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Idleness and Inmate Misconduct: A New Perspective on Time Use
and Behavior in Local Jails
Mateja Vuk a and Dalibor Doležal b

aUniversity of West Georgia, Carrollton, USA; bUniversity of Zagreb, Zagreb, Croatia

ABSTRACT
A growing body of literature explores how participation in programming in
correctional institutions predicts inmatemisconduct. Theory and extant research
suggest that engagement in structured and prosocial activities promotes posi-
tive behavioral and emotional outcomes, while idleness has a negative impact
on inmate behavior and well-being. However, the literature that examines these
relationships is largely based on qualitative methodology, small samples, and
prison population. Using data from the 2002 Survey of Inmates in Local Jails, this
study fills the gap in the literature by examining the associations between
engagement in various activities in jail and inmate misconduct. This study also
explores individual and jail-level factors that predict inmate engagement in
different activities in jails. The results show that watching TV and working in
jail are associated with lower misconduct, whereas recreation and reading are
associated with higher levels of several types of misconduct. The data also reveal
that certain personal and institution-level factors predict the extent of engage-
ment in formal and leisure activities.
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Introduction

For many years, the incarceration levels in the United States have been known to be the highest in
the world (The Sentencing Project 2014). There are statistics which indicate that up to 2.3 million
persons are incarcerated in the US (Paul., Harrison, and Sabol 2011). Bureau of Justice Statistics
(2018) reports that, at yearend 2016, an estimated 6,613,500 adults were under the supervision of US
adult correctional systems with an estimated 740,700 offenders in local jails. Although jails can be
perceived as the entryways or “first responders” (Haney et al. 2016: 131) of the correctional system,
they are an important part of the US justice system being a sort of “systemic hub” where law
enforcement, the courts, and corrections interact through complicated processes (O’Toole 1997).

Many discussions in the offender rehabilitation literature today have been directed toward finding
ways to reduce the number of persons being incarcerated in prisons. Jails, however, have been less
discussed, but are gaining increased attention since data show that more than 3,000 jails in the United
States today hold more than triple their population in 1983 (Henrichson, Rinaldi, and Delaney 2015;
Subramanian et al. 2015). Furthermore, the statistics demonstrate that on an average year there are
almost 12 million jail admissions making them a doorway to the formal criminal justice system
(Subramanian et al. 2015).

Even though jails have an important function in local justice systems, which is primarily holding
people who were arrested but not yet convicted (Haney et al. 2016; Henrichson, Rinaldi, and Delaney
2015), jail populations are much more diverse than that. As many authors stated (e.g., Bronson and
Berzofsky 2017; Feudenberg 2001; Haney et al. 2016; Steadman et al. 2009; Subramanian et al. 2015;
Torrey 1995; Wilper et al. 2009), not only do jails hold pre-trial detainees, they also incarcerate
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individuals who serve their short-term sentences, some of whom are at high risk of violence,
substance abuse, mental illness, and infectious diseases, among other things. Because of that, it is
more challenging to manage the jail population than the convicted offender population in state and
federal facilities (Haney et al. 2016; Subramanian et al. 2015).

Over the past quarter century, a substantial amount of scientific literature, represented by a number of
quantitative reviews and many qualitative reviews (Fletcher et al. 2012; South et al. 2016; Williams, May,
and Wood 2008), illustrated that offender rehabilitation, if used appropriately, can lead to a significant
reduction in recidivism (see Dowden and Andrews 1999; Gendreau 1996; Gendreau and Goggin 1996;
Lösel 1995; Lösel 1996). Out of many aspects of offender rehabilitation programs, leisure and recreation
have been recognized as important factors for improving behavioral outcomes (Andrews and Bonta 2006).
Most of the research done by criminal justice scholars and professionals in that area has been focused on
prison settings (Alarid 2003, 2005; Flanagan 1989; Krienert and Fleisher 2004). However, in the context of
local jails, the role of other daily routines (e.g., work or religious participation) in inmates’ engagement in
violations has been unexamined (Link andWilliams 2015). Using data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics’
2002 Survey of Local Jails, this study aims to explore the relationship between engagement in different daily
and weekly activities and misconduct within jails.

Literature review

There has been great interest in people’s adjustment to prison life and a significant number of
studies deals with identifying the imprisonment adaptation patterns and their implications for the
inmates’ quality of life (see, e.g., Adams 1992; Crewe, Hulley, and Wright 2017; Dhami, Ayton, and
Loewenstein 2007). The extent to which these adaptations are influenced by the inmates’ pre-prison
characteristics (importation model) or the prison environment itself (deprivation model) has been
a matter of considerable debate (Dhami et al. 2007). On one hand, the importation theory suggests
that inmates’ behaviors in prison are primarily shaped by their pre-institutional characteristics,
beliefs, and experiences (Irwin and Cressey 1962). On the other hand, deprivation theory suggests
that inmates’ behaviors, whether illicit or pro-social, are reflections of inmates’ adaptation and
coping with the prison environment, either through participation in a social system, or through
individual choices aimed to satisfy certain needs (Clemmer 1940; Goodstein, Mackenzie, and
Shotland 1984; Goodstein and Wright 1989; Hochstetler and DeLisi 2005; Huey Dye 2010; Sykes
1958; Walters and Gregory. 2013).

Early research on these patterns of adaptation stems from Clemmer’s (1940) discussions about
prisonization, defined as adoption of the norms, values, and general culture of the prison, which
seems to function as a coping mechanism for dealing with the experience within correctional settings
(Goodstein, Mackenzie, and Shotland 1984; Mackenzie and Goodstein 1985; Mackenzie, Goodstein,
and Blouin 1987). However, because modalities of adaptation are dynamic, different types and
degrees of adaptation can be observed in different individuals at different times and/or in different
situations. Additionally, spending more time in prison and serving longer sentences provides
inmates with more exposure to the so-called “inmate code” (see, e.g., Sykes and Messinger 1960),
greater adherence to it, and a higher level of prisonization (Grosholz 2014; Wheeler 1961).

Time use

The level of adaptation to the correctional environment will influence how inmates occupy their
time while incarcerated. Time and imprisonment are integrally linked, as time structures the prison
routines for inmates and administration (Sparks, Bottoms, and Hay 1996). In prison, time is
predominately controlled by forces outside the individual: by the justice system that sentences
offenders and makes decisions about their early release and by correctional administrators who
create and enforce daily schedules (Cope 2003). These highly controlled routines are, however,
essential in maintaining control of correctional facilities.
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Incarcerated offenders can engage in various licit and illicit, formal and informal activities.Most inmates
in long-term correctional facilities spend on average 3–4 hours a day in formally structured programs such
as work or education (Batchelder and Pippert 2002; Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004; Steiner and
Wooldredge 2008; Zamble and Porporino 1988). A large portion of an average day, however, remains
unstructured (Austin and Irwin 2012; Batchelder and Pippert 2002; Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004; Irwin
1980; Vuk 2017; Zamble and Porporino 1988). During their free time, inmates can engage in recreational
activities or spend time idly. Specifically, some inmates socialize, play cards or chess, exercise or play sports,
watch TV in the dayrooms, while others retreat to their cells or cubicles (Aguilar and Asmussen 1989;
Austin and Irwin 2012; Hassine, Bernard, and Wright 1996).

In their study of individuals incarcerated within Nevada prisons, Frey and Delaney (1996) found
out that most participants tended to engage in passive leisure activities, such as watching television
and movies, playing cards, pool, dominos, and table tennis. Zamble and Porporino (1988) found that
inmates in Canadian prisons mostly spent their free time in unstructured activities such as socializ-
ing (3.7 hours/day), watching TV and listening to the radio or music (2.9 hours/day), sports (1.7
hours/day), and writing letters and visitation (0.8 hours/day). Overall, more than 9 hours a day is
spent in these leisure activities (Zamble and Porporino 1988). Similarly, in the 2004 Survey of
Inmates in State and Federal Correctional Facilities, inmates reported spending almost 5 hours in
leisure such as reading and watching TV, and less than an hour in hobbies, arts, crafts, and playing
games (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004).

Although the way inmates use their time will be contingent upon the resources available in their
immediate environment and the level of control exerted on them, their time use will also depend on
individual characteristics that drive the motivation behind engagement in different activities (Crittenden
2013; Grosholz 2014; Toch 1977). For example, younger inmates are more likely to pass their time by
spending hours in mindless activities, such as watching television, whereas long-term inmates pass their
time inmore goal-oriented activities such as crafts, reading, or writing (Flanagan 1981; Vuk 2017). Younger
male inmates are also more likely to engage in group sports or otherwise participate in physical activity
(Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004; Crittenden 2013; Sabo, Kupers, and London 2001; Wooden and Parker
1982; Zamble and Porporino 1988). The fact that males are more likely to engage in physical activities
reflects the inmate culture’s intense emphasis on physical strength and machismo in male prisons (Sabo,
Kupers, and London 2001; Wooden and Parker 1982).

However, it must be emphasized that all these studies refer to time use in long-term correctional
facilities, namely state and federal prisons. Studies that quantify and explore time use of inmates
incarcerated in local jails are unknown to the authors. Due to the jail population being more
heterogeneous and characterized with more mental health and drug-related issues compared to
state and federal prisoners (Haney et al. 2016), it reasonable to assume that conclusions drawn from
these studies may not entirely translate to local jails (Subramanian et al. 2015). It can also be
expected that inmates housed in jails spend more time idle because their pre-adjudication or
classification status prevents them from having full access to correctional resources and program-
ming (Hassine, Bernard, and Wright 1996; Ramaswamy and Freudenberg 2007).

Inmate misconduct

Predicting inmate behavior within correctional facilities has been a subject of research of many criminal
justice and criminology scholars. Researchers examined a gamut of behaviors that violate rules of
a correctional institution, ranging from general engagement in any rule violations to more specific
behaviors such as assaults on inmates or staff, drug or alcohol violations, property and security violations,
self-mutilation but also establishing inappropriate relationships with prison staff (e.g., Camp et al. 2003;
Cunningham and Sorensen 2007; Steiner and Wooldredge 2013; Worley, Marquart, and Mullings 2003).
Most inquiries focus on establishing relationships between a range of individual (e.g., demographic
variables, criminal history, drug, and mental health issues) and institution-level predictors of inmate
misconduct (e.g., security and custody level, staff/inmate ratio, crowding).
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In a review of literature on the sources of inmatemisconduct, Steiner, Butler, and Ellison (2014) found
substantial evidence to suggest that younger inmates with prior record, those who associate themselves
with antisocial peers, inmates who have used drugs prior to their incarceration, those with mental health
problems, or inmates who pose a greater security risk are more likely to commit misconduct. Similarly,
Trulson, DeLisi, andMarquart (2011) found that inmates who have engaged in misconduct in the past or
have served more time also perpetrate more misconduct. Furthermore, inmates who engage in mis-
conduct are also more likely to exhibit continuity in offending upon release (Cochran 2012; Trulson,
DeLisi, and Marquart 2011). The results from a study by Cochran (2012) show that misconduct was
related to all types of recidivism, including violent, property, and other recidivism. This is not a surprise
considering that many of these inmates usually face a lot of barriers that can serve as facilitators for
recidivism such as poor educational backgrounds, histories of substance abuse, physical and mental
illness, unemployment, and homelessness. Other studies have shown that inmates with mental health
and drug-related problems weremore likely to perpetrate institutional assaults (Cunningham, Reidy, and
Sorensen 2008; Steiner and Wooldredge 2013).

Studies that examined institution-level predictors found that higher security of the facility is
associated higher rates of misconduct (Griffin and Hepburn 2013; Huebner 2003; Jiang and Fisher-
Giorlando 2002; McCorkle, Miethe, and Drass 1995; Steiner and Wooldredge 2008). Some indirect
relationships between crowding and misconduct were also found in the literature, suggesting that
higher concentration of inmates may lead to higher levels of stress and frustration which may lead to
higher levels of disorder (Bonta and Gendreau 1990; Gaes and McGuire 1985; Wooldredge, Griffin,
and Pratt 2001). Bottoms (1999), summarizing a significant number of prior studies on prison order,
concluded that the influence of the prison environment outweighs the effects of individual-level
factors, especially in cases of interpersonal violence. He describes prisons as “total institutions” with
a relatively self-contained environment that is separated from many external influences (Bottoms
1999). Their internal organization is composed of various routine activities (working, eating,
sleeping, exercise, etc.) which can affect the social climate and the effects of individual-level factors
of prisoners.

While the abovementioned research on state and federal prisons can help us identify the sources
of rule violations that are unique to a particular type of correctional environment, it does not offer
much insight into predictors of misconduct in local jails (Steiner, Butler, and Ellison 2014). Few
studies have explored any conditions of incarceration in local jails; even fewer have examined jail
misconduct. For example, Senese and Kalinich (1993) analyzed incident reports in a large
Midwestern jail in 1986 and 1987. They found that younger and male inmates are more likely to
engage in a jail misconduct and concluded that patterns of rule infractions are fairly consistent with
prisons (Senese and Kalinich 1993). Regarding the factors that contribute to jail misconduct, Haney
et al. (2016) found that because individuals are often taken into jail abruptly, and often unexpectedly,
their behavior can become more destabilized, unsettled, and result in rule violations which may
continue for some time after their initial detention. Apart for the reasons for which led them to jail,
some individuals can react particularly poorly for being suddenly put in the conditions of enhanced
surveillance and deprivation, which is especially true for persons who are being taken into custody
for the first time (Haney et al. 2016).

Both Senese and Kalinich’s study (1993) and Haney et al. work (2016) emphasize one aspect of
jails which is crucial for understanding misconduct in jails and needs to be more closely researched:
correctional staff. Because of the high turnover in local jails and taking into consideration the
characteristics of the jail population, correctional staff in jails have much more difficult time
managing their facilities than staff in state and federal institutions. For example, in some states,
corrections officer vacancy rates can exceed 45% (Lyman 2017).

In fact, high turnover in jails means that staff is less likely to be aware of inmate needs and what
leads to rule violations in individual inmates to mitigate their disciplinary infractions (Haney et al.
2016). Since most correctional officers in jail are not trained to deal with individuals with mental
health and substance abuse issues, most sanctions issued will be punitive (Haney et al. 2016). For

4 M. VUK AND D. DOLEŽAL



example, disruptive behaviors of inmates with mental health issues or substance abuse can be caused
by their current mental state, not because they intentionally want to behave in a disruptive and rule-
breaking way. Because of the lack of training, jail officers cannot distinguish the underlying cause for
the said behavior and will apply the sanctions (i.e., solitary confinement) as if the behavior was
intentional and not caused by the inmate’s current mental health status. This is understandable
because jails also have scarcer support and professional staff existing to address the needs of inmates
(Haney et al. 2016).

Time use and inmate behavior

While the number of studies on inmate recreation and leisure time is modest, there are no studies
specifically designed to examine the relationship between time use and misconduct in American jails.
The hypothesized relationships in this study are derived from the literature on the general effects of
structured activities and leisure on offenders’ well-being and behavior. For example, the social bond
theory suggests that individuals invest time, energy and themselves in prosocial activities that
promote conventional values and strengthen the individuals’ bonds to society (Hirschi 1969).
Therefore, whenever they consider a deviant behavior, they also must consider the costs of that
kind of behavior, as well as the risk of losing the investment made through conventional behavior.
The decision to behave in a deviant way is considered to be rationally determined, given the risks
and costs that the person faces (Hirschi 1969). Hirschi’s (1969) elements of social bond that apply
here are commitment and involvement. While commitment emphasizes time, energy, and self-
investment in conventional behaviors, involvement focuses on the idle time available when one is
not committed. Individuals who are involved in organized prosocial activities simply have less time
and fewer opportunities to engage in misconduct (Hirschi 1969).

Additionally, Andrews and Bonta (2006, 1996) identified leisure as one of the criminogenic needs
within the Risk–Need – Responsivity framework (RNR; Andrews and Bonta 2006; Dowden and
Andrews 1999). According to Andrews and Bonta (2006), leisure time correlates with recidivism
and, if used properly with other treatment interventions, it can generate lower recidivism. However,
Williams, Walker, and Strean (2005) point out that even though leisure is considered a criminogenic
need, it does not receive the attention it needs in research and policymaking.

The results of various studies have shown numerous benefits of leisure, recreation, and physical
activity to psychological health (Landers 1997; Wilhite, Keller, and Caldwell 1999; Williams, Walker,
and Strean 2005). Positive effects of physical activity on anxiety (Dunn, Trivedi, and O’Neal 2000;
Landers and Petruzzello 1994) and depression (Craft and Landers 1998; Martinsen 1994) have also
been recorded, which is relevant to correctional staff because both disorders are quite present among
offender populations (Castellano and Soderstrom 1997; Motiuk 2002). Kleiber, Hutchinson, and
Williams (2002) explained that individuals can use leisure experiences to cope better with negative
life events. In fact, Williams, Walker, and Strean (2005) concluded that leisure seems to reduce
psychosocial stress reactivity, although the mechanism of this relationship is not clear.

Some authors have also suggested that pervasive idleness leads to increased levels of violence
within the institution (Cohen 1976; Hassine, Bernard, and Wright 1996). One of the leading causes
of riots in prisons in Attica, New York, and New Mexico was idleness and a lack of recreational
opportunities (Cohen 1976; Irwin 1980; Morris 1983; Parisi 1982). When the educational and
recreational programs were stopped in 1975, prisoners had to be locked down for long periods
which created strong feelings of deprivation and discontent in the inmate population that would
increasingly lead to violence and disorder (Colvin 1982; Useem 1985). Inferior prison services along
with prison overcrowding, common problems in many correctional facilities, were major causes of
the disturbance (Morris 1983). However, these conclusions are not based on objective measures of
idleness (e.g., hours spent idle); rather, the inference comes from the evidence of the lack of
meaningful recreational and treatment programming. Zamble and Porporino (1988) also found
that boredom was associated with higher levels of depression, anxiety, and anger.
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There are few correlational studies that explored associations between formal, administration-
sponsored activities and misconduct, but they reveal that inmates who work in prison engage in
fewer disciplinary infractions (Flanagan 1988; Huebner 2003; Steiner 2009; Steiner and Wooldredge
2009). For instance, Steiner and Wooldredge (2009) found the number of hours inmates spend in work
to be inversely associated with a variety of misconduct outcomes. Likewise, involvement in religious
programming and frequent attendance of religious services is also associated with fewer disciplinary
measures (Camp et al. 2008; Johnson, Larson, and Pitts 1997; O’Connor and Perreyclear 2002). On the
other hand, Alarid (2005) found that 27% of inmates used their job in prison to turn a profit (e.g.,
passing contraband or selling items like food, chemicals, or office supplies). These violations of prison
rules were possible because having a job within the institution places inmates in a position of trust and
provides them with freedom of movement which can facilitate contraband flow (Kalinich 1980).

It is necessary to point out that the majority of studies that investigated some aspects of inmates’
daily routines are based on field observations and interviews as well as small samples. Moreover, the
sampling procedures often used did not ensure generalizability to the entire inmate population of
a given institution (e.g., Irwin 1980). These qualitative studies provide us with rich data about the
world of prisons; however, we cannot generalize such findings to other correctional settings because
characteristics of prison populations differ depending on the institutional security level, location
(e.g., south vs. north; rural vs. urban), the type of the offense, and jurisdiction (Polson 2002).
Additionally, it is unknown what the strength of these associations is and what is their contribution
in predicting various behavioral outcomes. Finally, it is unclear whether and to what extent time
utilization varies across different groups of inmates in jails.

All the above points to the need to conduct more research that would give further insight into the role
of formal and leisure activities and their impact on behavior inside correctional facilities, more precisely,
jails. Jails are a part of the local justice systems that collect and concentrate individuals that pose a threat
to the society but also to themselves. Jails are characterized by idleness, overcrowding, and the lack of
services and meaningful resources, which negatively affects the social climate in these facilities (Senese
and Kalinich 1993). That presents, among others, a serious threat to the staff and makes programming
one of the key aspects of the safety of the institution. It is obvious that more research on time utilization
is needed in order to determine what role time use currently plays, and what role time can potentially
play in both correctional programming and offender rehabilitation (Williams et al. 2005).

Current study

Theory and existing research suggest that idleness has a negative impact on inmate behavior and
well-being while engagement in structured and prosocial activities promotes positive behavioral and
emotional outcomes (e.g., Figueroa 2011; Gallant, Sherry, and Nicholson 2015; Martos-Garcia,
Devís-Devís, and Sparkes 2009; Meek and Lewis 2014). Based on the current literature, we hypothe-
size that more time spent in prosocial activities will be associated with lower levels of misconduct. In
addition to exploring the associations between engagement in these pursuits and jail misconduct, we
examine the predictors (individual and jail-level) of the engagement in different activities.

Methods

Data and sample

The study uses the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ 2002 Survey of Inmates in Local Jails (2002 SILJ) (Bureau
of Justice Statistics 2006). The 2002 SILJ is a nationally representative dataset on individuals held in local
jails prior to trial and sentencing, as well as offenders serving sentences in local jails. The dataset includes
information on inmates’ individual characteristics, includingmedical andmental health conditions, their
current offenses, sentences, and criminal histories, characteristics of their victims, and jail activities,
services, and programs. The data were collected from January through April 2002 from n = 6,982 inmates
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using computer-assisted personal interviewing (CAPI). Sampling was based on a stratified two-stage
sample design. In the first stage, six strata were formed according to the size of the male, female, and
juvenile populations in each jail and 417 jails were selected from the strata (Bureau of Justice Statistics
2006). In the second stage, systematic random samples of inmates were selected from each jail. The
overall response rate was 84.1%.

Variables

Dependent variables
The dependent variable is inmate misconduct, operationalized as dichotomous variables that mea-
sure whether inmates reported being written up for or found guilty of breaking prison rules since
their admission (1 = yes, 0 = no). The rule-breaking behaviors were collapsed into seven misconduct
categories that follow the Camp et al. (2003) conceptualization. Any misconduct includes being
written up for or found guilty of any rule violation since admission. Violent misconduct includes
“physical assault on another inmate,” “physical assault on a correctional officer or other staff
member,” “verbal assault on another inmate,” “verbal assault on a correctional officer or other
staff member,” and “possession of a weapon.” Property misconduct captures “possession of stolen
property” or “possession of any other unauthorized item, substance, or contraband.” Furthermore,
drug misconduct encompasses “a drug violation, such as possession, use, or dealing in drugs” and “an
alcohol violation, including unauthorized possession, use, or sale.” Accountability misconduct
includes violations such as “disobeying orders,” “escape or attempted escape,” and “being out of
place.” Security misconduct consists of any “major violation, including work slowdowns, food strikes,
setting fires, rioting, etc.” or “minor violations relating to facility orderliness and operation, such as
the use of abusive language, horseplay, failing to follow sanitary regulations, etc.” Lastly, Other
misconduct encompasses “any other violations” not included above.

Independent variables
Nine key independent variables measure inmate time use, operationalized as daily, weekly, or
monthly activities. Visits is a variable that measures the number of visits inmates received in the
past month. Variable Phone calls is a measure of phone calls inmates made in the past week. Other
weekly activities that were measured include Work (work assignments inside and outside the facility)
and Religious activities (any religious activities, including religious services, prayer or meditation, or
Bible reading or studying), both measured as the average number hours spent in the activity in the
past week. We also include daily activities, measured as the average number of hours spent in the
activity in the past 24 hours. Recreation quantifies the time spent “in other kinds of recreation, for
example, arts, crafts, playing cards, or other games” in the past 24 hours. Reading measures the
number of hours spent “reading” and variable Watching TV assesses hours spent “watching televi-
sion” in last 24 hours. The last leisure activity examined is Physical activity which includes the
number of hours spent doing physical exercise in the last 24 hours. To account for time spent inside
the inmate’s cell as opposed to time in communal spaces, we also include the variable Cell time
which measures time spent in a cell in the last 24 hours. In the subsequent set of analyses, these
variables serve as dependent variables, while individual and jail-level control variables serve as
independent variables.

Control variables
All models are controlled for inmate socio-demographic characteristics including gender (Male = 1),
Race/ethnicity (White/Caucasian = 1, Black/African American = 2, Hispanic = 3, Other = 4), Age
(years), Education (in years), marital status (Married= 1). Additionally, we controlled for the key
criminal history and legal status variables, including Controlling offense (violent = 1, property = 2,
drug = 3, fraud = 4), Number of prior arrests, Time spent in jail on current charge (in months), and
whether the inmate is serving their sentence in jail or under a different legal status (e.g., awaiting
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arraignment, trial, or sentencing, or in transfer) (Serving sentence in jail = 1). Two individual-level
risk factors were also included in the analyses: a history of Alcohol/drug dependence (yes = 1) and
a dichotomous variable that measures whether the inmate has ever been Diagnosed with mental
illness (MI) (yes = 1). Finally, we control for several jail-level variables to account for differences
among jails: Jail population, proportion of Violent offenders, Mean number of arrests, and Region (1 =
Midwest, 2 = South, 3 = West, 4 = Northeast). These controls were included because the existing
research on inmate misconduct provides evidence of their importance in predicting rule violations
(e.g., Cunningham et al. 2011; Steiner, Butler, and Ellison 2014; Steiner and Wooldredge 2008).

Analysis

The analyses were conducted using Stata 14.2. First, we examined patterns of missing-ness and
observed that missing data represent between 0 and 6.5% of cases which would result in around 13%
of data loss if we conducted a complete-case analysis. We found that there are no distinctive patterns
of missing data and that data are “missing at random” (MAR). Therefore, to account for missing
values, multiple imputations by chained equations (MICE) was conducted (Royston and White 2011;
White, Royston, and Wood 2011). Stata’s “mi impute chained” command was used to predict
missing values. Linear regression was used for continuous variables, Poisson regression for count
variables,1 and multinomial and binary logistic regression for categorical variables (StataCorp 2011).
In total, data were imputed on 23 variables and m = 30 new imputed datasets were created.2 The
imputation model also accounted for design-based variables for sampling weights and strata, as well
as other jail-level variables (jail population, mean arrests, and mean proportion of violent offenders).

Further, analyses of descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations, as well as diagnostic tests were
performed to examine the data and to verify that the assumptions of regression are satisfied. Spearman
correlation coefficients and variance inflation factors (VIFs) did not indicate issues with multicolli-
nearity. In fact, all VIFs were lower than 4 or 5, common cut-off values for collinearity (Craney and
Surles 2002; Licht 1995; Pan and Jackson 2008). The data were also set to account for complex survey
design using final sampling weights and the strata variable3 (Kreuter and Valliant 2007). These design
variables were obtained from the restricted dataset (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2006).

Following these examinations, model estimations were conducted using the “mi estimate” com-
mand. Seven binary logistic regression models, corresponding to seven misconduct variables,
estimate the association between time spent in activities and inmate misconduct. Additionally, we
estimated the association of the individual and jail-level factors and time utilization, using nine
negative binomial regression models. Negative binomial regression was used because of the count
nature of the variables that measure time spent in activities. This model is preferred to the Poisson
regression model because the data were over-dispersed. Additionally, when investigating model fit by
comparing the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC)
(Akaike 1974; Raftery 1995), we determined that the data fit negative binomial model better across
all models. All models account for the complex sampling design.

Results

The analysis of descriptive statistics shows that 15% of all jail inmates reported being written up or found
guilty of any rule violation since admission (Table 1). The participation in specific categories of misconduct
is lower and ranges from 1% for drug misconduct to 6% for violent and accountability misconduct. These

1Prior to imputation, time utilization variables were rounded up to the nearest integer, so they can be imputed on using a count
model.

2The number of imputed datasets was determined based on the recommendation by White, Royston, and Wood (2011).
3The final weights consisted of a base weight for each inmate and four adjustment factors: The Jail Non-interview Adjustment, the
Inmate Non-interview Adjustment, the 1999 National Jail Census (NJC) Ratio Adjustment, and the 2001 Sample Survey of Jails
(SSJ) Ratio Adjustment (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2006).
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figures are up to three times lower than for misconduct engagement in federal and state prisons examined
by Steiner and Wooldredge (2009) and reported in Survey of Inmates in State and Federal Correctional
Facilities (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004).When it comes to the key independent variables, the descriptive
statistics also show lower participation than expected. Specifically, on average, inmates report spending
around 7 hours/week in work on or off facility grounds and 3.79 hours/week in religious activities.
Additionally, inmates also devote around 1 hour/day to recreation, around 2 hours/day to reading, 2
hours/day to watching TV, and less than 1 hour/day to physical activity. The respondents also reported that
they spend around 14 hours/day inside their cell. With respect to contact with the outside world, the results
reveal that jail inmates on average have 2 visits per month and 4 phone calls per week. While these figures

Table 1. Descriptive statistics4

Variable Mean SD

Dependent variables
Any misconduct .15
Violent misconduct .06
Drug misconduct .01
Property misconduct .02
Accountability misconduct .06
Security misconduct .03
Other misconduct .02
Independent variables
Number of visits (past month) 2.17 3.99
Number of phone calls (past week) 4.07 7.38
Hours in work (past week) 7.05 16.20
Hours in religious activities (past week) 3.79 1.62
Hours in recreation (past 24 hours) 1.20 1.89
Hours in reading (past 24 hours) 2.37 3.22
Hours watching TV (past 24 hours) 2.32 3.25
Hours in physical activity (past 24 hours) .78 1.35
Hours in cell (past 24 hours) 14.03 6.42
Control variables
Male .88
Age 31.92 10.20
Race

White/Caucasian .36
Black/African American .40
Hispanic .13
Other .11

Education (years) 11.01 2.35
Married .16
Number of arrests 4.57 7.07
Time spent in jail (months) 4.04 8.43
Serving sentence in jail .35
Controlling offense

Violent .25
Property .24
Drug .25
Fraud .25

Alcohol/drug dependence .68
Diagnosed with MI .25
Jail population 799.97 957.35
Mean proportion violent offenders (jail) .25 .13
Mean number of arrests (jail) 4.55 2.44
Region

Northeast .13
Midwest .19
South .48
West .21

4Descriptive statistics are weighted and estimated on imputed samples..
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are lower than those found in prisons, the extensive patterns of unstructured time are consistent with prior
research (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004; Clemmer 1940; Vuk 2017; Zamble and Porporino 1988).

The results of seven logistic regression models for different misconduct categories are displayed in
Table 2. Regarding activities that promote contact with the outside world, only visitation is associated
with misconduct. Specifically, with each additional monthly visit, the odds of any and security
misconduct increase by 3% and 5%, respectively. All else equal, work has zero effects across all models
except security misconduct where the relationship is negative. With each additional hour per week
spent in work, the odds of engaging in security misconduct decrease by 1%. Watching TV is the only
other activity that has a negative relationship with misconduct, holding all other factors constant.
Specifically, with each additional hour a day spent watching TV, inmates have 4% lower odds of
engaging in any misconduct, 8% lower odds of violent misconduct, and 13% lower odds of engaging in
property misconduct.

On the other hand, two daily activities demonstrate positive relationships with misconduct: recreation
and reading. To be specific, with each additional hour spent in recreation per week, the odds of any
misconduct increase by 4% and property misconduct by 9%. Similarly, with each additional hour spent
reading, inmates have 5% higher odds of engaging in misconduct. Engagement in religious activities and
physical activity are not associated with any type of misconduct. Finally, inmates who spent more time
inside their cells have higher odds of misconduct: 3% higher odds of any misconduct, violent, and
accountability misconduct, and 6% higher odds for property violations. The explanation for the latter
findingmay be that inmates who spend long hours inside their cells are, in fact, housed in closed custody or
maximum security as a disciplinary sanction for their rule violations. While these effects may appear small
across the models, they can still be meaningful in correctional settings.

With respect to other relevant predictors of misconduct, the results reveal that age is associated
with lower odds of all types of rule violations. Furthermore, compared to white offenders, Black
inmates and inmates of other race have higher odds of any, violent, and accountability misconduct.
Criminal history variables are also significant factors for misconduct. Specifically, the number of
arrests has a positive association with any violent, accountability, and security misconduct. Inmates
who have spent more time in jail also have higher odds of infractions: with each additional month
spent in jail, the odds of rule violations increase by 2–4% across different types of violations.
Additionally, those who serve their sentence in jail, compared to those who are in a transitional
status, have between 29% and 240% higher odds of all types of disciplinary infractions except
security and other misconduct. A significant increase in odds is apparent when it comes to the
type of the current offense as well. Compared to fraud, violent and property offenders have 36%-
112% higher odds of any, violent, security and accountability misconduct. Finally, the results show
that drug/alcohol dependence and mental illness diagnosis are associated with higher odds of any,
violent, security and accountability misconduct, all else equal. Prior research also demonstrates that
drug use and mental illness are risk factors for engagement in prison rule violations (Cunningham,
Reidy, and Sorensen 2008; Jiang and Winfree 2006; Sorensen et al. 2011).

The next set of models estimates associations between time use and individual and jail-level factors
(Table 3). The table shows that compared to female inmates, males make fewer phone calls, and they spend
fewer hours reading and, in their cell, but they spent more hours in work, recreation, watching TV, and
physical activity. For example, compared to female inmates, males have a 37% higher count of work hours
and 72% higher count of physical activity hours. Furthermore, older inmates have a lower count of visit
hours and phone calls, as well as fewer hours in recreation, watching TV, and physical activity. On the other
hand, older individuals have a higher count of work and reading hours, holding other factors constant. It is
important to note, however, that the effects are small.

With respect to race, the analyses revealed that compared to white inmates, Black inmates have
a lower expected count of visit, work, reading, and physical activity hours and a higher count of
hours in religious services and watching TV. A higher level of participation in religious service for
African American inmates is consistent with general public polls that show that religion is more
important to African Americans than White or Hispanic Americans (Pew Research Center 2015).

10 M. VUK AND D. DOLEŽAL



Table 2. Logistic regression: Misconduct regressed on time utilization.

Any misconduct Violent Property Drugs

Variable OR SE OR SE OR SE OR SE

Visits (#/month) 1.03*** .01 1.02 .01 1.03 .02 1.02 .05
Phone calls (#/week) .99 .01 .98 .01 1.00 .01 .96 .03
Work (h/week) .99 .00 .99 .01 1.00 .01 .99 .01
Religion (h/week) 1.00 .00 1.00 .01 1.00 .01 .95 .04
Recreation (h/day) 1.04* .02 1.01 .03 1.09* .04 1.08 .06
Reading (h/day) 1.02 .01 1.01 .02 1.05** .02 .98 .05
TV (h/day) .96*** .01 .92*** .02 .87*** .04 .96 .05
Physical activity (h/day) 1.02 .03 1.02 .03 1.02 .07 1.02 .09
Cell (h/day) 1.03*** .01 1.03*** .01 1.06*** .02 1.00 .03
Male 1.10 .11 1.12 .16 1.35 .31 .66 .20
Age .95*** .01 .95*** .01 .97*** .01 .93*** .02
Race5

Black 1.25* .14 1.81*** .26 .63 .15 .64 .30
Hispanic 1.31 .19 1.51 .37 .81 .30 1.04 .48
Other 1.56*** .22 2.08*** .40 1.10 .37 1.29 .59

Education (years) 1.02 .02 .98 .02 .99 .04 1.09 .07
Married .66*** .09 .68 .15 .59 .20 1.32 .51
Number of arrests 1.02*** .01 1.02*** .01 1.01 .01 1.01 .01
Time spent in jail (months) 1.04*** .01 1.03*** .01 1.03*** .00 1.03*** .01
Serving sentence in jail 1.39*** .13 1.20 .15 1.76** .38 3.40*** 1.17
Controlling offense6

Violent 1.57*** .19 1.90*** .34 1.21 .35 1.08 .51
Property 1.36** .15 1.58** .30 1.37 .35 1.69 .80
Drug 1.02 .13 1.23 .24 1.19 .38 1.33 .58

Alcohol/drug dependence 1.68*** .17 1.75*** .29 1.48 .37 3.26 2.45
Diagnosed with MI 1.48*** .13 1.77*** .22 1.25 .28 .73 .26
Jail population 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Mean violent offenders (jail) .90 .38 1.40 .91 1.07 .82 1.47 1.77
Mean number of arrests (jail) 1.01 .02 1.03 .02 .99 .05 1.08 .05
Region7

Midwest .90 .15 .87 .17 .62 .22 .76 .43
South .77 .11 .86 .15 .42** .13 .93 .47
West .85 .14 .63* .14 .75 .26 .56 .30

Intercept .14*** .05 .06*** .03 .02*** .01 .01*** .01
F(30, 409.8)=10.84

p<.001
F(30, 409.7)=7.83

p<.001
F(30, 409.6)=4.18

p<.001
F(30, 408.5)=4.87

p<.001

Security Accountability Other

Variable OR SE OR SE OR SE

Visits (#/month) 1.05*** .02 1.03 .01 1.02 .01
Phone calls (#/week) .97 .01 1.00 .01 1.00 .01
Work (h/week) .99* .01 .99 .00 1.01 .01
Religion (h/week) 1.00 .01 1.00 .00 1.01 .01
Recreation (h/day) 1.03 .04 1.04 .03 1.07 .05
Reading (h/day) .99 .02 1.02 .02 1.03 .03
TV (h/day) .98 .03 .97 .02 1.00 .03
Physical activity (h/day) .96 .05 1.04 .03 1.04 .05
Cell (h/day) .99 .01 1.03** .01 1.01 .02
Male 1.14 .23 1.26 .20 .86 .19
Age .95*** .01 .96*** .01 .95*** .01
Race

Black .91 .18 1.41* .22 .67 .18
Hispanic 1.09 .31 1.22 .26 .66 .25
Other 1.38 .35 1.41 .30 .94 .30

Education (years) 1.04 .04 1.02 .03 1.12* .05
Married .75 .20 .83 .17 .79 .26
Number of arrests 1.03*** .01 1.02** .01 1.01 .01
Time spent in jail (months) 1.03*** .01 1.03*** .01 1.02*** .00
Serving sentence in jail 1.33 .23 1.55*** .19 1.23 .27
Controlling offense

Violent 2.12*** .49 1.53* .25 1.25 .36
Property 1.62* .38 1.42* .22 .63 .21

(Continued )
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Hispanic inmates have a lower count for visits and phone calls, as well as a lower count of hours
spent in reading and inside their cell. Moreover, a higher level of education is associated with higher
counts of visits, phone calls, and more hours spent in work, religion, reading, and physical activity.
Finally, being married is associated with higher count of visits, phone calls, hours spent in religion,
recreation, and reading.

When it comes to other covariates, the results reveal that inmates who spent more months
in jail have higher counts of visits and work hours. Serving a sentence in jail, compared to
being in a temporary status (waiting for arraignment, trial, or sentencing or in transfer)
increases the expected count of work hours by 338%. These individuals also have a lower
count of reading and cell hours. With respect to controlling offenses, violent offenders have
a higher count of visits, compared to those who are in jail for a fraud charge. Similarly, drug
offenders have a higher count of visits and phone calls compared to fraud offenders, all else
equal. The analyses also reveal that criminal risk factors have an important role in what
activities inmates choose. Individuals with alcohol/drug dependence issues have higher counts
of recreation hours, as well as reading and watching TV. Inmates with mental illness, on the
other hand, have lower counts of visits, phone calls, physical activity, and work hours, and
higher counts of cell time hours. Mentally ill inmates are less likely to participate in productive
and goal-oriented, as well as group activities, either because of the effects of the medication
hinder alertness and focus or they avoid such participation due to the stigma associated with
mental illness (Corrigan 2004; Lord 2008; Vuk 2017). Additionally, individuals who commit
crimes due to their mental illness may lack social support in the first place which could explain
why they have fewer contacts with the outside world (Hiday 1995).

Institution-level variables also demonstrate significant relationships with time use in jails.
Inmates housed in jails with more violent population have higher counts of phone calls and
religion hours. In jails that incarcerate more criminally involved population, inmates have
higher counts of phone calls and reading hours but lower counts of work hours and physical
activity hours. Finally, the region variable indicates that compared to the Northeast, inmates in
the Midwest have fewer contacts with the outside world (visits, phone calls), fewer counts of
physical activity hours, and more hours spent inside the cell. On the other hand, individuals in
the South have a higher number of hours spent in religious activities and inside the cell but

Table 2. (Continued).

Security Accountability Other

Variable OR SE OR SE OR SE

Drug 1.22 .34 .89 .16 1.25 .38
Alcohol/drug dependence 1.96*** .44 1.69*** .24 1.32 .36
Diagnosed with MI 1.58** .28 1.56** .20 1.16 .25
Jail population 1.00 .00 1.00* .00 1.00 .00
Mean violent offenders (jail) .51 .39 .87 .46 1.98 2.34
Mean number of arrests (jail) .99 .04 1.03 .03 1.04 .04
Region

Midwest 1.45 .50 .80 .19 .60 .23
South 1.11 .38 .68 .15 .58 .22
West 1.50 .51 .88 .20 .98 .40

Intercept .03*** .03 .04*** .02 .01*** .01
F(30, 409.8)=4.17

p<.001
F(30, 409.8)=6.91

p<.001
F(30, 409.6)=5.07

p<.001

OR= odds ratios; SE = standard errors

5Reference category: white.
6Reference category: fraud.
7Reference category: Northeast.

12 M. VUK AND D. DOLEŽAL



fewer hours in physical activity, holding other factors constant. Finally, inmates in the West
have lower counts of TV hours and higher counts of hours spent inside the cell, compared to
inmates in jails in the Northeast.

Discussion and conclusion

Before turning to the discussion of the results, it is important to identify the limitations of this study.
A major limitation is that we are not able to establish causality due to the cross-sectional design of
the 2002 SILJ dataset. While we hypothesized that engagement in activities predicts rule violations, it
is plausible that inmate misconduct influences time use. For example, inmates who violate facility
rules might receive a disciplinary sanction in segregation, which affects how much access to prison
amenities they have. Furthermore, because the data were set to account for complex survey design
and missing data, the statistical software prevented us from directly addressing the multilevel
structure of the data by estimating random intercept models clustered by the facility. Not using
multilevel modeling with data of nested structure can increase the type I error and produce incorrect
estimates (Bryk and Raudenbush 1992).

Moreover, the key independent and dependent variables measure behaviors occurring in a different
timeframe. Themisconduct variables measure rule violations since admission and time utilization variables
reference activities in the “past 24 hours”, “past week,” or “past month”. By using such measures, we are
assuming that engagement in these activities and misconduct are consistent and patterned behaviors that
do not vary with time spent in the facility. While Zamble and Porporino (1988) found that unstructured
time patterns do not change substantially over longer periods in incarceration, their analyses showed that
inmates are more likely to spend time in solitary activities over time.

Additionally, the key measures are based on self-reports, and as such, they are susceptible to the
universal biases of recall and social desirability (Hindelang, Hirschi, and Weis 1981). Additionally,
the misconduct variables measure only official, recorded rule violations but ignore infractions that
were not observed and not recorded by correctional officers. Nevertheless, self-reports have overall
proven to be a valuable data collection approach in criminological research that provides generally
acceptable levels of reliability and validity (Junger-Tas and Marshall 1999).

The dataset also does not include a measure of security or custody levels of housing units. The “time in
cell” variable can help identify inmates who spend high number of hours in a cell. For those who reported
that they spend 24 hours a day in their cell, we can cautiously assume that they are housed in closed custody
or in lockdown. The analysis shows that around 15% of inmates reported spending 24 hours in a cell and
more than 50% of inmates spend 12 and more hours inside their cell. On average, inmates spend 14 hours
per day inside their cell. However, treating this variable as an indicator of custody level may still be
problematic because this variable does not tell us whether spending all day in the cell is voluntary.
Nevertheless, it can still help us explain some of the behavioral patterns we are exploring in this study,
or the lack thereof. It is also important to note that this analysis does not account for a significant
proportion of time. Specifically, if we add the hours measured and assume that on average inmates
spend 7 hours sleeping, at least 10 hours remain unmeasured. The amount of unmeasured time may
even be greater if activities overlap (e.g., watching TV while reading).

Despite these limitations, this study fills the gap in the literature by exploring the strength and the
significance of the relationships between engagement in different routine activities in local jails and
misconduct on a representative sample of jail inmates and detainees. Overall, we found that inmates
spend very little time in structured activities. Only 1 hour per day on average is spent in work, which
is 3 times less than inmates in federal and state prisons (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2004). This is,
perhaps, expected given that only inmates who are convicted are usually expected to work (Hassine,
Bernard, and Wright 1996), and only 35% of inmates in the sample serve their sentences in jail.8 The

8Spearman’s correlation coefficient between work hours and serving sentence in jail = .32 (p< .001).
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Table 3. Negative binomial regression: Time utilization variables regressed on individual and jail-level variables.

Visits Phone calls Work Religion Recreation

Variable IRR SE IRR SE IRR SE IRR SE IRR SE

Male .97 .06 .86** .05 1.37** .16 .91 .07 1.23*** .07
Age .97*** .00 .98*** .00 1.02*** .00 1.01 .00 .98*** .00
Race
Black .88* .05 1.06 .06 .80* .08 1.29** .12 .94 .05
Hispanic .81* .07 .80* .07 1.10 .16 1.10 .15 1.01 .08
Other .91 .08 .80** .06 .99 .14 1.20 .18 1.18** .08
Education (years) 1.08*** .01 1.07*** .01 1.06*** .02 1.04* .02 1.02 .01
Married 1.55*** .10 1.33*** .09 1.11 .12 1.23* .12 1.15* .08
Number of arrests .99* .00 .99 .00 1.00 .01 1.00 .01 1.00 .00
Time spent in jail (months) 1.02* .01 1.00 .00 1.04*** .01 1.00 .01 1.00 .00
Serving sentence in jail 1.06 .06 1.09 .07 4.38*** .41 .94 .08 .95 .04
Controlling offense
Violent 1.24*** .08 1.16 .09 .83 .10 1.10 .14 1.11 .07
Property .92 .06 .98 .07 1.12 .12 1.22 .15 1.04 .07
Drug 1.17* .09 1.17* .09 1.20 .13 1.14 .13 1.11 .07
Alcohol/drug dependence 1.12 .07 .94 .05 .97 .09 .93 .10 1.28*** .06
Diagnosed with MI .81*** .04 .88* .05 .64*** .07 1.16 .10 .92 .05
Jail population 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00*** .00 1.00* .00
Mean violent offenders (jail) .89 .22 1.56* .35 .52 .19 1.73* .48 .88 .18
Mean number of arrests (jail) 1.00 .01 1.05*** .02 .95** .02 1.02 .02 1.00 .01
Region
Midwest .83* .07 .76* .10 .80 .18 1.06 .13 1.13 .09
South .97 .08 .85 .10 .96 .15 1.52*** .17 .97 .07
West .88 .08 .85 .11 .85 .15 .97 .13 .90 .07
Intercept 2.58*** .56 3.49*** .82 1.20 .42 1.22 .42 1.28 .22

F(21, 409.9)=11.91
p<.001

F(21, 409.8)=9.55
p<.001

F(21, 410.0)=22.66
p<.001

F(21, 409.7)=3.59
p<.001

F(21, 409.8)=8.17
p<.001

Reading TV Physical Activity Cell time

Variable IRR SE IRR SE IRR SE IRR SE

Male .81*** .04 1.25*** .07 1.72*** .13 .96* .02
Age 1.01*** .00 .99*** .00 .98*** .00 1.00 .00
Race
Black .83*** .04 1.26*** .07 .84** .05 1.01 .02
Hispanic .81*** .05 1.10 .09 1.05 .08 .92** .03
Other .92 .06 1.19* .09 1.01 .08 1.00 .02
Education (years) 1.10*** .01 .99 .01 1.03* .01 1.00 .00
Married 1.11* .05 .97 .05 .91 .06 .99 .02
Number of arrests 1.00 .00 .99* .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Time spent in jail (months) 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00*** .00 1.00 .00
Serving sentence in jail .86*** .04 1.02 .04 1.10 .06 .95*** .02
Controlling offense
Violent 1.01 .05 1.02 .05 .97 .07 1.03 .02
Property 1.01 .05 1.01 .05 1.08 .07 1.04* .02
Drug 1.00 .05 1.03 .05 .98 .06 1.03 .02
Alcohol/drug dependence 1.10* .05 1.09* .05 1.07 .06 .99 .01
Diagnosed with MI .98 .04 .93 .04 .76*** .05 1.06*** .02
Jail population 1.00 .00 1.00*** .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Mean violent offenders (jail) 1.04 .19 .95 .22 .85 .17 1.14 .09
Mean number of arrests (jail) 1.02* .01 .98 .02 .98* .01 1.00 .00
Region
Midwest .95 .07 1.16 .11 .78** .07 1.08* .04
South .99 .06 .98 .09 .80*** .06 1.21*** .04
West 1.00 .08 .83* .08 .89 .08 1.20*** .04
Intercept .79 .12 2.81*** .46 .81 .17 11.53*** .69

F(21, 409.9)=14.32
p<.001

F(21, 409.9)=5.69
p<.001

F(21, 409.7)=10.48
p<.001

F(21, 409.9)=6.25
p<.001

IRR= incidence rates ratios; SE = standard errors
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amount of time spent in other activities is also, on average, smaller than in prisons (Bureau of Justice
Statistics 2004; Vuk 2017; Wooldredge 1999; Zamble and Porporino 1988).

One explanation for this finding could be that local jails, as opposed to state and federal prisons,
have fewer amenities and opportunities for work and recreation. Another explanation stems from
the prisonization literature. Given that inmates spend a limited amount of time in jail and for the
majority, jail is just a transitionary housing, they may not have adapted to and enmeshed into the
inmate culture of the facility, nor are they motivated to develop their personal daily routine and
schedule (Clemmer 1940; Wheeler 1961). The prisonization thesis also provides one rationale for
lower misconduct rates in jails compared to prisons (Wooldredge 1999).

Our hypothesis that states that higher engagement in activities will be associated with fewer rule
violations was confirmed only in two cases: work and watching TV.Work serves as a “stake in conformity”,
an important incentive for conforming behavior (Hirschi 1969). By having a work assignment in jail,
inmates are committed to conformity; they invested time and energy in that work and engaging in rule
violations will result in losing that investment. Not only does work bond the individual to the conventional
society by promoting commitment to the conventional norms, but it also limits the time available to plan
and execute rule breaking, resulting in greater involvement in conventional activities (Hirschi 1969).
Current empirical evidence, as well as theoretical perspectives, suggest that work has a protective function
against deviance (Figueroa 2011; Hirschi 1969; Owen 1998). This finding would suggest that an increase in
work opportunities for inmates can be one of themanagement strategies aimed at decreasing rule violations
in jails. However, it is also possible that the inmates who are assigned or eligible to work are only those who
have clean disciplinary records. This argument is even more plausible in case of security misconduct that
includes infractions such as work slowdowns, food strikes, setting fires, rioting, or failing to follow sanitary
regulations.

Watching TV is associated with less misconduct because engaging in this activity may be used as
one of the privileges inmates receive for positive behavior. Therefore, TV reduces inmates’ motiva-
tion to engage in rule violations, especially when such a motivation stems from boredom (Cohen
1976; Irwin 1980; Parisi 1982; Zamble and Porporino 1988). That even passive leisure can serve as
a protective factor against deviance was found in Agnew and Petersen (1989) study of high school
students. The authors found that passive entertainment is associated with lower levels of both serious
and minor delinquency (Agnew and Petersen 1989). Additionally, the TV may help individuals
escape reality and pass time (Toch 1977). Watching TV for many hours may serve as a tool to avoid
thinking about and participating in the reality of confinement. Using different activities as a means
to escape reality and cope with the stress of incarceration has been recorded by other scholars as well
(Cope 2003; Meisenhelder 1985; Owen 1998; Vuk 2017). While watching TV is not a particularly
structured and productive activity, it appears to be an important pursuit that may reduce idleness
and rule violations.

All the other statistically significant activities exhibit a positive relationship with misconduct – an
opposite relationship than hypothesized. For instance, recreation, defined as playing cards, engaging
in hobbies, and other activities, is associated with more misconduct in general, as well as more
property misconduct. This finding is inconsistent with the literature on the effects of leisure in
prisons (Landers 1997; Smale and Dupuis 1993; Wilhite, Keller, and Caldwell 1999). However, if we
put this into the inmate culture context, this finding is not that surprising. Because some of these
pursuits, such as playing games, are interactive and promote social networks, individuals who
participate in them will be more deeply involved in the inmate culture (Maschi, Viola, and
Koskinen 2015; Maschi, Viola, and Morgen 2014; Williams and Hinton 2006). Since engagement
in misconduct, participation in the underground economy, and the overall anti-conformist senti-
ment are the key characteristics of the inmate culture, it can be expected that highly interactive
activities are associated with rule violations (Clemmer 1940; Sykes 1958). Interactive activities may
also be associated with more rule violations simply because, being the diverse offender population
where many are mentally ill or drug addicted, jail inmates may be more likely to clash between one
another in their social interactions (Haney et al. 2016).
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Additionally, individuals who participate in these recreational activities may have more oppor-
tunities to engage in rule violations, especially in infractions that require a co-offender or a victim.
These individuals may also have more access to objects necessary for rule violations. This rationale is
consistent with the routine activities theory that suggests that legitimate, everyday routines are
instrumental for offending because they expose individuals to more rule-breaking opportunities
(Cohen and Felson 1979; Osgood et al. 1996). If the activities occur without sufficient oversight and
involve social interaction, the rule-breaking is more likely to occur (Osgood et al. 1996). In the jail
context, participating in recreation such as hobbies, cards, and games can be conducive to deviance
because these activities involve multiple inmates equally motivated to break the rules and they occur
where the correctional staff is not always present and/or electronic surveillance is missing. Without
proper guardianship and with plenty of attractive targets (e.g., items available for hobbies and
games), rule violations such as possession of an unauthorized item or stolen property are more
likely to occur (Cohen and Felson 1979).

This justification, however, will not apply to the finding of the positive relationship between
reading and property misconduct. Because reading is more likely to be a private activity, one
explanation could be that the inmates who read the most are housed in restricted custody levels
due to their previous engagement in rule violations. Nevertheless, the operationalization of the
“reading” variable confounds this discussion because it includes the reading of magazines and
newspapers, as well as books, and no information on place and time of this activity is available.

Although engagement in many of the abovementioned daily activities may be an expression of
inmate culture, the relationship between visitation and misconduct is more likely to be
a manifestation of an intersection between individual and institutional factors. Given that security
misconduct is defined as major disturbances, strikes, and riots, as well as abusive language, it may be
that security misconduct is expressive of stress and frustration with jail conditions (Bowker 1985).
Because visitation family can elicit negative emotions such as guilt or abandonment (Cochran 2012;
Cochran and Mears 2013), such stress may escalate in security violations. This is a plausible
explanation based on the prison violence literature that suggests that inmates can engage in
expressive and annoyance-motivated rule violations when stress accumulates (Bowker 1985; Haney
et al. 2016; Porporino and Marton 1983). Cochran (2012) also found that inmates who have had
visits early into their prison sentence were more likely to have higher levels of misconduct compared
to those who did not have visits at all and those who had visits later in their sentence or consistently
throughout their prison term.

Another explanation can be found within the field of social psychology. Among other types of
deprivation, jails are also institutions where persons can be deprived of meaningful social context.
Studies in social psychology have already emphasized the importance of affiliation and a need for
meaningful contact with others (Haney et al. 2016). In fact, a lack of contacts with the outside world
weakens one’s sense of belonging and self-esteem and deteriorates self-control (Bastian and Haslam
2010). If we consider the fact that some of the jail inmates are first time taken into custody, often
suddenly and unexpectedly, then we can assume that the change of their usual social context can be
very traumatizing. Visitation with family in a very different social context, often without physical
contact, can result in elevated levels of stress and frustration which leads to rule violations. However,
to make any stronger conclusions about the root of this association, it would be beneficial to
understand the type of visitation inmates receive (e.g., family, clergy, lawyer) and the nature of the
visitation experience.

The positive association between spending time in a cell and multiple types of misconduct may
also be a result of institutional factors. Inmates who are chronic or serious rule violators are often
housed in segregated housing units in the highest security and custody level where they spend only
1–2 hours per day outside their cell. As discussed above, we do not know what proportion of inmates
spend long hours in cell as part of their disciplinary sanction or for other administrative reason (e.g.
protective custody, “security threat group” designation) and who are the inmates who choose to
spend long hours inside their cell, as opposed to dayrooms or other communal areas. In fact, some
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inmates prefer to stay away from others and “mind their own business,” while other favor staying in
isolation if they are suffering from mental health or drug-related issues, or fear victimization
(Giallombardo 1966; Owen 1998; Parisi 1982; Toch and Adams 1986). Likewise, inmates with
such psychological issues are usually more involved in misconduct because they have difficulty
following institutional rules (Cunningham et al. 2011).

Another plausible explanation of the positive relationship is that inmates who are deeply engaged
in the underground economy in jail may choose to spend more time in their cells, away from the
direct supervision of correctional officers, in order to avoid detection of their illicit activity. Due to
the nature of the underground economy in correctional institutions, it is reasonable to expect that
such involvement is related to accountability, property, and violent misconduct. Nevertheless, the
data prevent us from knowing what activities, if any, inmates engage in while spending long hours
inside their cells.

While we did not examine the inmate culture variables in this study, this discussion implies that
prisonization remains an important factor in jails because it can influence both time utilization and
engagement in misconduct. This role of the social dynamics is emphasized for inmates who have
spent more time inside the facility and for those serving their sentences in jail. Consistent with the
prisonization literature, as time passes, inmates gradually abandon the conformist values of the free
world and start adopting the norms and values of the inmate culture (Wheeler 1961). These inmates
are, therefore, more likely to settle in, develop their own routine, and fully enmesh into the jail social
world. Similarly, inmates with more extensive criminal histories are less conforming to prosocial
values, and more likely to adopt the antisocial mindset of the inmate culture (Clemmer 1940).

The inmate culture literature also reveals the emphasis on machismo and physical fitness in male
prisons (Sabo, Kupers, and London 2001; Wooden and Parker 1982). Interestingly enough, physical
activities, as well as religious activities, two pursuits for which qualitative studies consistently show
are related to positive outcomes in prisons, are not related with jail misconduct (Camp et al. 2008;
Gallant, Sherry, and Nicholson 2015; Martos-Garcia, Devís-Devís, and Sparkes 2009; Meek and
Lewis 2014). The null results may be due to a higher security level in jails which results in a lower
rate of participation and lower variability of engagement in such activities. Nevertheless, this study
confirms the conclusions of the current literature that sport and recreation are more important for
male inmates compared to females. Women in jails spend significantly fewer hours in sports and
recreation than males. On the other hand, women dedicate more hours to reading, which is
consistent with the literature that suggests that women are especially preoccupied with self-
improvement while incarcerated (Owen 1998). While our finding that women spend fewer hours
in work may discredit any conclusion about women’s concern about self-improvement, it is plausible
that women in jail are offered fewer opportunities for work compared to men.

Given that there are several key individual and jail-level covariates that predict inmate engage-
ment in activities, it is important to examine the differences in participation in more detail. For
example, future research should explore the interaction effects of the key independent variables and
factors such as gender and current offense. Criminologists should also conduct original research to
determine whether these differences stem from the different motivation for engagement of jail
inmates or from institutional factors such as the lack of programming and work opportunities.
Additionally, including a variable on housing structure within facilities (e.g., open dormitories or
direct-supervision design) would clarify the relationship between the architecture of a facility and
inmate time use.

In the meantime, this study offers some insight into how jail administrators can allocate resources
for amenities and recreation to those inmates who are more likely to utilize such resources. However,
we want to emphasize that this study in no way suggests that jail administrators should abolish
amenities that were not associated with fewer rule violations. In fact, this discussion raises the
question of the counterfactual: if inmates did not participate in recreation and reading at all, would
misconduct reach even higher levels of disorder (e.g., the case of New Mexico and Attica prison
riots)? To answer this question, the longitudinal or quasi-experimental design would be necessary
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(e.g., regression discontinuity design or propensity-score matching). While these activities may not
have such strong influence to counter the negative aspects of inmate culture, they can still have
a positive influence on many rehabilitation-focused outcomes as evidenced by many studies (Link
and Williams 2015; Meek and Lewis 2014). Therefore, we advocate for providing more structured
and meaningful resources for occupying free time in jails.

One recommendation is to treat leisure as a therapeutic intervention in institutional and com-
munity corrections. Leisure education – teaching offenders skills to be accountable for meaningful
and socially responsible leisure participation – can provide a framework for introducing choice and
control in leisure. These interventions can foster the development of skills such as organizing time,
decision-making and problem-solving skills, social skills, cooperation and teamwork, and self-
control in competitive situations. Such programs can help offenders increase their sense of auton-
omy, responsibility for their actions, cope with stress, adopt a healthy lifestyle, and live crime-free
(Ambrose and Rosky 2013; Robertson 2000; Williams, Walker, and Strean 2005). With increased
awareness and education around the topic of time use, offenders can realize that they can have
enjoyable prosocial experiences that are unrelated to the crime. Having a positive effect on promot-
ing rehabilitation and reducing recidivism, correctional administrators may be interested in invest-
ing in such a program. After all, there is evidence that the general public supports meaningful
programs that help staff manage inmates and those that promote rehabilitation (Applegate 2001;
Sundt et al. 2015).
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