grouping 112 -.081 1
4. intensity of relation
L .108 .108 -.089 1
within group
5. labeled by family .099 161 110 -.041 1
6. labeled by social .068 3257 -282"  -018 121 1
7. labeled by the - -
. .060 .140 -.109 -.042 .260 1
authorities .048
8. values and belief in the - . . .
.356 425 -157 .056 .075 222 226 1
group
9. group status and roles - -
-135 -.244 -.005 -.020 071 -172 .032 -175 1
** p< 01, * p< .05
Table 4.39 illustrated the values of correlation between variables

influencing symbolization as inmate subculture and samples aged older than 30 years

old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship at 0.05

levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, and values and belief in the

group.
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Table 4.40 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate
subculture on violation of prison rules with the samples with ages younger than 30
years old at first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison 1
rules
2. definition of offense 268" 1
3. duration of grouping -.145" A777 1
4. intensity of relation - -
. 118 .218 429 1
within group
5. labeled by family .083 214 -.045 -151" 1
6. labeled by social 077 116 047 .168™ .048 1
7. labeled by the o o - . .
.. .251 277 -.030 239 136 409 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - . - o -
237 531 .097 .091 212 157 316 1
group
9. group status and roles -.187" -.016 -.073 .049 -.108 .083 -.028 -061 1
** p< 01, * p< .05
Table 4.40 illustrated the values of correlation between variables

influencing violation of prison rules as inmate subculture and samples aged younger
than 30 years old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance
relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, duration of

grouping, labeled by the authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status
and roles.
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Table 4.41 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate subculture on
violation of prison rules with the samples with ages older than 30 years old at first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison rules 1
2. definition of offense 380" 1
3. duration of grouping .013 -.081 1
4. |n_ten.S|ty of relation 070 108 - 089 1
within group
5. labeled by family .070 161 110 -.041 1
6. labeled by social 148 3257 -.282" -.018 121 1
/- labeled by the 2777 140 100 -042 ) 260" 1
authorities .048
8. values and belief in the 312 195" 157 056 075 299" 296" 1
group
9- group status and roles 179° -244" 005 -020 P I 032  -175 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.41 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
influencing violation of prison rules as inmate subculture and samples aged more than
30 years old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship
at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, duration of grouping,

labeled by the authorities, values and belief in the group, and group status and roles.

Table 4.42 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate subculture on
violation of prison rules with the samples with ages younger than 30 years old at first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense 1247 1
3. duration of grouping -.260" A777 1
4. |n_ten.S|ty of relation - 059 218" 129" 1
within group
5. labeled by family 1227 214" -.045 1517 1
6. labeled by social 078 116 .047 .168™ .048 1
/- labeled by the 174" 2777 -030 239" 136" 400" 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the 195 531" 097 091 219" 157" 316™ 1
group
9. group status and roles -.094 -.016 -.073 .049 -.108 .083 -.028 -061 1

** p< 01, * p< .05
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Table 4.42 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
influencing violation of prison rules as inmate subculture and samples aged younger
than 30 years old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance
relationship at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of values and belief in the group,
definition of offense, duration of grouping, labeled by family, labeled by the
authorities, and group status and roles.

Table 4.43 The test of the correlation values between the factors of inmate
subculture on violation of prison rules with the samples with ages older than 30 years
old at first offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense .264™ 1
3. duration of grouping .075 -.081 1
4. intensity of relation
. 123 .108 -.089 1
within group
5. labeled by family 113 161 110 -.041 1
6. labeled by social 212" 3257 -.282" -.018 121 1
7. labeled by the - -
" 115 .140 -.109 -.042 .260 1
authorities 048
8. values and belief in the - - . .
.345 425 -.157 .056 .075 222 .226 1
group
9. group status and roles . -
-.144 -.244 -.005 -.020 -.172 .032 =175 1

071

** p< .01, * p< .05

Table 4.43 illustrated the values of correlation between variables
influencing violation of prison rules as inmate subculture and samples aged older than
30 years old at first offense and found that they had statistical significance relationship
at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of values and belief in the group, definition of

offense, duration of grouping, labeled by social and group status and roles.
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Table 4.44 adopted 8 independent variables, i.e. 1) definition of offense,
2) duration of grouping, 3) intensity of relation within group, 4) labeled by family,
5) labeled by social, c) labeled by the authorities, 7) values and belief in the group, and
8) group status and roles with dependent variables of 1) prison argot, 2) symbolization,
3) violation of prison rules, and 4) grouping by offense in order to test their differences
on influences between the independent variables and dependent variables through
applying moderator variables of age at first offense, which were the group of younger

than 30 years old and the older than 30 years old. Results were:
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Table 4.44 showed the tests on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping
by offense with samples aged younger than 30 years at first offense and found that:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates were younger than 30 years old at first offense at 8.9% (R Square = .089).
The influential variables were intensity of relation within group and values and belief
in the group (Sig = 0.0048* and 0.016*). Both variables had the same direction with
the inmate subculture of prison argot (Beta = 0.20 and 0.20). Meaning, inmates with
strong intensity of relation within group and values and belief in the group, actively
expressed their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously
influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates were younger than 30 years old at first offense at 8.2% (R Square = .082). The
influential variable was just labeled by the authorities (Sig = 0.014*). It had the same
direction with the inmate subculture of symbolization (Beta = 0.18). Meaning, inmates
with strong labeled by the authorities actively expressed their inmate subcultures of
symbolization. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates were younger than 30 years old at first offense at 20% (R Square =
.20). The influential variables were definition of offense, duration of grouping,
intensity of relation within group and group status and roles (Sig = 0.046*, 0.015%*,
0.005 and 0.017*). Duration of grouping, intensity of relation within group and group
status and roles had reverse variation with the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules (Beta = -0.27 and -0.20). Meaning, inmates with long duration of grouping and
active group status and roles less expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of
prison rules. On the contrary, the variables of definition of offense and intensity of
relation within group had the same direction of violation of prison rules (Beta=0.19
and 0.17). Meaning, inmates with strong definition of offense and intensity of relation
within group explicitly expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison rules.

However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.
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All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates were younger than 30 years old at first offense at 14% (R Square = .14).
The influential variables was just duration of grouping (Sig = 0.012%*). It had reverse
variation with the inmate subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta = -0.30).
Meaning, the more prolong duration of grouping had grouped with petty offense
whereas the variables of values and belief within group had the same direction with
grouping by offense (Beta = 0.15). Meaning, inmate strongly adhered to values and
belief strongly expressed inmate subculture of grouping by offense. However, all

variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.
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Table 4.45 displayed the tests on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping
by offense with samples aged older than 30 years at first offense. Results were:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates were older than 30 years old at first offense at 13% (R Square = .13). The
influential variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.024*). The
variable had the same direction with the inmate subculture of prison argot (Beta =
0.27). Meaning, inmates with strong values and belief in the group, actively expressed
their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously influenced
the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates were older than 30 years old at first offense at 24% (R Square = .24). The
influential variables were definition of offense and values and belief within group (Sig
= 0.024* and 0.024*). Both variables had the same direction with the inmate
subculture of symbolization (Beta = 0.31 and 0.25). Meaning, inmates with strong
definition of offense actively expressed their inmate subcultures of symbolization but
the influence was just moderate. Inmates with strong values and belief in the group
actively expressed their inmate subcultures of symbolization. However, all variables
tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates were older than 30 years old at first offense at 23% (R Square =
.23). The influential variables were definition of offense and labeled by the authorities
(Sig = 0.015* and 0.025*). Both variables had the same direction with the inmate
subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta = 0.27 and 0.23). Meaning, inmates with
strongly agreed with definition of offense and labeled by the authorities, actively
expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison rules. However, all variables
tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates were older than 30 years old at first offense at 19% (R Square = .19).
The influential variables were duration of grouping and values and belief within group
(Sig = 0.012* and 0.02*). Both variables had the same direction with the inmate
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subculture of grouping by offense (Beta = 0.18 and 0.28). Meaning, inmates with long
duration of grouping and strong grouping by offense, actively expressed their inmate
subcultures of grouping by offense. However, all variables tenuously influenced the
inmate subcultures.

3.2 The variables of offense frequency were divided into the first time
offense and more-than-one-time offense. The results of testing correlation values

between factors of inmate subcultures were showed in Table 4.46 — Table 4.55.

Table 4.46 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on
prison argot with inmates of first time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense .103 1
3. duration of grouping .018 .042 1
4. |n_ten_5|ty of relation 086 o071 -083 1
within group
5. labeled by family .004 1937 161" -.091 1
6. labeled by social -.019 116 -210" 107 .017 1
7. labeled by the 009 119 1260417 -.037 3207 1
authorities
g'rg’jr')“es andbeliefinthe 19+ 469" 049 -006 096 091 2057 1
9. group status and roles -.099 -.072 -074 .056 -1677 013 -.069 -059 1

** p< .01, * p< .05

Table 4.46 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot with inmates of first time offense and
found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with

inmate subculture of values and belief within group.
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Table 4.47 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on prison
argot with inmates of more-than-one-time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense 2107 1
3. duration of grouping 071 .076 1
4. intensity of relation oa1™ 344 595" 1
within group
5. labeled by family -.005 139 -211" -.180" 1
6. labeled by social -,060 287" 141 128 144 1
7. labeled by the 147 4427 042 2377 252 a3t 1
authorities
8 ;f(';%s and beliefinthe - 513" 066 172" 257" 319" 422" 1
9. group status and roles -.068 -.096 .004 .006 .030 .005 .098 =147 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.47 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot with inmates of more-than-one-time
offense and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05
levels with inmate subculture of definition of offense, intensity of relation within
group and values and belief within group.

Table 4.48 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on
symbolization with inmates of first time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Symbolization 1
2. definition of offense 2127 1
3. duration of grouping .078 .042 1
4. |n_ten_S|ty of relation 008 o071 083 1
within group
5. labeled by family .090 .193™ 1617 -.091 1
6. labeled by social -.010 116 -210” .107 017 1
7. labeled by the - -
authorities .098 119 -.126 117 -.037 329 1
8 ;f(')‘d%s and beliefinthe 51 7= 4697 -049 -006 096 091 2057 1
9. group status and roles 147 -.072 -074 .056 -.1677 013 -.069 -059 1

** < 01, * p< .05

Table 4.48 displayed the test of correlation values between factors influencing

inmate subcultures on symbolization with inmates of first time offense and found that the
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factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with inmate subculture of
definition of offense, values and belief within group, and group status and roles.

Table 4.49: Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

symbolization with inmates of more-than-one- time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Symbolization 1
2. definition of offense 268" 1
3. duration of grouping -.051 .076 1
4. intensity of relation 109 344" 595" 1
within group
5. labeled by family 127 139 -2117 -.180" 1
6. labeled by social 123 287" 141 .128 144 1
7. labeled by the 2007 442 042 2377 252 431 1
authorities
8 ;f(';%s andbeliefinthe 76+ 513v ogg 172" 2577 319 422" 1
9. group status and roles -.091 -.096 .004 .006 .030 .005 .098 -147 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.49 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on symbolization with inmates of more-than-one-time
offense and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05
levels with inmate subculture of definition of offense, labeled by the authorities and
values and belief within group.

Table 450 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

violation of prison rules with inmates of first time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison rules 1
2. definition of offense .284™ 1
3. duration of grouping -.063 .042 1
4. |n_ten_S|ty of relation 035 o071 083 1
within group
5. labeled by family .062 .193™ 1617 -.091 1
6. labeled by social .082 116 -.210" .107 017 1
7. labeled by the - . .
authorities .265 119 -.126 117 -.037 .329 1
8 ;f(')‘d%s andbeliefinthe o4~ 469" -049  -.006 096 091 2057 1
9. group status and roles -.1927 -.072 -074 .056 -167" 013 -.069 -059 1

** n< 01, * p< .05
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Table 4.50 displayed the test of correlation values between factors influencing inmate
subcultures on symbolization with inmates of first time offense and found that the
factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with inmate subculture

of definition of offense, values and belief within group and group status and roles.

Table 451 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

violation of prison rules with inmates of more-than-one- time offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison rules 1
2. definition of offense 3377 1
3. duration of grouping -.144 .076 1
4. intensity of relation . . -
. .205 .344 .595 1

within group
5. labeled by family .083 139 -2117 -.180" 1
6. labeled by social 123 287" 141 .128 144 1
7. labeled by the . o o - o

.. 224 442 .042 .237 .252 437 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - o . o o -
.264 513 .066 172 .257 .319 422 1

group

9. group status and roles -.166 -.096 .004 .006 .030 .005 .098 -147 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.51 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on violation of prison rules with inmates of more-than-
one-time offense and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance
at 0.05 levels with inmate subculture of definition of offense, intensity of relation

within group, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within group.
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Table 4.52  Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

grouping by offense with inmates of first time offense

Variables

3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense 193" 1
3. duration of grouping -.032 .042 1
4. |n_ten_5|ty of relation 055 o7 083 1
within group
5. labeled by family 077 1937 1617 -.091 1
6. labeled by social 135" 116 -210" .107 017 1
7. labeled by the 2027 119 1267 17 -037 329" 1
authorities
8 ;‘;‘(')LL'J‘;S andbeliefinthe o 469”049 -006 096 091 2057 1
9. group status and roles -112 -072 -074 .056 -1677 013 -.069 -059 1

** n< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.52 displayed the test of correlation values between factors

influencing inmate subcultures on grouping by offense with inmates of first time

offense and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05

levels with inmate subculture of definition of offense, labeled by social, labeled by the

authorities, and values and belief within group.

Table 4.53

grouping by offense with inmates of more-than-one-time offense

Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense .148 1
3. duration of grouping -.278" .076 1
4. intensity of relation 076 344" 595" 1
within group
5. labeled by family 197" 139 -211° -.180" 1
6. labeled by social .104 287" 141 .128 144 1
7. labeled by the 083 4427 042 237" 252" 43771
authorities
8. values and belief inthe )55+ 513" 066 172 257" 319 422"
group
9. group status and roles 112 -.096 .004 .006 .030 .005 .098 =147 1

** n< 01, * p< .05
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Table 4.53 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on grouping by offense with inmates of more-than-one-
time offense and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at
0.05 levels with inmate subculture of duration of grouping, labeled by family and
values and belief within group.

Tables 4.54-4.55 adopted the model of 8 independent variables, i.e. 1)
definition of offense, 2) duration of grouping, 3) intensity of relation within group, 4)
labeled by family, 5) labeled by social, ¢) labeled by the authorities, 7) values and
belief in the group, and 8) group status and roles with dependent variables of 1) prison
argot, 2) symbolization, 3) violation of prison rules, and 4) grouping by offense in
order to test their differences on influences between the independent variables and
dependent variables through applying moderator variables of offense frequency, which

were first time offense and more-than-one-time offense. Results were:



Ph.D. (Criminology, Justice Administration and Social) / 159

Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ.

TT = arenbs ¥ LT = alenbs Y 680" = arenbs ¥ 690 = akenbs Y

Arewwns Je101 Arewwns |e101 Arewwns Je101 Arewwns [e10]

¢T0  800- LT0- 9700 cro- 70 - ST0 cro- 620 - vT°0 0T°0- €20-
sa)o0J pue snyels dnotb 1S

7100 8T0 /€00 8100 10 1200 *x.T0°0 10 GE00 9100 €20 ¥S0°0
dnoub ay) ui Ja1jaq pue sanjeA :gNs

xEV0'0 €T'0 7800 *9170°0 .00 6T°0 €300 .00 1500 0500 S0°0- 7€0°0 -
sanLoyIne ay) Ag pajage] :ONN4

¥80°0 900 ¥80°0 70 G0'0-  9S00- 0T'0 S0'0- ¥.00- 1600 €0°0- €¥0°0 -
[e100s Ag pajage] :D0S

¥S0°0 00 GE0'0 100 €00 5000 9900 €00 8200 2900 €0°0- 6200 -
Ajwey Aq pajagel (N4

S1740] 700 8¢00°0 6500 T0'0 Tv000°0 9500 T0°0 T00°0 €500 0T0 /8000
dnoub ulynum uoneal Jo Alsusiul ;1 N|

0T0 TOO- T00°0 - vT°0 L00-  ¥100- €To L00 ¥10°0 [4N0] 200 9¥00°0
Buidno.b Jo uoneinp :¥NA

9900 .00 1900 x900°0 €T'0 120 1800 €T'0 ST'0 L1200 T0°0- 6,000 -
8sua}Jo Jo uoniulap :43a
LLT 2Le e €6'T UEISU0D

d  ewleg g d elag g d elag g d elag g
sa|qeldeA

asuayo Aq Buidnoib

s8|nJ uosiad Jo uone(oIA

uonezijoquAs

j06.e uosiid

9SUaYJ0 awil 1541} Jo sajdwies yum asuaplo Ag buidnoib

pue sajnJ uoskid Jo UONERIOIA ‘uonezijoquAs “06.1e uosiid Uo S8INYNdQNS a1ewUl JO SI1010B) ay) JO SeoUaN[JUl 8Y) UO JO IS8l  +S'¥ d|qel



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Quantitative Analysis /160

Table 4.54 displayed test of on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense with samples of first time offense. Results were:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates committed first time offense at 6.9% (R Square = .069). The influential
variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.016*). The variable had the
same direction with the inmate subculture of prison argot (Beta = 0.23). Meaning,
inmates with strong values and belief in the group, actively expressed their inmate
subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate
subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates committed first time offense at 8.9% (R Square = .089). The influential
variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.017*). The variable had the
same direction with the inmate subculture of symbolization (Beta = 0.14). Meaning,
inmates with strong values and belief in the group, actively expressed their inmate
subcultures of symbolization. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate
subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates committed first time offense at 17% (R Square = .17). The
influential variables were definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, values and
belief within group and group status and roles (Sig = 0.006*, 0.046*, 0.018* and
0.016*) The variables having the same direction with the inmate subculture of
violation of prison rules were definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, and
values and belief within group (Beta = 0.13, 0.07 and 0.14). Meaning, inmates with
strong definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within
group, actively expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison rules. On the
contrary, variables of group status and roles had reverse variation with the inmate
subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta = -0.12). Meaning, inmates with active
group status and roles, less expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison

rules. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.
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All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates committed first time offense at 11% (R Square = .11). The influential
variables were labeled by the authorities and values and belief within group (Sig =
0.043* and 0.014%*). Both variables had the same direction with the inmate subculture
of grouping by offense (Beta = 0.13 and 0.18). Meaning, inmates with strong labeled
by the authorities and values and belief in the group, actively expressed their inmate
subcultures of grouping by offense. However, all variables tenuously influenced the

inmate subcultures.



Quantitative Analysis / 162

Warissara Sirisutthidacha

Le =

alenbg Y

Arewwns Je1o1

¥z = arenbs Y
Arewwns Je1o1

T = alenbs Y
Arewwns Je1o1

T = arenbsg Y
Arewwns Je101

LT0O 800" 9T°0- 6T°0 vT0- €€0- 8T°0 80°0- 810~ 610 v0'0- 86070 - $9]0J puk snyels dnoib 1w LS
20 6T0 00 €20 0T'0 €200 x€20°0 €T0 6200 *720°0 8T°0 Zr00 dnoib sy} ut Ja1jaq pue sanfeA :gNs
G/00  800- 9500 - 800 500 L€0°0 8100 6T°0 10 €800 600 890°0 sanuoyine ayy Aq pajage| :ONN4
vT0 600 10 ST0 00 0900 ST0 €00 T70°0 - *9T0°0 670 1€0- [e100s Ad pajage] :00S
900 010 G800 7800 700 2000 6.00 €00 1200 G800 €00 €200 - Ajiwrey Aq pajage| (N4
2900 (450 9000 %9000 €0 1200 G900 600 TS000 | 69000 €20 y1000 | dnodB uryum uonejal Jo Ausuaut i NI
«/T00 G0 1500~ *8T0°0 LE0 890°0 - 8T°0 ANy 0200 - 6T°0 90°0- 1700~ furdnoib jo uoneinp :4naA
AN 200 1200 AN ST0 6T°0 AN 600 0T'0 €T0 90°0 €00 9SU8}J0 JO uoniulysp 434
€0'C 1€ 66'T o'z 1UelIsu0D

d epeg q d vlog q d vlag q d vlag q
sa|qelden

asuayo Aq buidnoib

sa|nJ uosiad Jo UoNB|OIA

uonezijoquAs

j06.e uosiid

9SUJJ0 awWI-suo-ueyl-aiow Jo sajdwes yim asuayo Aq Buidnoih

pue sajnJ uostd JO uoIne|oIA ‘uonezijoquiAs ‘J06Je uosiid Uo SainNIgNSs alewWUIl JO SI019B) SY) JO SBIUBNJJUI BU) UO JO 181 GGy d|qel



Fac. of Grad. Studies, Mahidol Univ. Ph.D. (Criminology, Justice Administration and Social) / 163

Table 4.55 showed the test of on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense with samples of more-than-one-time offense. Results were:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates committed more than one time offense at 13% (R Square = .18). The
influential variables were intensity of relation within group, labeled by social, and
values and belief within group (Sig = 0.0069*, 0.016* and 0.024*). The variables of
intensity of relation within group, and values and belief within group having the same
direction of relationship with the inmate subculture of argot (Beta = 0.23, and 0.18).
Meaning, inmates with strong intensity of relation within group, and values and belief
within group, actively expressed their inmate subcultures of prison argot. On the
contrary, variables of strong labeled by social had reverse variation with the inmate
subculture of prison argot (Beta = -0.19). Meaning, inmates with strong labeled by
social, less expressed their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables
tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates committed more than one time offense at 14% (R Square = .14). The
influential variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.023*). The
variable had the same direction with the inmate subculture of symbolization (Beta =
0.13). Meaning, inmates with strong values and belief in the group, actively expressed
their inmate subcultures of symbolization. However, all variables tenuously influenced
the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates committed more than one time offense at 24% (R Square = .24).
The influential variables were duration of grouping, and intensity of relation within
group (Sig = 0.018*, and 0.006*).The variables of duration of grouping had reverse
variation on relationship with the inmate subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta =
0.37,). Meaning, inmates with long duration of grouping, would less violate prison
rules. On the contrary, variables of strong intensity of relations within group had the
same direction of relationship with the inmate subculture of violation of prison rules

(Beta = -0.34). Meaning, inmates with strong intensity of relation within group,
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strongly violated prison rules. However, all variables moderately influenced the inmate
subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates committed more than one time offense at 17% (R Square = .17). The
influential variable was just duration of grouping (Sig = 0.017*). The variable had the
reverse variation with the inmate subculture of grouping by offense (Beta = 0.35).
Meaning, inmates with long duration of grouping, passively expressed their inmate
subcultures of grouping by offense. However, all variables moderately influenced the

inmate subcultures.

3.3 The variables of Case were divided into drugs and other cases.
Results of testing correlation between factors of inmate subcultures were showed in
Tables 4.56-4.65

Table 456  Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

prison argot with inmates of drug offense

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense 152" 1
3. duration of grouping -.009 -.085 1
4. |n_ten_S|ty of relation 139" 034 038 1
within group
5. labeled by family .029 158" .040 -.110 1
6. labeled by social -.047 2297 2217 1437 .103 1
7. labeled by the " ox - -
authorities -.013 132 -.183 -.003 165 .369 1
8. ;f(')‘d%s andbeliefinthe — jgg 55 o059 029 1827 1397 2327 1
9. group status and roles -135 -.066 -.031 .034 -.091 072 -.042 -160° 1

** p< .01, * p< .05

Table 4.56 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on prison argot with inmates of drug offense and found
that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with inmate
subcultures of definition of offense, intensity of relation within group, values and

belief within group, and group status and roles.
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Table 4.57 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on prison

argot with inmates of other offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Prison argot 1
2. definition of offense .148 1
3. duration of grouping 133 3297 1
4. intensity of relation . - -
L 193 .350 .568 1

within group
5. labeled by family -.032 218" -.027 -.115 1
6. labeled by social 014 124 2417 120 .031 1
7. labeled by the . - N o -

. 181 415 175 .329 -.016 .382 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - . . . -
.283 420 107 175 163 244 377 1

group

9. group status and roles -.048 -134 -.073 .035 -.142 -.085 .025 -.012 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.57 displayed the test of correlation values between factors influencing

inmate subcultures on prison argot with inmates of other offenses and found that the factors

had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with inmate subcultures of intensity of

relation within group, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within group.

Table 458 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

symbolization with inmates of drug offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Symbolization 1
2. definition of offense .249™ 1
3. duration of grouping .022 -.085 1
4. intensity of relation
o .109 .034 -.038 1

within group
5. labeled by family .083 158" .040 -.110 1
6. labeled by social .059 229™ -221" 143" .103 1
7. labeled by the * - - -

- .103 132 -.183 -.003 .165 .369 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - . .
.307 .555 -.059 -.029 182 139 232 1

group

9. group status and roles -.155" -.066 -.031 .034 -.091 .072 -.042 -.160" 1

**p< 01, * p< .05
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Table 4.58 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on symbolization with inmates of drug offenses and
found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with
inmate subcultures of definition of offense, values and belief within group and group
status and roles.

Table 459  Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on
symbolization with inmates of other offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Symbolization 1
2. definition of offense 2177 1
3. duration of grouping .058 3297 1
4. intensity of relation s o
within group .028 .350 .568 1
5. labeled by family 126 .218™ -.027 -115 1
6. labeled by social .009 124 2417 120 .031 1
7. labeled by the x - . . -
authorities .266 415 175 .329 -.016 .382 1
8 ;f(')‘d%s and beliefinthe  ;¢,- 4207107 175" 1637 2447 37771
9. group status and roles -.119 -.134 -.073 .035 -.142 -.085 .025 -.012 1

** n< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.59 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on symbolization with inmates of other offenses and
found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with
inmate subcultures of definition of offense, labeled by the authorities and values and
belief within group.
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Table 4.60  Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

violation of prison rules with inmates of drug offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison 1
rules
2. definition of offense 2777 1
3. duration of grouping -.165™ -.085 1
4. intensity of relation
o .093 .034 -.038 1
within group
5. labeled by family .041 158" .040 -.110 1
6. labeled by social 1317 2297 -221" 143" .103 1
7. labeled by the - . - - -
216 132 -.183 -.003 165 .369 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - . -
.295 .555 -.059 -.029 182 139 232 1
group
9. group status and roles -.220" -.066 -.031 .034 -.091 072 -.042 -160° 1

** p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.60 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on violation of prison rules with inmates of drug
offenses and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05
levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, duration of grouping, labeled
by social, labeled by the authorities, values and belief within group and group status

and roles.
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Table 4.61 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

violation of prison rules with inmates of other offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Violation of prison 1
rules
2. definition of offense 366" 1
3. duration of grouping .049 .329™ 1
4. intensity of relation - -
o 128 .350 .568 1

within group
5. labeled by family 137 .218™ -.027 -115 1
6. labeled by social 061 124 2417 120 031 1
7. labeled by the . . N o -

. .318 415 175 329 -.016 .382 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - N « - x
216 420 107 175 .163 244 377 1

group

9. group status and roles -.146 -134 -.073 .035 -.142 -.085 .025 -.012 1

**p< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.61 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on violation of prison rules with inmates of other
offenses and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05
levels with inmate subcultures of definition of offense, duration of grouping, labeled
by the authorities, and values and belief within group.

Table 4.62 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

grouping by offense with inmates of drug offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense 247 1
3. duration of grouping -.150 -.085 1
4. intensity of relation
L .078 .034 -.038 1

within group
5. labeled by family 070 158" .040 -110 1
6. labeled by social 133" 229™ -221" 143" .103 1
7. labeled by the o * - - -

. 197 132 -.183 -.003 .165 .369 1
authorities
8. values and belief in the - - - . -
274 .555 -.059 -.029 .182 139 232 1

group

9. group status and roles -122 -.066 -.031 .034 -.091 072 -.042 -.160" 1

** p< .01, * p< .05
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Table 4.62 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on grouping by offense with inmates of drug offenses
and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with
inmate subcultures of definition of offense, duration of grouping, labeled by social,

labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within group.

Table 4.63 Test of correlation values between factors of inmate subcultures on

grouping by offense with inmates of other offenses

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Grouping by offense 1
2. definition of offense .053 1
3. duration of grouping -.082 3297 1
4. intensity of relation - o
within group -.063 .350 .568 1
5. labeled by family 166" 218" -.027 -115 1
6. labeled by social .102 124 2417 120 .031 1
7. labeled by the - . - -
authorities .108 415 175 329 -.016 .382 1
8 ;f(')‘d%s and beliefinthe 5, 420" 107 1757 1637 2447 37771
9. group status and roles -.110 -.134 -.073 .035 -.142 -.085 .025 -.012 1

** n< 01, * p< .05

Table 4.63 displayed the test of correlation values between factors
influencing inmate subcultures on grouping by offense with inmates of other offenses
and found that the factors had relationship by statistical significance at 0.05 levels with
inmate subcultures of labeled by family and values and belief within group.

Tables 4.64-4.65 adopted the model of 8 independent variables, i.e.
1) definition of offense, 2) duration of grouping, 3) intensity of relation within group,
4) labeled by family, 5) labeled by social, c) labeled by the authorities, 7) values and
belief in the group, and 8) group status and roles with dependent variables of 1) prison
argot, 2) symbolization, 3) violation of prison rules, and 4) grouping by offense in
order to test their differences on influences between the independent variables and
dependent variables through applying moderator variables of case, which were drug
and other offense. Results were:
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Table 4.64 displayed test of on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense with samples of drug offense. Results found that:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates committed drug offense at 8.2 % (R Square = .082). The influential variable
was just intensity of relation within group (Sig = 0.011%*). The variable had the same
direction in relationship with the inmate subculture of prison argot (Beta = 0.16).
Meaning, inmates with strong intensity of relation within group, actively expressed
their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously influenced
the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates committed drug offense at 13 % (R Square = .13). The influential variable was
just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.011*). The variable had the same direction
in relationship with the inmate subculture of symbolization (Beta = 0.22). Meaning,
inmates with strong values and belief within group, actively expressed their inmate
subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate
subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates committed drug offense at 19 % (R Square = .19). The influential
variable were definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, values and belief within
group and group status and roles (Sig = 0.009*, 0.046*, 0.019* and 0.016%).
Definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within group
had the same direction in relationship with the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules (Beta = 0.16, 0.14 and 0.15). Meaning, inmates with strongly agreeing with
definition of offense, labeled by the authorities, and values and belief within group,
actively expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison rules. On the
contrary, the variable of group status and roles had reverse variation relationship with
the inmate subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta = 0.19). Meaning, inmates with
high group status and roles, actively expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of

prison rules. However, all variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.
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All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates committed drug offense at 13 % (R Square = .13). The influential
variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.016*). The variable had the
same direction in relationship with the inmate subculture of grouping by offense (Beta
= 0.16). Meaning, inmates with strong values and belief within group, actively
expressed their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously

influenced the inmate subcultures.
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Table 4.65 displayed test of on the influences of the factors of inmate
subcultures on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense with samples of other offenses. results showed that:

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of prison argot when
inmates committed other offense at 12 % (R Square = .12). The influential variable
was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.021*). The variable had the same
direction in relationship with the inmate subculture of grouping by offense (Beta =
0.28). Meaning, inmates with strong values and belief within group, actively expressed
their inmate subcultures of prison argot. However, all variables tenuously influenced
the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of symbolization when
inmates committed other offense at 13 % (R Square = .13). The influential variable was just
labeled by the authorities (Sig = 0.048*). The variable had the same direction in relationship
with the inmate subculture of symbolization (Beta = 0.30). Meaning, inmates with strong
labeled by the authorities, actively expressed their inmate subcultures of symbolization.
However, all variables moderately influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of violation of prison
rules when inmates committed other offense at 20 % (R Square = .20). The influential
variables were definition of offense and labeled by the authorities (Sig = 0.012* and
0.043*). The variables had the same direction in relationship with the inmate
subculture of violation of prison rules (Beta = 0.25 and 0.24). Meaning, inmates with
strongly agreeing with definition of offense and strong labeled by the authorities
actively expressed their inmate subcultures of violation of prison rules. However, all
variables tenuously influenced the inmate subcultures.

All of variables could predict the inmate subculture of grouping by offense
when inmates committed other offense at 9 % (R Square = .09). The influential
variable was just values and belief within group (Sig = 0.019*). The variable had the
same direction in relationship with the inmate subculture of grouping by offense (Beta
= 0.18). Meaning, inmates with strong values and belief within group, actively
expressed their inmate subcultures of symbolization. However, all variables tenuously

influenced the inmate subcultures.
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CHAPTER V
QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS

The study of the qualitative data is to explain the grouping descriptions of
some inmate groups who have created their group subcultures and affected their
members on prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense. This includes explaining inmate subculture adopted from outside prison or
created by pressures from prison. Also, this is to support and elaborate data gained
from the quantitative data for more completion and to know some details where the
questionnaire could not collect through applying in-depth interview conducted with
the leaders in prison, the prison administrators and the prison authorities. Results are

presented in both similar and different issues of various groups with details as below.

ISSUE 1: Definition of Inmate Subcultures

Subcultures have different meaning within the group context and social
and cultural environments. But, with the meaning by the prison community, it might
differ from outsiders. From interviewing the Prison Commander and the prison
authorities, it reflects two major groups of meaning about inmate subcultures.

Group 1: Inmate subculture is a form of living among inmates under the
prison environments different from the living of common people outside prison
regarding language, behavior or values adhered and inherited by inmates for long time

and it is not counted as violation of prison rules.

*“...Lifestyles of inmates differed by backgrounds and origins would be
differed by regions, ages, sexes and education and so on...”

(prison authority, age: 40)
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“...Assembling as a group or a home is targeted to prevent danger and
mutual dependency and when they group, they create their group culture...”

(prison authority, age: 55)

“...Prime culture mans progress, aesthetics, and thing made the group
grows. The inmate subculture could have been a group lifestyle, behavior or what

inmates create and use within their groups ...

(prison authority, age: 51)

Group 2: The inmate subculture is any deeds for others to accept, to see
the importance and to seek attention and is adhered for daily practices among inmates
for their survival and acceptance. Or, it is to follow the values of sub-society beside

normal conducts. It is likely the culture violating the prison rules.

*“...The inmate subculture is a concept, a code of conduct, a belief and
values created by inmates for adherence among members so that the group will have
higher status than other groups...”

(prison authority, age:47)

“...A culture of the old-wood inmates who behave as the leader of other
inmates and self-empowerment which other inmates dare not interfere...”

(prison authority, age:45)

ISSUE 2: Behaviors Counted Inmate Subcultures

All authorities accord that behaviors counted inmate subcultures are
communicative argot, tattooing, grouping to violate prison rules and grouping by
offense. However, the inmate subcultures involve the model of disciplinary violation
and evidently subject to prison punishment, i.e. illegal tattooing, and grouping to
violate prison rules such as grouping for fights, gambling, smuggling and so on.
On the other hand, the subcultures of prison argot/ prison slang and grouping by

offense.
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Though such descriptions might not violating prison disciplines but it is an identity
differed from the outside societies and sometimes used as a tool to violate the prison
disciplines.

In addition, the administrators and the authorities accord that other
behaviors counted inmate subcultures beside the four aspects involve:

Big Guy/influential - the wealthy inmate expressing dominion over other
inmates and likely employs inmates as servants, and fostering younger brothers to
show he has power, money and dominion over others.

The taxi - inmates without money and relatives but attempt to survive
though being employed by the wealthy inmates; they do everything such as washing,
massaging, working for others, messengers of smuggling things in to prison.
They spread to work for their hirers.

The shot — inmates favor to hurt themselves such as slitting, heading the
wall, and masochism (pain-lovers) and most are the young inmates.

The sexual deviant — the homosexual inmates and inmates call them
“younger brothers” who are fostered by the wealthy inmates.

The samurai — the aggressive inmate groups, harming other inmates
without causes or conflicts or dispute but they do by hiring such as hired to collect
loans and harming others.

The petitioner — inmates who often file petitions to charge the authorities
not to interfere if they make mistakes or plot to offend; most petitions are about
rigidity and strictness of the authorities and false charges so that the authority will be
removed and they can make mistake easier.

The imitator — inmates who favor to follow prison fashions such as

tattooing, skinhead and ear punctures and so on.

ISSUE 3: Inmate Backgrounds with Leadership Role or Leader

Data from interviewing the leader inmates could be grouped differently as

follows:



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Qualitative Analysis / 178

Group 1:The leaders of grouping in general not creating subcultures to
violate the prison rules normally assemble by domiciles, origin and satisfaction
targeting to help taking care each other . And they do not need to have group leaders
or leaders but they are small size groups, few members and can thoroughly take care
each other. If they are the large size group, the accepted, respected inmates with good
conduct and leadership will be accepted to be the group leaders or leaders.

Group 2: The leaders of grouping are unique for the grouping target of
seeking gains in prison, creating the group subcultures aimed to build influences.
They can be divided into three (3) major groups, i.e. 1) the leader of youth inmates
(affiliated gangs before imprisonment); 2) the leader of tattooed face ( tattooing face
and body or the tattoo master); 3) the leader of the influential inmates ( big guy) who
are mostly major traffickers or hired gunmen gang.

Summary of the interviews by over views from 10 interviewees, there

were differences and similarities as follows:

3.1 Backgrounds before being convicted on family conditions, economic
status, levels of education, residential environments, immoral involvement records
and association with gangs

Inmates playing the roles of leader grow from low class family with
deprivations, uncertain family income, broken home since childhood, separated
parents and having new family, imprisoned parents, absence of warmness and absence
of fostering persons. They meet their problems of socialization which affects their
education that they studied only primary to junior secondary level: the lowest level is
K.2 and the highest level is K.9. Some cases have to intermediary leave schools
because of ill-manner behaviors.

“...My father separated with my mother since I was few month in the
womb because my father was a heroin addict and my mother chased him out from
home. Later, my mother had a new family, and then | had a step-father. At that time
I disliked and retaliated all the time, quarrelsome, disobeyed, then rough and paid no
attention to education and so attached to friends. When 1 finished my K.9, I continued

my vocational college but | had problems of quarrels and fights with my secondary
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schoolmates for just staring at each other. | slapped his ears and he had to 24 stitches
which caused my college retirement. It led to the turn of my life since then...”

Leader, age:30

“...I thought I had everything in life but one thing I didn’t is warmness
from my family because my parents and my mother were imprisoned when | was 10.
It made me struggle and alone ever since. If I have money to study, | should not be
here. If | can choose, | want to be the son of the rich parents...”

Leader, age:26

From interviewing every leader with records of involvement in
immorality, drugs, gambling, and night faring which link friend association and gang
grouping; and since they are misbehaving since youth, so their friends are so
influential to them and cultivating their attitude and behavior into the direction of
acceptance or violating the social norms. In association with, they have no spiritual
attachment paired with family problems; friends are then the most important part
during the turn of their lives during youth. Some join a gang outside the prison and
most of their activities are violating social norms, troublemaking and lawbreaking

plotted for challenges, enjoyment and full of risks.

““...I had 4-5 close friends to use drugs. We began to use it after leaving
home to work in Rayong Province, favoring night-out in karaoke, drinks with friends
and regularly enter fights. I am temperate and suspicious about others with always
thinking that if | do not kill, I will be killed. It made me dare for risk-taking but love
my group members. | entered many shoot-out and knife fights. Most fights were among
enemy groups without personal vengeance...”

Leader, age:34

3.2 Offense records, information on circumstances of the case, cause of
offense and sentence convicted
The data of case from interviewing leaders, in general, are divided into two (2)

major groups. The first group is inmates with more than five recidivism and most have
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delinquency records during youth, ever detained in the probation institutions or training
centers for child and youth and commit recidivism when they are 18 years. Each sentence is
not severe punishment but short-term for 1-2 years. Their delinquencies are diverse but
growing severity on drug, crimes against life and property. The second group is inmates
charged with major trafficking, hired gunmen with life sentence, execution and they are the
influential inmates with rich economic status.

The causes of crime against property and drug are usually involved with
immorality, which is narcotics since they have to earn for drug use and start to sell
drug to reach the target ( profit) rather than spending one’s own money. Or, the major
traffickers are greedy, richness-hunter, wealth greed but impossible to gain from
honest jobs because of low education and offenses are the best channel to gain ease

money for spending without sweat on tiresome working.

*“...1 committed four times on crimes and the latest one was murdering my
inmate friend in prison using sharp steel to pierce his neck, with deadly injured.
In fact my first delinquency was when | was eighteen because | shot a young man
who wanted to trouble my gang member. | went home to fetch my gun and fled. | was
sentence for 50 years term with this case. After my flee, I committed again and just
a year later when | was nineteen. | shot down a head of a youth gang in Trok Decha.
This gang was older than my ““Phra Bat gang. This time | fled to Rayong Province.
I was convicted life-sentence but pardoned and reduced to 60 years. When | was 21,
after flee to Rayong Province and stayed with a friend. | shot a room-breaker youth
but when they knew | escape many cases, they dared not notice police. So, then
I pursued to shoot down another youth who join the break-in. 1 was arrested and
sentenced for 50 year imprisonment. The third time made me got caught and the court
sentenced me for cases1-3 for 160 years.

“Phra Bat” ex-gang head

“...After my father, my mother and my elder brother were imprisoned,
I had to leave my school to earn for myself since 13 years old. At that time, | was in
K.5 and I had to join a hooligan gang near my home in Thonburi area and split in

team for robbery, sought victim along the streets. We begin with hiring motorbike to
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send us in an isolated area and plundered the motorbike for property crimes. | earned
around 5.000-6,000 Baht a night. All the money were spent for eat-out and when short
of money, we started plundering again ...”

Leader of the “Oros” gang

ISSUE 4: Grouping /Home of Inmates and Inmate Subculture
Attachment

4.1 Data of inmate grouping

All leader provided convergent information. Most grouping in prison
began by grouping by domicile or location before being convicted. If they were
prisons in Bangkok areas and its vicinities, they would be divided into zones such as
Bang Bangsue, Ban Bangkhet, Ban Fangthon, and so on. If they were from upcountry,
they were divided into districts or sub-districts. Inmates from other provinces might
group by provinces or regions which relied on type and size of the prison. If it were
a close prison for max sentence and transferring inmates from other prisons;
they might group by their previous prisons such as Central Prison or Khaobin Prison.
The max prison and to accommodate inmates with max sentence have dangerous
behavior or are influential. They grouped by their previous prisons where they were
transferred from. For example, Bangkwang prisoners grouped themselves from
Bangkwang Central Prison where they were transferred from. Ban Bambad inmates would
group themselves with those who had been transferred from Central Special Rehabilitation
Correctional Institution and so on.  The size of the group members relies on number of
inmates, size of the prison and aims of their grouping. In addition, grouping was depended
upon their satisfaction if they familiarize after talks or with similar habits; they would be
admitted into group which is not necessarily coming from the same domicile.

Inmates not grouping could be divided into 3 groups, i.e.

1). Mental disorder inmates or called “the leak” will be isolated because
they cannot group with other inmates.

2). Elder inmates or short-term sentence are favor to stay alone rather than
grouping with large number of inmates since they dislike disorder.
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3). The scary face inmates are those tattooing the whole bodies and faces
without spaces. Mostly they have committed five recidivisms with drug records,
without relatives and likely troublemaking for the group in uprising; drug uses and

quarrel with other inmates. So they have to group among themselves.

*“...Grouping happened since the zones are limited and all need spiritual
attachment to avoid loneliness and isolation. They so need friends for caretaking,
dependency and consultation. Just ““the leaks™ are alone and need no groups...”

Leader, age:26

The first step entering the prison, inmates will approach and ask where the
new comers come from and introduce their leader of the same domicile to be accepted
into the group. If there are inmates know in the group, the new comers can
immediately enter the group. Most all inmates have home for helping each other and
preventing threats, assaults or extortion by other inmates.

“...My first imprisonment was when | was 18 years and escorted to be detained in
an old prison in Rayong Province where it was a small size prison since the new one was not
constructed. | found they grouped by 5-10 members because the old prison was not as large as
the new one. In the prison, they called ““home’ and dived by regions, provinces or inmate of the
same hometown. When the new inmates arrived, they would be approached by the old inmates
and asked from where they came from, and whom did they know. And, if they were from
Rayong, they could enter the group of the local but if they were outsiders, they needed time to
study habits for about a month and entered the home. I have ever been from ““Ban Chang’ but
when being transferred to the Central Prison of Bang Phai for 2 years. During my detention
there | entered Ban Rayong with 30 members who were transferred with me...”

Leader, age:34

“...In fact, extortions were found in both correctional institutions and
prisons because during delinquency, we were admitted into the correctional

institution. 1 was extorted on the first day from the former groups and I lost all my
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money and eatables. After joining a home with a known friend since we were outside,
I was free from any extortions because they slightly feared the leader...”

Leader, age:28

4.2 Group/Home’s conditions and rules

In grouping, the leader plays the key role to specify conditions and set of
regulations on grouping for peace and order, mutual help and group affection and
unity. The leader plays the role of supervision the living of his members and to avoid
conflict within a home. Each home can settle dispute if arisen but the rules of each
home might be different. Generally, they group to help each other but there will be
groups which seek gains and bargaining power with other homes in the prison.

General rules of home stay primarily contain:

1. The home members must help each other by evident allocation of duties
and know sharing.

2. Never use drug.

3. Never trouble others

4. If one has no money, he must use his labor to help friend members.

5. If thrice violating rules, he must leave the group/home.

Rules of grouping to seek gains in priso

1. When earning comes to the group/home, it is prevailedly share

2. Never abduct or pass on offense to any friend member, if being caught
by the authorities.

3. Complete every order from the leader though violating the prison rules

and regulations.

“...I saw that all were the same regardless being in prison or outside.
All wanted to be big, powerful, rich and if there was no trade, there was no money.
When there was no money, there was no big guy. And there was no big guy; there was
no grouping...”

Leader, age:34
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*“...I ' have no relative to deposit at a large amount like others. So, | have

to find income to take care my more than 100 members. We need 4-5 thousand Baht a

day. We ever earned from our gambling group who were the “Le” for entrance

watcher, collecting protection racket, hired card producer, card writer for 2,000 Baht

a set. In prison, things are modified to play gambling such as toothbrush handles are
rubbed to be dice...”

Leader, age:26

4.3 Group/Home Structure

The structure of each home or gang allocates every position to display
status within group and their roles and duties similar to an organization system with
line of command and it is divided into 3 levels, i.e.

Leader (phor ban) is the inmate positioned as the head, holding the duty

of supervision members within the home and all members must honor. Members fear
offending. He plays the top roles and is empowered in all decision-making about
living, safety and keeps peace and order within his group, is empowered for
bargaining with other group leaders or the prison authorities, can manage when
members dispute or conflicts between homes from petty cases until the group’s
benefits and he is responsible for the group members if creating troubles or violating
other home members.

Consultant is the inmate who holds the duty to help the leader to
supervise members within a group. Most consultants are older than other members and
respected by all, with good demeanor, provide consultation, and reports problems to
the leader or decide to solve problem if the leader is not present. If the leader has been
moved to other zone or other prison; the consultant will replace him so that the group
will not be dissolved.

Members are inmates under a home’s supervision, playing the roles by
being assigned by the leader. Most are assigned to cooking, washing clothes, washing
dishes, preparing coffee, queuing to buy things and booking spaces and so on.

From interviewing 10 leaders; the views are the prison community has
restricted area, long period of time, which drive inmates to group for creating

subcultures within their groups to meet their needs either physically, psychologically
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and socially, until they feel the same group, having their own argot, rules and
regulations for common living and the same lifestyle. And, there is inheritance from
generation to generation in each social age, acceptance of values and belief of the
group staying together. It is the result of grouping among inmates. It is influential to
express values, group belief, prison argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules, and

grouping by offense as the following descriptions.

ISSUE 5: The Subculture of Prison Argot, Symbolization, Violation of
Prison Rules and Grouping by Offense

5.1 Perspectives of leaders over 4 aspects of subculture
5.1.1. Argot subculture

Creating argot or inmate slangs found from interviews with
leaders and they are convergent but none really know their origins but are passed on
from inmate friends from generation to generation and can be divided into verbal
language and sign/finger language for their communication.

Sign/finger language is also called “wave” — most is used in
the male prison with woman zones where it is seeable between zones. White gloves
are uses to signal and evident for sight in order to create relationship between each
other.

Verbal language is alike slang for communication between
groups. It is as codes for special affairs including slangs from outside and created
within the prison. This language is used in many cases, containing:

Special argot calling different groups or with different
behavior such as Big Guy (kha yai) is an inmate with the influence of money and
power who can bargain with the authority. The Tattooing Face is an inmate who
tattoos his entire body and his face and a recidivist. The Le is an inmate who is hired
to watch entrance if there is offense committed in the prison especially gambling.
The Leak is an inmate who has mental disorder and not knowing what one says.

The Samurai is an inmate who collects the protection racket, often violates prison
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disciplines, bad, very bad and without future and so on. Argot is by situation and

exists specifically among groups and as a tool for their communication with different

target.

The cases to communicate for severe disciplinary offense

such as inmates want to smuggle drug or hand-phone, quarrel and gambling, and

SO on:

Prison argot

Meaning

hand-phone  (tor-la-sap-mue-
tue)

sim-card

bat

pump

fang (kiew)

Le

hired to raise bird or safe (Rap-
jang-liang-nok/safe)

forbidden forced arrest (Ham-
ji-jab)

game/ sink (game/Rue-lom)
collect top (kep-yod)

deposit steel/ meet steel (lek-
fark/joe-lek)
forget to swallow candy (ka-

non-luem-kluen)

bird/car/plane/ship/animal

heart/key

fuel tank

battery charger

spike

entrance watcher for gamblers or signaling
when the authorities enter

hired to cover hand-phone for Big Guy and
admitting offense for if being found

being an agent for the authority or implicating
offense to the principal or the real offender
being caught on disciplinary offense

lynching for lesson on inmate borrowers or
failing to follow the group rules

being stabbed in prison

being kicked , being beaten

Besides, there are argot popularly used in prison, such as

“Clear and Slap Both” means the rule of common stay where

members quarrel each other and if cannot be settled; both will be punished.
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“The dismissed lies to the stayer” means referring to inmate
who is near to be dismissed and gives hope to the inmates who are yet to be dismissed
that he shall return to visit or taking care them but never show. It is a lie to those left
behind inmates.

“The living threatens the new one” means the long-stay
inmates who like to show influence with threats, menace and extortion on new inmate
to feel fear and submissive to do what they want.

5.1.2 Symbolic (symbolization) subculture

Most symbolic (symbolization) are popularly known in
symbolizing on the body with “tattooing”. Interviewing the authorities and inmate
leaders in prison indicate that 80% of inmates have tattoos on the body both tattoos
from outside and tattoo from within. Tattooing is illegal in prison and counted
disciplinary offense and violators will be punished. But such subculture in the prison
community is prolong and continuing and it comes from inheritance of values and
learning behavior through communicative symbolization and imitation. Most inmates
find that tattoo is a fashion in prison. However, it depends on age range, personal
preference, and influences of friend group. Tattoo begins from youth and continues.
Tattooing under dress is expanded more until covering the face or the entire body. But
it is noticed that inmates of the principal trafficker, and hired gunmen disfavor
tattooing or tattooing under dress where they can cover it because they do not want to
be distinct for themselves.

Data collected from interviewing the prison authorities and leaders
related to symbolization by tattooing on the body and are mostly found into 2 major groups,
e

1. Young inmates or inmates ever affiliated with gang
before imprisonment - the group of inmates who have offended before since their
youth and detained in the probational institution or the center for training children and
youth. This group of inmates will have tattoo inside and outside dress for all design.
However, most inmates tattoo their group signs where they can easily seen such as
face, head, neck and hands and so on. Symbols of the group are differed by alphabets
and symbol such as the “OROS” for the Oros gang; the “V” for the Wongwian Yai
gang; the “Spider Web” represents the spider gang tattooed on the head; the Satan Eye
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gang is symbolized by tattooing around the eyes with dark line from the head to tail of
the eye and the brow is tattooed with zigzag line like giant and so on.

Tattooing is aimed to express grouping or the same group. It is
beauty by fashion which is the cultural model among youth gang since they have been
outside prison or detained in the probational institution rather than relieving stress or
being oppressed by the prison community.

2. The leader of the tattooed face gang - they are the group
committing more than 5 recidivism and have records of drug since young and petty
offenses to find money for drug use especially theft. They are the petty offenses with
short-term imprisonment and short-term conviction. But after their return to societies,
they also did not stay long since joblessness, abandoned by family, and watched from
police to arrest. Their distinct tattoo makes them unable to spend their normal lives. So
they spent more time in prison than life outside.

This group of inmates will group among those tattooing the
entire body and face until no space is left. They have no designs to symbolize the
group because tattooing the entire body and face cannot help notice the group
symbolic evidently. And, they are the minor groups in prison while disagree to group
with other because they fear creating problems for the group. Their tattooing is aimed
to be sarcastic to their lives, labeled by social from both within and outside. They want
to relieve their stresses from being abandoned by their families. They offend meet
problems of behavior and violating norms and prison rules and regulations.

Method of lllegally Tattooing in Prison

Inmates who want to be the tattoo master have to test their
skills with free of charge. Tools are adapted from materials found in prison. If the
prison does not have needle for sewing machine; they can use spring coil from lighter.
Oil must be used for the spread of ink during tattooing and mostly it is olive oil,
vegetable oil or replaced by oil from Chinese noodle. Cleaning the needle is through
sand paper by rubbing and burnt by fire only.

Hired tattooing is a career, inmates can earn during detention.
Most is usually paid by coffee; cigarette depended on size and design for how many
packs of cigarette or how many lines (10 packs for a line). It is about 2-5 lines.

Tattooing ink will be sold in small tubes equaled to the Yacult’s tube with 2 inches
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high and cost a pack of cigarette per a tube. Cigarette in each prison has different price
and mostly is around 100 Baht a pack.
5.1.3 Grouping-to-offend subculture

Normally, their grouping is not for offending but to help each
other. However, in the case of grouping to offend is seen by the leaders that such
grouping creates problems to the prison administration and aimed to seek monetary
and influential gains. It might also be the leaders themselves cannot control their
members because of the selfishness of the leader and some might be from the inter-
group conflicts leading to brawls or conflict of interest or loan pay collection and so
on.

In summary, it is found that grouping to create subcultures
violating prison rules can be divided into 3 groups, i.e.

1) Most leaders of the youth inmates (having gang before
convicted) and their members have various records of violating disciplines especially
in brawls, gambling, smuggling which are the channel to earn for the groups.

2) Leaders of the tattooed face is ( tattooing both face and body
or the tattoo master) mostly grouped for assault, brawls, drug use, rebellion or
committing crimes in prison in the case of assault or murdering inmate in prison.
Most are to be employed by the influential leaders for loan pay collection, vengeance
and conflict of interest in prison.

3) Leaders of influential inmates (major traffickers or hired
gunmen) are mostly the mastermind of disciplinary violation, employing other homes
which seek earning to be the tools in offending so as they cannot b traced back. So, it
is less found that they commit any disciplinary offense, no distinction and stay in
silence. Their severe offenses of disciplines are smuggling drug or hand-phones to
communicate with outsiders as network to criminal organization.

5.1.4 Grouping-by-offense subculture

Most leaders in prison find that grouping is not by offense
alone because they are mixed cases. So it does not necessarily come from the same
offense. But, it is observed that inmates of the same case know what they talk together
because of their habits and preferences. For example, inmates of crime against life and

body favor to talk about gun and the same dare-devil. Most inmates of sexual abuse
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are resisted and isolated or abused in prison. They find it as their karma deeds since
they have done to women who had no way to resist. The group of traffickers
particularly associates with all groups because of their money power and being gain-
seekers. This group is simple to be noticed since they dress well, clean and brand-

name shirts.

5.2 Perspectives of the prison administrators and the authorities on the 4
subcultures

5.2.1 Prison argot

Their argot or their slang is symbolizing their group loyalty
and prison experiences. It is the specific language used in a group. Argot affects the
prison more or less relies on the motive o using argot. For example, it is used within a
specific group but not secrecy and some authority uses them too such as “the Leak”
mean the mental disorder inmates. But if it is used to signal violating disciplines since
the authorities cannot understand, it is troublesome to investigate the fact especially
when they communicate to commit offense and because some argot is known just only
within group. So, if argot to avoid the authorities’ understanding to commit
disciplinary offense; it seriously affect the prison administration especially if the
authorities have little experience. However, the prison argot would be hindrances for
understanding and the perception of the new authorities only but not with the senior
authorities or high experienced authorities because they have been familiar with
inmates for long time and can exchange learning, observation until they can
automatically understand.

The authorities with short time experience likely
misunderstand expressed behavior and cannot check their offense which is hidden
behind such as order for hand-phone (bird), and order drug (ice) and affecting prison
regarding communication, and creating understanding for the authorities to learn all
the time to pursue inmate behaviors and to prevent committing offenses in prison.

5.2.2 Symbolizing by tattoos and opening slits

The perspectives of the authorities on symbolization subculture
find that tattooing is false value symbolization by using sharp steel tattooing on the

skin with ink. Most inmate behavior is doing what others dare not do. Most have no
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relatives, no families but tattoo is the sign for attachment, exposing the group
membership and different positions by different tattooing. In addition, the aim the
inmate prefers to tattoo on the body for other inmates not to find trouble with because
they think that tattooing makes other feel fearful offending.

*“...to know being the same group and long-time imprisonment and none
inmate dares to trouble...”

a prison authority,age:43

*“...to be respected by inmates and to prevent danger from assault from
other group of inmates...”

a prison authority,age:39

Some group tattoo and calls themselves the tattooed face gang.
When members see the sign, they will help each other and believe each other.
Sometimes, they group for anti-authority which trouble controls and solving problems
in the prison.

Though such action affects their bodies but it is personal in
illegal symbolization but if they are caught; it is disciplinary offense and an authority
informs that:

“...In the past, Rayong Prison likely met the problems of tattoos because
of contaminated diseases, quarrels, assaults on loan pay collection, payment for
tattooing. But today, such problems are almost unfound because of its disfavor and
inmates prioritize others such as gambling and playing sports...”

a prison authority,age:51

When the prison regulates prohibition of tattooing; it is
because societies are suspicious with Department of Corrections and most released
inmates have tattoos. When they commit recidivism, the societies are pessimistic with
the Department. The dismissed inmates are condemned from outsiders and the

community members distrust inmates and Department of Corrections.
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The symbolization subcultures are so important because they
identify groups, group segments and disunite inmates, grouping for quarrels and
brawls and finding troubles and so on.

5.2.2 Grouping for disciplinary offense such as quarrels and

protests
The subculture of grouping of disciplinary offense is mostly

found among the long-stay inmates, familiarizing prison life and uninterested with
offense inmates commit. They are apathetic and fearless to punishment. And there are
big guys or leaders as fronts and fostering other inmates as members.

*“... they are stubborn, fake sick, fake idiot, dislike working, favor to find
troubles, quarrel, seek group members, same case and grouping to offend disciplines,
doing what other inmates dare not do, difficult to govern and provoke authorities....

a prison authority,age:43

Normally, offending disciplines of inmates is about prohibition
goods such as telephone, drugs and quarrels and son. Protests rise so few since when
they rise, there will be severe suppression and eradication. Most inmates want to spend
life peacefully and not being trouble by the authorities and they are ready to avoid
being troublemakers.

Such subcultures affect administration. They spread and are
uncontrollable and finally escalate to revolt which seriously affect the prison image
because they reflect that inmates are uncontrollable and they affects control directly
and damage the image of Department of Corrections and might endanger the control-
authorities. However, the impacts rely on the more or less number of inmate grouping.

5.2.3. Inmate behavior in each offense wither drug, property,

sexual abuse, life and body

Grouping by offense in each case, though they are not so
evident by case type but all cases can group. Nevertheless, inmates of different case
are easily notice which their behaviors of each case are identically different.

*“... Trafficking inmates have force and monetary status and likely offend

in prison in drug network. It so much affects prison. The trafficking inmates are
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cunning, resist administration and the mastermind of other inmates to create chaos
through their monetary influence...”

a prison authority,age:51

“...Inmates offending against life, property, and sex are simple to
administrate, very submissive, no conditions to bargain with the authorities...”

a prison authority,age:39

“...Trafficking inmates own money and influence and are difficult to
administrate like inmate of property offense whereas the inmates of assault are
stubborn and fearless to any offenses...”

a prison authority,age:43

These subcultures strongly affect the prison because there is
imitation of offense and might commit more deadly crime after dismissal due to each
prison does not divided inmates by vase but significantly by term of imprisonment. It
allows inmates convey devilish behaviors. However, more or less impacts rely on

duration of detention and behaviors by offense.

ISSUE 6 Influence of Inmate Grouping on Subcultural Behavior

6.1 Causes of inmate grouping

Key factor causing inmates to group is the feeling of losses ever received
from outside regarding the four means which are the basic needs for living and
insecurity or threats from inmate big guys or distance from family members. All these
drive inmates to group for helping each other. However, most inmates face economic
status, not visit from relatives and loss of contact and turn their prison lives are in
misery and they have to plead shares from inmate friends. All these are important parts
to drive inmates grouping with leaders who can foster them and without troubling stay.
At the same time, some inmates play the roles of the group leaders because they want
acceptance and influence over others, and bargaining power. Most inmates with
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economic status or inmates with social status since outside prison until imprisonment
have ever been familiar with comfort with servants. Therefore, they gather inmates
into groups to enlarge the group size and members joining the group need protection

from danger and helps in living in prison. It is the reciprocal interest.

“...The cause of grouping comes from bargaining power with other
groups; and if staying alone, it will be difficult and being bullied...”

a prison authority,age:57

*“...The cause of grouping is mainly from inmate of the same domicile or
the same region. If grouping in large number, it might be the need of power and
bargaining power if there are quarrels with other inmates or other inmate groups...”

a prison authority,age:43

“...Inmates group by spiritual and physical insecurity and need of
acceptance by inmate group members for prison survival. After grouping, there will be
compliance subculture. It is my personal observation...”

a prison authority,age:51

“...By nature, human is social and when entering prison they group into
sub-society divided into the same homes or zones, districts, provinces and regions.
They group into home for mutual dependency...”

a prison authority,age:39

6.2 The group influence over inmate subcultures

Prolong grouping of inmates affect thought, values, attitudes and behaviors
conveyed among inmates themselves but rely on how other inmates accept the group
values and they would thus behave. If the prison has many subcultures, they will affect
inmate controls and corrections.

“...Inmate grouping appears because offenders assembly together in the
same place, spend life together for long time, are controlled by others, absence of

autonomy, oppression, and stress. Therefore, they divert to be group members, accept
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culture, and values. The groups influence much over the inmate income because
attitudes, behaviors, customs and values are learnt and conveyed among inmates for
acceptance and for spending life in prison with social status...”

a prison authority,age:58

*...Staying in groups among inmates appears the group subcultures. What
the older members behave; the new comers would comply with the older members else
they cannot stay in the group...”

a prison authority,age:39

ISSUE 7 Impacts of Subcultures on Inmate Controls and Rehabilitations

Subcultures are created by inmate grouping to be as the principle for
adherence among inmates by overlooking the importance and the benefits of things.
They will do opposite with majority, violate other rights, seek temporal happiness,

need freedom; disregard prohibitions exempted the needs of the group.

Group 1: Subcultures less affect inmate control and rehabilitation

It reflect the thought by reasoning that subcultures are natural in every
society and in the prison society, some subculture is trivial and insignificant or being
the main principle. They can be acceptable or reconcilable. So, they do not affect
inmate control and rehabilitation. Mostly, they are conventional behavior and the
authorities know. Subcultures are more or less affecting when they are depended upon
the administration of the authorities and rigid disciplines.

“...the inmate subcultures from the same regions, provinces and
hometowns to form a home because of the same style of living, same dialect, and
mutual dependency will not affect any prison administration...”

a prison authority,age:39

Group 2: Subcultures strongly affect inmate control and rehabilitation
Inmates creating and adhering to the subculture will resist the authorities,

devote and are loyal to the group more than the authorities particularly grouping for
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quarrels which strongly affect inmate controls and rehabilitations because some
cultures are troublesome to the prison administration and lead to unrest and damage to
the official affairs.

*“...the subcultures created by inmates strongly affect the works of the
authorities because inmates will never obey the authorities and disciplines and more
troublesome rehabilitations ...”

a prison authority,age:51

““...It creates chaos in the prison and difficult to rehabilitations because
these inmates are stubborn, difficult to administrate and repeatedly violate
disciplines...”

a prison authority,age:40

*“...Subcultures are strongly affecting because of controlling large number
of inmates while the number of the authorities are few. When they do not achieve what
they want or claim; they will group to protest, and create chaos. Disintegration
without force is unlikely. When force is imposed, it is against human rights, and
administration. Then their rehabilitation would be so difficult...”

a prison authority,age:57

ISSUE 8 Will Inmate Subculture Happen in Every Prison, and Why?

Group 1: Most authorities agree that inmate subcultures resist prison
rules and regulations found in every prison - due to different demography of inmates
and assembled in the same place but just more or less will rely on many factors such
as the behaviors of the authorities, controls, and administrative policy and so on; are
common of humans in prison community. Prison is one of the key social units. So, any
inmate subcultures are not accepted as uncommon.

“...inmate subcultures appear in every prison since the different
demography of the inmates assembled in the same place, subject to pressure, and
stress which create relations system, learning and grouping acceptable to themselves

on set of regulations, and values. The group subcultures are different from outside
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societies. The prison society affects inmate’s prisonization. Because of their long-stay,
behaviors, antisocial values, and criminal habits would be mutually passed on...”

a prison authority,age:47

*“...Because each prison cannot control inmates who are stubborn and
disciplinary recidivism; the stubborn will be dispersed to other prisons and allowing
them to build their influences in other prison...”

a prison authority,age:43

*“...Because most inmates admitted into prison violate laws or sets of
regulation from outside societies...”

a prison authority,age:39

Group 2: Few prison authorities disagree that inmate subcultures are
against rules and regulation appeared in every prison — creating inmate subcultures
relies on prison culture and prison type. Some prison or some zones are evidently
separated such as zone of sick and inform inmates, zones of vocational training and

zone to control inmates of disciplinary violation and so on.

ISSUE 9 Guides to Prevent and to Solve Problems of Creating Inmate

Subculture

First, it need to clear that human is social, needs to have social acceptance,
and fears loneliness. Prisons cannot thus prohibit inmates to group because inmate
grouping comes from prolong detention. It differently affecting because values and
antisocial were transferred. Therefore, prisons must understand the nature and inmate
social impacts affecting prisonization and prison lifestyle. The prison authorities need
classification of inmates with studying inmate behaviors. It reflects the culture, values,
inmate belief in each case to set guides for rehabilitation in corresponded to the needs
of inmates including fair controls, to create motivation to abide in regulations and to
classify inmates by offense to prevent mutual behavioral conveyance. Guides of

prevention and solution as below:
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1. Prisons should balance the inmate groups for investigating inmate
behaviors and divide or classify different behaviors to find guides for rehabilitation
and prevention of offending.

2. Isolate inmate leader, disintegrate inmate groups and separate influential
leaders by not allowing large size grouping but minimize the group.

3. Separate prisons; construct new prisons to treat stubborn inmates against
the prison administration.

4. The prison authorities must be impartially treat inmates, free from
discrimination, create fair and just equality among inmates and supervise inmate living
considerately and appropriately.

5. The prison authorities must abide by official regulations and obligations
directly.

6. Design and construct new prisons to meet inmate treatments.

7. Add more authority forces.

8. Organize continuous activities such as music, sports and shows and
separate inmates from their own group to join common activities with other groups.

9. Create clear and concise understanding with inmates that it is safe and
so on and it is not necessary to group or to perform any acts.

10. Increase punishment to the wrong subculture formulators who create
problems with official affairs.

If care later on.
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CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSIONS

The discussions on a study of “Factors Influencing the Subcultural
Behaviors of Inmates in Prisons” are aimed to respond to the investigation on the
inmate subculture in the areas of prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison
rules and grouping by offense; factors affecting the inmate subculture; and the inmate

subculture models in the prisons in Thailand. Discussions by objectives are as below.

6.1 The Inmate Subculture in the Areas of Prison Argot,
Symbolization, Violation of the Prison Rules and Grouping by
Offense

The discussions on the first objectives are to focus on explaining inmate
subcultures and it is found that experts, administrator and authorities had coherent
opinions on the meaning of inmate subcultures that it is to follow the values of inmates
assembled in prison and likely antisocial or violating norms in prison targeted on
building social status, and dominance over inmates and bargaining power with the
authorities. The study reflects that not all inmates express inmate subcultures created
in the prison but differently more or less express them. This issue connects entering
their affiliated groups or homes due to the differences of the unique prison
environments either with freedom restraints, convenience ever received, family
isolation and outside societies which are parts driving them to seek their spiritual
attachment in order to replace what they have lost. It is corresponded with the
explanation of creating inmate subcultures conceptualized by Sykes denoting that
inmates within the same situation — isolation from outside societies allowing them to
develop an interrelation system. There is specific group communication which most
grouping by the same domicile or origin and calls it “home” to replace a positive

meaning as the source of affection, warmness, safety and the center of all members. In
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their grouping, all members are similar to the family members who will spend their
lives together happily and with good interrelation. The motivation driving inmates to
group is for the response to their needs and the group needs. It is corresponded with
Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs which explains human needs. Inmates are also a group
of humans in societies who have needs not differed from people outside prison
regarding the four means of basic need, safety and security needs from threats by other
inmates who are influential or big guys in prison. They also long for love and
belongingness needs for friends, whom they can speak to, sharing their miseries which
make them feel they are not isolated, lonely and abandoned.

This study has been focused on some of the inmate grouping which is not
only responding their basic needs, safety, and being part of the group but also more
needs and that is the needs of others seeing their values, self-pride and esteem from
others. This is coherent with the 4™ hierarchy by Maslow’s, which are the needs of
prestige and honor or esteem needs. These inmates hunt fame, recognition and
dominance over others because they are pressured by rules and regulations, rigid
obligations from prison. Besides, the prison community is the hub of gangs in
lawbreaking before and they are inclined to break the prison’s rules and regulations. It
is corresponded with the concept of Durkheim (1951) believing that humans have
prior disposition to commit crimes, whenever the social control mechanism is weak.
The study finds that inmates seeking power and gains in prison must gather the large
number of members. They must have monetary power to supervise their group
members for their wellbeing. The study also finds that values and belief they adhered
to among inmates are “more money more acceptance in prison”. Therefore, the group
leaders must be able solve the problems for inmate under their supervision; then they
will be recognized to play t he status and roles of leaders or in their argot, it is called
“home leader”. At the meantime, inmates as the group members must have loyalty to
their group leaders and all members in return. It reflects the quantitative data that most
inmates value and believe, “inmates in the group must have the same idea and belief
else they cannot not coexist in the group”, and “the group loyalty is ultimate”

The roles and duties of the home leaders or leaders are to seek ways to
respond to the basic needs, and safety for their members. Leaders with bargaining

power must assemble group members larger than other groups. So, economic status
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and finance of the group play important part in the prison life. Grouping to target
social status, power, group identity and reciprocal assistance is mostly found with
breaking set of regulations or the prison norms and code of conducts for majority. It is
corresponded with the concept of inmate classifications studied by Nattee Jitsawang
(1997) who classified inmates into many groups containing the influential group who
exercises power and accumulates hooligan subordinates. This group troubles the
prison by being the master of gambling or the taxi group. Its members are inmates
isolated by relatives without visits which make them run short of money for spending
in the prison. They turn to hired men for the rich. The taxi will do everything like
buying things, washing clothes, massage, cleaning toilets and the strong ones accept
hiring to be samurai to beat other inmates and so on.

The quantitative and qualitative results of studying the inmate subculture
on prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison rules and grouping by offense
including data from inquiring experts, questionnaires conducted with inmates,
interviews conducted with the prison administrators, the authorities and the home
leaders revealed that all data are coherent. The majority agree that using prison argot,
creating symbolization by physical tattooing and grouping to break the prison rules are
the prison subcultures. However, grouping by offense is partially agreed by some
experts, the authorities and the home leaders though inmates are convicted with the
same offense but they have the same prisonization. It is not necessary that inmates of
the same offense will group to create their unique subculture in each case because
there are many factors beside the same cases which affect creating their subcultures
such as inmate backgrounds, aims of groping, affiliated in gangs before imprisonment
and so on. However, inmates convicted of the same case are characterized by the same

habits and preferences. Details of the subculture in each aspect are found as below.

Prison Argot as Subculture

Specific language in prison is called the prison argot” which is a
subculture in prison community like other minor grouping in society where they have
their own specific language such as the jargon of van-boys (young motorists), youth
slangs and so on. Prison is another community with regulation and rules, relation

model, lifestyle, culture and prison argot. Vernacular in prison are phrases which
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outsiders are unfamiliar or they are vocabularies similar to the outside societies but
having different meaning. It could be said that life in prison has its own language
unfound in other places or in other individual groups. All experts coherently comment,
“Creating specific language is a subculture which inmates communicate among their
group members.” In interviewing the home leaders; all accepted that conversations
among inmates are their own language and all members must learn the meaning. So,
new inmates or the authorities might not understand the meaning of within-group
communication if they are without experiences because slangs in prison exist for long
time. Since the past, there were oral languages and body languages. But, the prison
argot in the past was differed from today. Each word was difficult to pronounce and
uncommon for common people to understand. They were communicated among old
prisoners caged in the “old cell”. Youth gangs learned them from the probation
institutions. If inmates were not in their groups, they are unable to understand their
meaning of such communication. In interviewing a home leader imprisoned for 10
years, he has been in an old prison around 40 years back and learned this old prison
argot; he said he could remember some argot an at present none use them. For
example, ““Sai Mor Mor Moer”” means “The Master is watching, now”

At present, the prison slangs are vocabularies which outsiders mean other
things but they are taken for communication in prison for specific meaning in order to
avoid the understanding of the authorities. Results of the quantitative studies through
questionnaire revealed that if the authorities know the meaning of the prison argot;
they will be changed. This is corresponded with the interviews conducted with the
home leaders and the authorities who explain that the prison slang is like a secret code
to violate the prison disciplines with severe punishment. In interviews conducted with
the OROS gang, its members explain that all these argots are learnt among the old
members and the new members.

In addition, data both from the interviews conducted with the home leaders
and from the questionnaire conducted with inmates but also from the narration of the
prison in order to reflect the prison life where there is exit-entry of inmates such as
“the out-goers deceive the in-livers; the in-livers threaten the new-comers”. Meaning,
the inmate friends who are leaving the prison will enliven the other inmate friends that

they will return and visit them but never show themselves after stepping out the prison
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walls. At the meantime, those who stay will threaten or make new inmates fear for the
purpose of avoiding conflicts among themselves or the argot of ““after clearing ends
but slaps both”. Meaning, when there is quarrel among two groups when both home
leaders have to interfere to find who is false and the false must apologize the other
party; but if none accept then both will face punishment.  This study reflects the
prison argot is more verbal language than body language which is used within group
communication to differentiate from the other groups and allows outsiders and the
authorities do not understand the real meaning of their communication. The prison
argot comes from specific rules and regulations in prison and words formulated by
inmates to explain the meaning of things along with the relationship with their prison
lives in order to communicate among group members. But mostly, the language used
in specifically communicating or the slang formulated, is the tool to violate the
prison rules and for avoiding being caught by the authorities. The verbal language,
in particular, helps conveying inmate cultures from batches to batches either directly
and indirectly which is self-learning and learning through peer group. The quantitative
questionnaire disclosed that 92.8% use prison argot. 76.8% learnt from friends and
22.1% learn by themselves. It is the specific language found in every prison
community around the world. Foreign studies conducted by Tomer Einat et, al., (2000)
on “Prison Argot: a case study in Israel” contends that the prison argot reflects the
norms and values of inmate subcultures in the Israeli prisons.

Words indicating relations in prison which classify interrelations among
inmates such as “Big Guy”, “Big Home” or “Gang” are words used in calling
inmates who group for owning influence or creating negotiation power in prison. They
start to “to build home and to form a gang”. A group might have 30-40 members with
the “home leader” as the gang leader. Some home might have the prison authorities to
support. Inmate group in each home or gang feels having affiliation and being
safeguarded by the gang members. Conflicting with a gang member might mean
conflicting with the whole gang members.

The words related to rules and regulations or words sarcastic among
inmates within prison. For example, “Karn Khang Soi” means single imprisonment,
which is called the cell to detain the disciplinary offender having seriously offended.

“Games” mean being caught by the prison authority that an inmate offends. A “U-turn
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Wife” means an inmate whose wife outside the prison abandons him because of her
husband is imprisoned. “Don” means eating. “Puak Pan” means a liar among inmates
such as spinning new to have a pardon and such news might be just for enjoyment.
“Puak Tam Pee” means inmates sentenced less than a year imprisonment. “Puak Sam
Sark” means recidivism or many-times exit-entry into prison. “Yod Loy” means an
inmate who does not have to attend routine works or who might be prestigious or

inmates facing health problems.

Svymbolization as Subculture

Inmates subject in the prison rules and regulations without exit to relieve
are mostly found that symbolizing by tattooing on the body is one of the exits. It is a
subculture which reflects meanings through tattoo, for example, date of imprisonment,
name of the lover, tattoo of tear-drop and so on. Tattoo can be symbolized a group or
gang which is communicated of having a group or the same group members within
prison. It is corresponded with the study of Job of Habit Development System, Office
of Research and Corrections System development (2005) on “Criminal Gang: a case of
property crime gang”. The results show that when inmates assemble in prison or
inmate community with restrict freedom and subject to sets of regulation, repetitive
atmosphere, environment and daily life within a narrow world where they have to
tolerate for months to years. They are distant from relatives, families which make
them desolate, sad, lonely, stressful, hatred and antisocial. When they have free time,
they will think to do something such as tattooing, and inlaying pearl. They reason that
it is for beauty, remind, life sarcasm, need of smartness, to be like other friends in
group. They might have too much free time and illegally involve in tattooing for serve
their will without being reserved. It becomes label which is implanted in them till life.
It is a deviance deadly for themselves. It is coherent with study of Alicia T. Rozycki
Lozano et al., (2007) on “Inmate Tattoo as Life Reflection of the Criminal in Prison.”
They find that inmates with tattoos outside dress (evidently seen) and the design of
antisocial tattoos have high risk of recidivism than the other group and chancing to
violate the prison disciplines more than other inmates without tattoos or with common

tattoos.
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Grouping to Violate Prison Rules as Subculture

Generally, the grouping to violate the prison rules is not different from
grouping to lawbreaking of the criminals because it is the grouping of some inmates
who seek gains, influence and negotiation power. Some case is used by inmate group
as a tool to offend in order to exchange some gains. It is coherent with the subculture
theory which maintains that criminal behaviors come from values and belief of the
group or the gang the youth are members (Cohen, 1955; Miller 1958; Cloward &
Ohlin, 1960).

Here, the home leaders play the leadership roles and important part to
create values and the group activities leading to violate the prison rules. It is
corresponded with the data collected with inmates on their adhered values, which are
if weakness is found they will be victimized, more money more acceptance in prison,
the longer imprisonment term the more survival learning, no promotion of doing good
but promotion for doing bad, the group members must have the same idea and belief
else it is difficult to co-exist, only the strong survive prison, group loyalty is ultimate,
gambling is one of the activities to earn income of an inmate, enjoyment , colorfulness
and not boring. It is corresponded with the study of Julian Roebuck (1963) who
classifies inmates by the subculture theory into 3 types, i.e. 1) the subculture of
stealing, 2) the inmate subculture, and 3) the subculture of rules-oriented. They are
dominated by the group values and led to different behaviors. The responsive reactions
to the unexpected change for the prison life are different from the outsiders. It displays
resistance to the absolute power of the prison.

Violating the prison rules and regulations come from the distorted values
on prioritizing “money’ more than anything else because the money is the more
acceptance in prison. Gambling is also an activity to raise income and enjoyment with
colorfulness and not boring. It is the key symbol of the subculture based on the
Albert’s Cohen’s subculture theory which contains 6 factors, i.e. 1) non-utilitarian, 2)
malice, 3) negativism, 4) versatility, 5) short-run hedonism, and 6) group autonomy.
So, grouping of some inmate group is to seek gains and power to create subculture as
such leading to disciplinary violation which creates problems to the prison

administration.
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Grouping by Offense as Subculture

The study revealed that the experts, the prison authorities and interviews
conducted with inmates admit that by any offense, inmates can group because
normally inmate grouping is not depended on offense but to help each other but inmate
by each case might have the same habits or with some similarity, such as dressing and
preference. For example, criminals against body may favor weapons and violence and
so on. Therefore, it is not corresponded with the study of Julian Roebuck (1963) who
classifies inmates by the subculture theory into 3 types, i.e. 1) the subculture of
stealing, 2) the inmate subculture, and 3) the subculture of rules-oriented. They are
dominated by values and led to different behaviors. They can share experiences among
group members which is more important than the behavior specifically having latent

subculture.

6.2 Factors Influencing the Inmate Subcultures

There are eight variables from the three criminological theories involving
Differential Association Theory, Labeling Theory, and Subculture Theory. They are
1) definition of offense, 2) duration of grouping, 3) intensity of group relation,
4) labeled by family, 5) labeled by social, 6) label by the authorities, 7) values and
belief within group, and 8) status and role within group. The results of multiple
regression analysis in predicting inmate subcultures with eight variables displayed that
all of them can predict at 17.0% but their impacts on the four aspects of inmate
subcultures are relatively low.

The variables from the differential association theory influencing the
inmate subcultures are the definition of offense and the intensity of group relation
regarding the prison argot, symbolization, and violation of prison rules. They have the
same direction of relationship with the inmate subculture except the variable of
duration of grouping which has reverse variation with all aspects of the inmate
subculture. The intensity of group relation has reverse variation with the variables of
grouping by offense. The findings contradict Sutherland’s differential association
theory regarding the variable of duration in grouping because theoretically learning

criminal behavior is differed by frequency, longevity of association. On the other
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hand, the variable of definition of offense and the intensity of group relation comply
with the theory because humans become lawbreakers on account of there are the
conditions to favoring lawbreaking more than the conditions of not breaking laws.

The variables from the labeling theory involve labeled by family, labeled
by social and labeled by the authorities have influences over the inmate subcultures. It
is found that all variables have the same direction of influence over the inmate
subcultures of symbolization and grouping by offense. Meaning, the more on being
labeled, the level of illegal tattooing will be higher and drives inmates to group with
those with the same offense more. On the contrary, more labeled by family and by
social; inmates use less prison argot. And if there is more labeled by social; they will
less violate laws.

The variables of the subculture theory involve status and roles within
group and the values and belief within group have influences over the inmate
subculture. It is found that the status and role within group have influences over the
inmate subcultures in all aspects but they are the negative relationship. Meaning, the
more status and roles they are recognized to be the group/home leaders; the less they
express their inmate subcultures. It is corresponded with interviews conducted with
inmates that the home leaders supervise rather than doing it themselves in order to
prevent zone transferring or disallow the authorities to realize that they are the home
leaders. Those behaving influentially will be on watched. Also, the values and belief
within group have the same direction of influence with all aspects of the inmate
subculture. Meaning, the stronger adherence to values and belief within group, there is
also greater expression of inmate subcultures regarding prison argot, symbolization,
violation of prison rules and grouping by offense.

Upon testing the relationship between personal data of age during the first
offense, offense frequency and case types with the influence of predicting the four
aspects of the inmate subcultures, it is found that the eight variables have influences
over the inmate subcultures by minor change. The influences are also increased and
decreased. The first variable is the different age at first offense. The inmates with
age younger than 30 years old at first offense can less predict the subculture of
symbolization but the inmates with older than 30 years old at first offense can better

predict the subculture of symbolization. On the contrary, it is also found that both
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groups with the age younger than 30 years and inmates with older than 30 years can
predict inmate subculture regarding the violation of prison rules and grouping by
offense.

The results of offense frequency revealed that it can less predict the
subculture of the prison argot and symbolization with the group of at first offense but
can better predict inmates offend more than twice. At the meantime, it is found that the
offense frequency can better predict the inmate subculture regarding the violation of
prison rules and grouping by offense, which is the group of first time offenders and the
group of more than twice offenses.

It is found with the case type that it can less predict the inmate subcultures
only on the prison argot with the group offending narcotics but it can better predict
with the other groups of other offenses. On the contrary, with the variables of grouping
by offense it can better predict the inmate subculture of narcotics offense but it can
less predict the inmate subculture of the group offending narcotics. At the meantime,
the narcotics offense and other case of offenses can better predict the inmate
subcultures on the symbolization and the violation of prison rules.

It is concluded that anyone within any cultures will follow that culture and
incline to comply with other groups in societies. They are the consequences of the
previous learning and training either knowingly and unknowingly. It showed that the
cultures influencing the perception and human behaviors by excluding age at first
offense, offense frequency and case type. They are different from the study of James
Garofalo and Richard D. Clark (1985) who study, “Inmate Subcultures in Prison” and
by test, find that the age most affects the adherence to culture among inmates with
middle age and would be lessened when their ages grow older. The average of the
value adherence is the least level in the subculture among inmates younger than 20
years during the four phases of testing. Other variables of employment, education, race

and marital status have no any influences.
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6.3 The Inmate Subculture Models in Thailand

To understand the inmate subculture in each aspect links to grouping by
the subculture of different specific group in prison. Grouping by different target, group
size and group structure differently affect group cultures as follows.

Grouping (home) within prison

Grouping in prison or known as “Home” is found nationwide because the
prison community detains the large number of inmates with differences. Consequently,
there is individual grouping from their social backgrounds to help safeguard each
other. Each prison contains different homes, different size, different areas and different
inmate numbers. Most inmates have their homes except the elder inmates and the
“leak” (mental disorder) who stay alone.

Most “home” in every prison is called by the inmate domiciles. Inmates in
the prisons in Bangkok and its premises call their home by zones such as Bang Fang
Thon, Ban Pathum, Ban Bangkhen. Inmates from other areas will group by their
provinces. At the meantime, inmates in prisons in upcountry are local and inmates
from other provinces will group by their districts, and sub-districts of those provinces
such as in Central Prison of Rayong Province will call their home Ban Khai, Ban Ple
and so on. On the contrary, inmates transferred from other regions or by previous
prisons will call their home such as Ban Lao is coming from northeastern region. Ban
Bangkwang associates inmates transferred from Central Prison of Bangkwang to be
grouped into a home and so on.

Figure 6.1 Illustration of grouping or home in each zone in prison
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Size of Prison Group

The group size or the member began from small Home with to more than 5
members unto 100 members and the size is depended on many factors which
differentiate it and contain:-

1. Types of prison are the opened prison and the closed prison. If being the

opened prison, it is where inmates could enter and exit all the time. Most are the
prisons empowered to control inmates with short-term imprisonment. There is
supervision during their trials and there is rotation of exit-entry among members since
inmates during trial could submit a bail or when the court rules and might have max
imprisonment and might be transferred to other prisons with max supervision power.
At the meantime, the closed prison is the prison to meet inmates transferred from other
prisons and usually from the prison supervising the max-punishment inmates or max
prison to control inmates with influence or conducts problematic to the prison.

2. Zoning in prison: if it were the single zone or old prison built long time

ago is characterized with physicality improper to facilitate the classification or zoning
for supervision. Most are small prisons and there are few zoning to meet large number
of inmates. There are unlikely large homes and usually just a home of the local or
local boss. Others are small homes specific for each group coming from the same
domicile or a home of ever acquainted by inmates before.

3. The zone sizes in the prison: the zone size and number of inmates in

each zone also affects the prison grouping because the members group in the same
area within the zone for common activities such as grouping for meal, sitting for
leisure in any areas of their zones. Therefore, if the zone is small but the home size is
large, they would be divided into 3-5 members a group for convenience and expedition

of common activities within their homes.

Structure of Prison Grouping

By studying the nature of inmate grouping; its structure of grouping in

prison could be explained as below
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Figure 6.2 The structure of within a group of each home

The structure of prison group of each home or every gang would specify
status within the home and duties as an organizational administration system
structured with chain of command into 3 levels, i.e.

- Leader is an inmate positioned as the group chief with duty to supervise
the members and the members admire him to be the leader. The members respect him
and he plays the most important role with power of decision-making in all things on
their existence, safety and keeping peace and order within the group. He has the power
to negotiate with other homes when problems arise among members even from small
conflicts until the interest of the group including taking responsibility in the case of the
members create problems or violate other home members.

- Consultant is an inmate doing the duty to help the leader to supervise
members within the home. Most are older than other members in the group (elders)
respected person, good demeanor, a consultant and a reporter to the leader or decides
solving the problem if the leader is away. And if the leader is transferred to another
zone or to other prison; this position would replace the leader to prevent the
group/home dissolution.

- Members are inmates under the supervision of the home, playing roles,
being assigned by the leader and most assignments were cooking, washing clothes,
washing plates, brewing coffee, queuing to buy goods and reserving spaces and so on.

The subculture model afflicting the prison administration — data from
both interviewing the prison authorities and inmates are relatives that the culture

focusing exploitations and violation of the prison regulations such as mobile phone
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smuggling, trafficking, gambling and blackmails and so on to earn income in order to
supervise members and to create negotiation power with other homes and the
authorities to ease their prison lives and most subculture models are found among

three (3) major groups, i.e.

1. Early adult inmates or inmates with offence records during youth and
experienced the Probation and Protection Institution or the Training School for
Children and Youth

On account of this inmate group was growing to adulthood, the influence
of the friend group was important and forming a gang in prison among members who
knew each other outside prison. They were in the same gang as before or knew each
other since the Probation and Protection Institution during their offence at young age
such as the OROS gang which is influential in Thonburi area and was the large group
in prison with hundred of members. It was the prison group among members knowing
each other from Ban Ubekkha. The firmness within group members was stronger than
other prison groups and symbolized the gang with tattoo of OROS gang on their
hands. Or the Vong Vian Yai gang would have the letter “V”” on their hands since they
are very apparent. Such culture would be inherited from batch to batches

The subculture within the group reflects the members’ behavior favoring
violence, risk, temperate, quarrelsomeness and illegally tattooing in the prison. There
are tattoos on the whole body, face, head and such tattoo was done since being
confined in the Probation and Protection Institution and continue tattooing until the
moment where there is no place for tattoo. They have records of often violating
disciplines and are degraded to the worse class and the worst class.

The early adult inmate group is mostly leaders or big brother or respected
persons and not necessary to have good economic status but able to supervise peace
and order and able to address problems because this kind of gangs group likely poor
members and their relatives do not deposit large amount of money. The gang existence
earns from collecting protection racket, exhortation or hire for debt collection in prison

and so on or called “samurai”.
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2. Recidivists, repetitive offenders and body or facial tattoo

Inmates with tattoo on the whole body or on the unexposed part of the
body are mostly recidivists or more than five times. There are likely traffickers and
theft sentenced to short-term imprisonment. They often enter and exit all the time.
Upon dismissal, they are re-arrested and admitted into the prison and unable to spend
normal life in society especially during daytime when other people in societies could
not clearly see their face since outsiders fear and police watch for arrest this group of
people all the time because they are labeled with their tattoos. They have to spend
their lives during night time. Most meet rejection from their families. They are inmates
without relatives and they humiliate their lives with tattoos. On their dismissal, they
could not apply for jobs and have to enter permanent deviant behavior as in the
labeling theory which turns them to become habitual criminals.

In prison, they group themselves because other groups unlikely accept this
group because they often create problems, breaking the prison regulations, the worse
or the worst class inmates because of their recidivism. Upon admission, they are
reduced to the worse class inmates and if they violate regulations they are reduced to
the worst class. This group of inmate felt they have nothing to lose. So, they are hired
to offend for their expenses in prison or being accepted in to group to be assigned to
be the group guards.

3. Inmates with influence and financial status especially big traffickers

This group of inmates is mostly convicted of trafficking on being the
major distributors, producers in importing or exporting narcotics with good financial
status, and good dresses. Their grouping is to create influence in prison and exploiting
money to buy everything. They could assemble large group of members to seek
negotiation power with other prison groups or with the prison authorities or misbehave
to seek gains in prison, smuggle mobile phones in to prison, narcotic networks with
outsiders, open gambling in prison, and so on. They earn immense amount of money
to enable them supervising the living of their members. Most leaders would not show
themselves as “home leader” but demand other to play their leader’s roles to prevent
being transferred to other zones or to other prisons. Being the influential inmates and



Warissara Sirisutthidacha Discussions /214

upon being caught on offence, it did not reach the real offenders because there are
scapegoats to act for them.

In summary, the study of subculture of inmates in Thai prisons has
integrated models between adopting subculture adhered from outside prison in to the
prison under the perspectives of the importation theory and the subculture creation of
their own group under the stressful environment in prison under the perspective of the
deprivation theory. Their grouping is under the perspective of the importation theory
characterized in the young adult inmate group who has been admitted in the Probation
and Protection Institution before or in the Training Center for Child and Youth. Most
have been under the gang group before since they have been outside the prison during
young. The inmate group of the trafficking cases is mostly influential and criminal
network with values to seek gains with wrong method in violating the social norms.
So, there is the group subculture favoring to violating the social norms before, which
IS consistent to the study on the subculture of inmates in Holland conducted by M.
Grapendal (1990) who supports the adoption of the importation model. Similarly, the
subculture is created for themselves under the oppressed environment in prison under
the deprivation theory especially the inmate group who has tattooed in the whole
body and face. By reason this inmate group members are recidivists and habitual
offenders and upon being labeled with prison and resisted by outside societies and are
excluded from their groups which pushed out these inmate subculture of violence-

oriented.
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CHAPTER VII
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A study of “Factors Influencing the Subcultural Behaviors of Inmates in
Prisons” was a mixed method with the objectives to respond to the investigation on the
inmate subculture in the areas of prison argot, symbolization, violation of the prison
rules and grouping by offense; factors affecting the inmate subculture; and the inmate
subculture models in the prisons in Thailand. In the quantitative approach, there were
15 experts to respond a checklist to confirm the inmate subculture and using
a questionnaire for data collection conducted with 400 inmates detained in the five
central prisons who was authorized to control inmates sentenced more than 30 years.
Sets of questionnaire returned at 100% to serve the objective of studying factors
influencing inmate subcultures. On the other hand, the qualitative approach was
designed to explain inmate grouping and inmate subcultures of prison argot,
symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by offense including the inmate
subculture models in the prisons in Thailand. In-depth interviews were applied and
conducted with 10 home leaders, and 20 prison administrators and the prison
authorities in order to add data collected from the qualitative approach was to better

perfect the study. Results reveled as below.

7.1 Inmate Backgrounds

Most inmates were currently 31-40 years old and 21-30 years old were
during their first offense. They had primary and junior secondary levels. They were
single but some had offense records during their youth. But most inmates committed
their first time offense and became inmates of narcotics offense. Few affiliated in gang
or criminal organization before conviction, which were youth gangs and some joined

the criminal organizations.
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It was found during in the prison that most inmates had been visited by
relatives. Inmates were rejected in job applications for more than once because
they were found out they had been imprisoned before but most were not barred from
the community activity involvement. Due to most inmates committed offense for the
first time and were not yet dismissed to the outside communities; such data reflected
they were rejected on their job application in many workplaces. And if they were

rejected by their communities they will commit recidivism.

7.2 Data of Grouping

The study found that most inmates grouped for not more than a year and
their members were not more than 10 inmates a group. Thy grouped by satisfaction
followed by grouping by domicile or by previous acquaintance. On the other hand,
grouping by offense was little only.

Inmates playing roles were few but most were the home embers. Most
grouping to violate the prison norms had values and belief coherent with the group
/home to support the violation of prison rules. Meaning, if inmates were found weak,
they would be victimized, more money more acceptance in prison, the longer
imprisonment term the more survival learning, no promotion of doing good but
promotion for doing bad, the group members must have the same idea and belief else
it is difficult to co-exist, only the strong survive prison, group loyalty is ultimate,
gambling is one of the activities to earn income of an inmate, enjoyment, colorfulness

and not boring.

7.3 The Four (4) Aspects of the Inmate Subculture Contained
1) Prison Argot, 2) Symbolization, 3) Violation of the Prison Rules
and 4) Grouping by Offense

7.3.1 Prison Argot: it was the formulation of specific language which was

a subculture for communication among the group members. The prison argot of the
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slang formulated was a tool to violate the prison rules and to avoid checking from
the prison authorities. Verbal communication, in particular, helped convey inmate
cultures from batches to batches for its continuity. It had been conveyed directly and
indirectly through self-learning and through friends. The quantitative data showed that
most inmates used argot within group members. Learning their meanings came from

learning from friends rather than self-learning.

7.3.2 Symbolization: inmates detained under the prison rules and
regulations without relief were mostly found creating symbolization on their bodies
like tattoo as an exit. It was an inmate subculture reflecting through tattoos such as the
date of imprisonment, the name of lover, the design of tear-drops and so on. Their
tattoos were also symbolized their gang and communication within group members in

prison.

7.3.3 Violation of Prison Rules: it came from the home leaders
who emphasized to create values and the group activities and led to violation of the
prison rule. It was the misled values to prioritize “money” than other things because
they believed that more money gained more acceptances in prison. Consequently,
there was inmate grouping to seek gains and power to create such subculture and it led

to violation of disciplines which troubled the prison administration.

7.3.4 Grouping by Offense: this was least found since in general inmates
of all cases could coexist but inmates of the same offense might have the same
preference and habit only. Nevertheless, it had no impact to create the subculture

by specific case.
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7.4 The Influence in Predicting Each Aspect of Inmate Subculture
Based on Differential Association Theory, Labeling Theory and

Subculture Theory

There were eight variables concluded from the three criminological
theories involving Differential Association Theory, Labeling Theory, and Subculture
Theory. They were definition of offense (DEF), duration of grouping (DUR), intensity
of group relation (INT), labeled by family (FAM), labeled by social (SOC), label by
the authorities (FUNC), values and belief within group (SUB), and status and role
within group (STA). The results of multiple regression analysis in predicting inmate
subcultures with eight variables displayed that their impacts on the four aspects of
inmate subcultures are relatively low. The prison argot and grouping to violate the
prison rules were at 18 % whereas the symbolization and grouping by offense were at
10% only.

Testing their relationship between inmate background, i.e. age during first
offense, offense frequency and case type with the influences in predicting the fours

aspects of the inmate subcultures; it was found that:

7.4.1 Ages at first offense: results showed that the component models of
the three theories could less predict the inmate subculture of prison argot in both
groups and could lessen the prediction of symbolization among the inmates of the
first-time offense who were younger than 30 years but could better the prediction of
symbolization among the inmates of the first-time offense who were older than
30 years. At the meantime, it was found that the component models of the three
theories could better predict the inmate subcultures of violating prison rules and
grouping by offense in both groups ( younger than 30 years old and older than
30 years old).

7.4.2 Offense Frequency: results showed that the component models of
the three theories could lessen predict the inmate subcultures of the prison argot and
symbolization among inmate of the first-time offense but better predict inmates
committed more than twice. At the same time, it could better predict the inmate
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subcultures of violating the prison rules and grouping by offense among inmates of the
first-time offense and inmates committing offense more than twice.

7.4.3 Case Type: results showed that the component models of the three
theories could lessen predict the inmate subcultures of the prison argot with the
inmates of drug conviction but better predict with the inmates charged with other
cases. On the contrary, grouping by offense could better predict inmates of drug abuse
but could lessen predict the inmates of other cases. At the meantime, the component
models of the three theories could better predict the inmate subcultures of
symbolization and violation of prison rules with the inmates of drug conviction and
the inmates charged with other cases.

It reflected that the age during the first-time offense, offense frequency,
and case type affected the inmate subcultures on violating the prison rules, grouping

by offense and symbolization but did not affect the prison argot.

7.5 The Inmate Subculture Models in Thailand

In summary, the inmate subculture models in Thailand are the mixed
model between adopting the subculture adhered from outside prison based on the
Importation

Theory and the subculture under the oppression of the prison environment
based on the Deprivation Theory. Regarding grouping by adoption based on the
Importation Theory was among the group of the youth inmates who were detained in
the Probation Institutions before or from the Child and Youth Training Center. And,
most of them affiliated in gangs outside prison during their youth age. However,
grouping of inmates in drug trafficking and most were the influential group and the
criminal organization net work who had values of seeking gains through violating the
norms. Finally, there was the group subculture to previously violate the social norms.

To understand the inmate subculture in each aspect differently links to
grouping by the subculture of different specific group in prison.
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Grouping (home) within prison

Grouping in prison or known as “Home” is found nationwide because the
prison community detains the large number of inmates with differences. Consequently,
there is individual grouping from their social backgrounds to help safeguard each
other. Each prison contains different homes, different size, different areas and different
inmate numbers. Most inmates have their homes except the elder inmates and the
“leak” (mental disorder) who stay alone.

Size of Prison Group

The group size or the member began from small Homes with to more than
5 members unto 100 members and the size is depended on many factors which
contained the prison types and that were prison zoning, and areas size in prison.

Structure of Prison Group

The structure of prison group of each home or every gang would specify
status within the home and duties as an organizational administration system
structured with chain of command into 3 levels, i.e. first, leader was an inmate
positioned as the group chief with duty to supervise the members and the members
admire him to be the leader. The members respected him and he plays the most
important role with power of decision-making in all things on their existence, safety
and keeping peace and order within the group. He had the power to negotiate with
other homes when problems arose among members even from small conflicts until the
interest of the group including taking responsibility in the case of the members create
problems or violate other home members. Second, consultant was an inmate doing the
duty to help the leader to supervise members within the home. Most were older than
other members in the group (elders) respected person, good demeanor, a consultant
and a reporter to the leader or decides solving the problem if the leader was away. And
if the leader was transferred to another zone or to other prison; this position would
replace the leader to prevent the group/home dissolution. And finally, members were
inmates under the supervision of the home, playing roles, being assigned by the leader
and most assignments were cooking, washing clothes, washing plates, brewing coffee,

queuing to buy goods and reserving spaces and so on.
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The subculture model afflicting the prison administration

Data from both interviewing the prison authorities and inmates had the
same opinion those inmate subcultures troubled the prison administration from the
three groups of inmates, i.e.

1. Early adult inmates or inmates with offence records during youth and
experienced the Probation and Protection Institution or the Training School for
Children and Youth;

2. Recidivists, repetitive offenders and body or facial tattoo

3. Inmates with influence and financial status especially big traffickers

7.6 Recommendations
The recommendations from the studies contained the academic
recommendations, the policy recommendations, practical recommendations and

the recommendations for further studies, i.e.

7.6.1 The academic recommendations

There are four (4) academic recommendations

1) There should be additional studies to model the evaluation pattern or the
measurement forms in order to predict the inmate subculture particularly the violation
of prison rules which troubles the prison administration.

2) Other subculture models should be investigated rather than the prison
argot, symbolization, violation of prison rules and grouping by offense because the
above findings there are interested diverse subcultures worth investigations.

3) Comparative studies should be conducted on the inmate subculture in
Thailand and in abroad to be the knowledge and enable to be the data to further set
ways to properly treat inmates.

4) Risk assessment should be conducted on inmate classification for better

control in order to replace imprisonment by case or by punishment.
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7.6.2 The policy recommendations

There are four (4) policy recommendations

1) The offices in the justice administration should be conscious on
alternative to avoid imprisonment because there is the overcrowded crisis which
created more violent subcultures from grouping for survival within the restrict
resources and area.

2) There should be reconsider the personnel forces in line of command on
control and rehabilitation in the Corrections Department for full supervision in order to
avoid the persuasion to enter a group and become the tool for offense.

3) Constructing the max prison or single cell for influential inmates and
inmates hunting gains in prison.

4) Terminate the temporal reprimand homes from the probation
institutions because from the past if the centers of children and youth or the probation
institutions cannot control the problematic youth and request reprimand home in
prison; this will allow them to create their subcultures and trouble to the prison

administration as well as permanent deviance.

7.6.3 The practical recommendations

There are five (5) practical recommendations

1) The prison should provide allowances sufficiently meet inmates in order
to prevent grouping and enable to classify disadvantageous inmates who might be
persuaded from the group to commit offense in order to exchange with safeguarding
their stay in prison.

2) Periodically classify inmates to separate those often creating
problematic behavior for the peacefulness of the majority.

3) The prison should support group activities which emphasize creativity.

4) The mental health centers should be established and allocated with
personnel to listen and to counsel them for solving their problems in order to prevent
them from grouping in order to mutually help each other which will lead to seeking
gains.

5) Explore new innovation by emphasizing behavioral rehabilitation and

developing programs to treat inmates adhering to the subculture of troubling prison.
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7.6.4 Recommendations for further studies

There are four (3) recommendations for further studies

1) Comparative studies on the inmate subcultures in Thailand and the
ASEAN group prisons for exchanges information and to explore ways of cooperation
about inmate rehabilitations.

2) The future studies should be conducted with woman inmates to compare
their similarities and differences of the male inmate subcultures

3) The future studies should be conducted with the qualitative
methodology to investigate case studies within the interested diverse groups to more

apparently explain subcultures.

7.7 Research Limitations

Limitations in this study were the data collection particularly in the prison
controlling male inmates but not covered the subculture in woman inmates.
In association with the study of the male inmate subcultures while the researcher was a
woman though working in the Corrections Department. But during interviewing, the
prison authorities had to provide safety which might likely disable to access deeper
information because inmate interviewees were convicted with max imprisonment
punishment and endangering behavior which required safeguard during the
interviewing. Some parts of data made inmates feared impacts their lives in prison.
In addition, the researcher conducting interviews with the “home leaders” only but did

not interview home members.
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2013/251.0509

Subculiure of Inmates in Thai Prisons’

Miss Warissara Sirisutthidachd

Faculty of Social Sciences and Humanities, Mahidot University

1) MU-S3IRB Submission form version received date 15 july 2013
2) Partidipant information sheet for Executive and Staff version date 3 September
013 ‘

Participant information sheet for Questionnaire: Prisoner version date 3 September
2013

4) Participant Information sheet for rterview: Prisoner version date 3 September 2013
5} Informed Consent form for Prisorier version date 3 September 2013
6} Informed Consent form version date 3 September 2013

7} Interview Guideline received date 3 September 2013

8) Questionnaire received date 3 September 2013

The Committee for Research Ethics (Social Sclences) is in full compliance with Intemationat
Guidelines of Human Research Protection such as Declaration of Helsinki, ii'he Belrnont Report, CIOMS Guidalines

and the Internationat Conference on Harmonization in Good Clinical Practice (ICH-GCP}

5 Septernber 2013

4 Septernber 2014 .

Signature of Chairman: . ﬁ“

7

(Emneritus Professor Santhat Senmss)

Signature of Head of the institute: '
%oc.me.Dr.Wariya nno}
Dean of Faculty of Sociat Sclences and Humanities

Office of The Committee for Research Ethics (Sacial Sciences), Faculty of Sodal Sciences and Humanities, Mahidol Unlivarsity
Phuttamonthon 4 Rd,; Salaya, Phuttamoenthén District, Nakhon Pathom 72170, Tel(662) 841 9180 Fax (662) 441 9181
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Rocumentary Proof of The Committee for Research Ethics (Social Sciences)

This document is a recerd of review and approvaliacceptance of a study protoco!

Ok o Ok ok kK K

Protocof Title: SUBCULTURE OF INMATES IN THAI PRISONS

Principal Investigotar: - Miss Warissara Sirisutthidacha

Protocol Mo.: MU-SS5IRB: 2013/238.1507 (B1}

Type of approvalfacteptanee: Protocol Amendment:

_ A. Protacol Title change to ‘FACTORS INFLUENCING THE
§ SUBCULTURAL BEHAVICRS OF INMATES IN PRISON’

: Date of Approval; 7 March 2014 - |

The Committee for Research Ethics (Social Sciences) is in full complionce  with
international Guidelines for Human Research Pratection such as Declaration of Helsinki, The Belmont

L Report. CIOMS Guidelines and the International Conference on Harmonization in Good Clinieal

Practice (ICH-GCP}

{Emeritus Professor Sonthat Sermsri)

Office of The Cormmittee Jor Research Ethics (Socil Stiences), Focully of Sedal Sciences and Humanities, Mahidol University

Phutiomonthon 4 Rd., Salaya, Phugtamonthon District, Nakhon Pathom 73170, Tel(B62) 441 9180 Fax.(662) 441 9181
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