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A Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

ABSTRACT 

Denise Walker Huggins 

August 2001 

This study examined how pseudofamily groups function within the 

female prison population and how membership could affect the inmate's 

image within the prison system. The main emphasis was on the family

like structure of these groups and if membership created either positive or 

negative consequences for the female inmate. The study also evaluated 

the exact nature and frequency of sexual contact between female inmates 

and if this contact was due to the sexual orientation of the participants. 

Finally, the study examined if participation in pseudofamily groups was 

looked upon unfavorably by prison officials and if so, what were the 

possible consequences the inmates could face for having chosen to be 

members. This was accomplished through both a quantitative and 

qualitative approach conducted within the Texas Department of Criminal 

Justice. There were 214 females surveyed as well as 101 staff members; 

in addition, thirty inmates and ten staff members agreed to be 

interviewed. 

The major findings from this study were that pseudofamily groups 

were not as prevalent as studies have indicated and that members of these 
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groups did experience both negative and positive outcomes as a result of 

their membership. The negative repercussion included being subject to 

more disciplinary cases, being treated differently by non-member inmates 

and staff members, and being subjected to non-members reporting any 

type of behavior or activity viewed as illegal within the institution. The 

positive outcomes included having close friends who were supportive, 

caring, and trustworthy. 

Sexual contact within the pseudofamily groups was not found to be 

common; however, the members were more likely to be involved in a 

sexual relationship with inmates who were not members of their family 

group. Furthermore, these sexual relationships were more prevalent than 

the family groupings. Involvement in a sexual relationship was not based 

on prior sexual orientation or experiences. 

Theoretically, importation theory and Goffman's perspective on 

total institutions were both supported by the findings. However, the 

importation of past experiences, attitudes, and behavior involved more 

than_ just traditional gender role expectations. 
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CHAPTER! 

INTRODUCTION 

The following study is based on the data collected at two Texas female 

correctional institutions during the summer of 2000. The study examines 

how pseudofamily groups function within the female prison population 

and how membership can affect the inmate's image \Nithin the prison 

system itself. Pseudofamily groups are best defined as make-believe 

families formed by female inmates who play a variety of roles most often 

found in a traditional free world family unit. Therefore, the main 

emphasis is on the family-like structure of these groups and how 

membership in this type of group either positively or negatively affects 

the female inmate and her time spent incarcerated. Historically, studies 

that have examined the prison population and subcultures within this 

population have typically focused on males. vVhen these studies 

investigated the subcultures that exist in th~ female prison population, the 

emphasis was frequently on juvenile females in detention centers or on 

adult women in reformatories, not on female inmates in traditional prison 

settings. However, whether the focus was on male or female inmates, 

these prison studies stressed homosexuality as a prominent feature of the 

prison culture. 
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Studies conducted at female institutions in the 1930s, 1940s, and 

again in the 1960s and 1970s dealt with the frequency in which young 

girls engaged in homosexual acts while incarcerated; the reasons these 

particular girls chose to be involved in these subcultures and; once 

released, the consequences these girls experienced while being involved in 

this type of behavior. Studies such as these did not take into consideration 

the family structures that are present within the prison culture in female 

institutions. 

However, in the last two decades, researchers have begun to examine 

the familial type relationships which form a substantial part of female 

prison culture. Nevertheless, many studies still tend to accentuate the 

homosexual aspects of these groups. Regrettably, only a few studies have 

concentrated on the various roles that are commonly portrayed in these 

groups and why such familial type relationships exist. Regardless, many 

of the studies indicate that more research needs to be done in this area in 

order to understand more fully the function of familial type subcultures 

and the effects such groups have on the well-being of female inmates in 

prison as well as on the prison environment. 

The Research Problem 

The purpose of this study was to examine how pseudofamily (family

like relationship) groups function within the female prison population and 

how membership in such groups may affect the inmate's image (i.e., as a 

heterosexual/homosexual, as a troublemaker v. a model inmate, etc.) 
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within the prison system itself and, therefore, her total time incarcerated. 

The main emphasis was on the familial-like structure of these groups and 

why these groups exist; for example, the membership requirements for 

these groups, the variety of roles that are created within each group, the 

reasoning for members choosing to play either a dominant or a passive 

role, and the positive and/or negative effects on female inmates as 

members or non-members of a pseudofamily group. The study also 

evaluated the exact nature and frequency of sexual contact between 

female inmates, whether as members or non-members of these 

pseudofamily groups, and if this contact was due strictly to the sexual 

orientation of the participant or the situational conditions within prison 

life. 

In conjunction with the above stated research purposes, theoretical 

issues were examined in order to determine which of the existing 

explanations of familial-like groups (deprivation theory, importation 

theory, or Goffman's perspective on total institutions) were best supported 

by the research findings. Finally, the study examined the possible impact 

on the prison itself which included the staff and how they viewed both the 

pseudofamily groups as well as the inmates who formed these groups. This 

was accomplished through both a quantitative and qualitative approach 

conducted at two female prisons within the Texas Department of Criminal 

Justice (TDCJ) System. 
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Research Questions 

This study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What are the perceived positive and/or negative 

aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily 

groups when compared to non-members? 

2. How is membership in pseudofamily groups initiated; 

how are the role(s) within these groups created; and 

are dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among 

members? 

3. Are sexual liaisons between inmates important to the 

dynamics of the family group as a whole? 

4. What impact do sexual relationships between inmates 

have on the inmates involved, inmates who are not 

involved in such relationships, and the correctional 

institution itself, including correctional officers? 

5. What repercussions, if any, does membership have for 

inmates when dealing with the prison officials? 

6. What impact do pseudofamily groups have on the 

correctional institution itself, including correctional 

officers? 

7. Which of the existing explanations of pseudofamily groups 

(deprivation theory, importation theory, or Goffman's 

perspective on total institutions) are best supported by 

the findings? 
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Significance of the Study 

According to the U. S. Bureau of Justice Statistics Report (2000, p. 5) 

females constitute 6.6 percent of those in state and federal prisons at year 

end 1999, for a total of 90,668 women. This is a one-year increase of 4.4 

percent for women (as compared to 3.3 percent for men) and the fourth 

consecutive year an increase had occurred. As a point of fact, between 

1990 and 1998, the number of females incarcerated increased by 88 

percent. In addition, the annual rate of growth for the female inmate 

population since 1990 has been 8.3 percent which is higher than the 6.4 

percent increase for males (U. S. Bureau of Justice Statistics Report 1999, 

p. 11). This increase reinforces recent research findings which state that 

the female prison population is growing at a faster pace than the male 

prison population and that such a phenomenal growth has occurred 

since 1981 (Wellisch et al. 1993; Flowers 1995; Singer et al. 1995). 

Furthermore, as of 1999, Texas and California housed the largest female 

inmate populations; in fact, these two states house five times as many 

inmates as the next highest state, which is Florida (U. S. Bureau of Justice 

Statistics Report 2000, p. 4). 

Characteristics of female offenders have in the past been considered a 

factor in whether or not an inmate became a member of a family-like 

group. Consequently, such factors as the offender's age, race/ethnicity, 

and the offense become important when examining female subcultures 

formed in prison. According to the U. S. Bureau of Justice Statistics Report 

(2000, p.8), black, non-Hispanic females were twice as likely as Hispanic 
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females and almost eight times more likely than white females to be 

incarcerated in prison as of 1999, and these rates are consistent among all 

female age groups. Additionally, unlike their male counterparts, the 

majority of female inmates tend to be in their thirties (47%), and drug 

offenses account for the largest grovVth among the female inmate 

population (pp. 9-10 ). 

When considering the increased rates of incarceration for women in 

the prison system, it is absolutely imperative that research be conducted 

that deals with issues related to female prisons as well as with the inmates 

themselves. Research that targets the formation of prison subcultures 

and the effects of these groups on the inmate and on the prison system is an 

important contribution in understanding today's female prison 

population. 

Studies conducted by Ward and Kassebaum (1965), Giallombardo 

(1966), Heffernan (1972), Burkhart (1973) and, more recently, Pollock

Byrne (1990) remain as the most widely cited works in the area of 

women's prison experience especially when the focus is on the subcultures 

formed in these prisons. However, these works use information that is 

dated and may not reflect accurately the current situation that prevails 

in many of today's prisons for women. 

In addition, as stated earlier, in 1999, Texas housed more female 

inmates (12,502) than any other state in the union. Unfortunately, the 

research conducted in Texas female prison units has been extremely 

limited. In fact, L. F. Alarid's (1996) dissertation, "Women Offenders' 
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Perceptions of Confinement: Behavior Code Acceptance, Hustling, and 

Group Relations in Jail and Prison" is one of only a half-dozen studies 

conducted in the state of Texas on female inmates and is the only one that 

included a short examination of pseudofamily groups. 

Studies such as this study can be significant because information 

may be gained that can provide a better understanding of how 

pseudofamily groups form and function as an opportunity for inmates to 

foster and develop familial ideals of reciprocal love, cooperation, 

dependability, and loyalty. In addition, this study may help to dispel the 

myths about pseudofamily groups that form in female prisons, including 

the idea that such groups are formed for the purpose of sexual gratification 

only and for the promotion of homosexuality among female inmates. For 

example, the prison system itself takes a very judgmental view of the 

subcultures created in female prisons. Too often a large percentage of 

prison officials believe these subcultures become harbors of abuse and 

homosexuality for the inmates. The homophobia of the prison system is 

exemplified by the rules that prohibit any type of physical contact such as 

hugging, holding hands, or touching any part of another inmate's body. 

In some cases, inmates known as lesbians may endure further scrutiny by 

prison officials and may receive disciplinary cases (reports of misconduct 

by inmates and written by correctional officers) more often than other 

inmates in the prison (Ward and Kassebaum 1964; Leger 1987; Pollock

Byrne 1990; Owen 1998). 
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Providing prison officials with information about pseudofamily 

groups could lead to a better understanding of how these groups function, 

resulting in a more positive experience for both the inmates and prison 

officials. Ultimately, correctional administrators who are well informed 

about the current experiences that women in prison have should be able to 

better formulate policies that more effectively promote the safety and 

security of the prison environment and that of the inmates as well. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 

This chapter reviews literature concerning female prison subcultures 

as well as theoretical explanations of why these groups exist. The follovVing 

review vVill examine: 1) pertinent literature written between 1910 

and 1940 concerning juvenile correctional institutions and the perceived 

problem vVith the homosexual contact made between young female 

inmates; 2) relevant literature written between 1960 and 1979 

which concentrates on the subcultures found in adult female correctional 

institutions and the homosexual nature of these groups; and 

3) appropriate literature written in the last two decades which focuses 

more on the familial tendency of the female prison subcultures formed but 

still insist that sexual contact between inmates is a prominent reason for 

these groups' existence. The final area covered vVill be an examination of 

three theoretical perspectives which have played a major role in 

explaining why subcultures may exist vVithin both male and female 

correctional institutions. Emphasis will be on importation, deprivation, 

and Goffman's perspective on total institutions and how these analyses 

have been applied to subcultures found in female correctional facilities. 
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Historical Overview of Female 
Prison Subcultures 

One of the earliest articles published which depicts the homosexual 

behavior of incarcerated juvenile offenders is by Margaret Otis (1913) who 

described the courting rituals between white and black girls in a reform 

school. According to Otis, blacks were masculine and aggressive and 

would coerce white "normal" feminine girls to become their lovers. 

Further, the author notes that once the white girls had been released from 

the reform school, they would return to "normal" heterosexual activities, 

never to return to "the colored race" or to other women (p. 114 ). Otis's 

attitude toward this research is evident from the title of her article, "A 

Perversion Not Commonly Noted." Other studies during this time period 

also emphasized that blacks were the main perpetrators of homosexual 

behavior and were labeled as a menacing group of lesbians that regularly 

preyed on helpless young, white, female inmates (Ford 1929; Khan 1937). 

Often, these articles were written in hopes of keeping secret what was 

thought to be a potentially serious problem among females who were 

incarcerated during the early 1900s. 

Many of these writings by criminologists and sociologists, 

'" ... emphasized the way that race [ was] substituted for gender in 

women's prisons. Black women took the role of 'husbands,' white women 

[that] of 'wives"' (Freedman 1996, p. 400). According to Khan (1937), 

whites were sexually attracted to black females because of their aggressive 

and dominant attitudes along with their physical characteristics which 
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were seen as an expression of "maleness," meaning short hair and the way 

they walked and carried themselves (p. 123). By indicating that blacks 

were the instigators in the sexual liaisons with young white females, it 

helped to keep a white woman from actually presenting an image of being 

a lesbian. The notion of white women as innocent and being taken 

advantaged of by black females served to conform to racial stereotypes of 

the time, since white females engaged in homosexual behavior just as 

frequently as blacks and very often with other white females instead of 

with black females (Freedman 1996). 

The small number of studies conducted between 1915 and 1939 did 

not reflect the prevalence of or an accurate picture of what was actually 

happening !during this time period. Only a few researchers actually 

observed this type of behavior (homosexual relationships) in prison. 

Glueck and Glueck (1934) in their study of 500 women prisoners at 

a Massachusetts women's reformatory never mention any type of 

lesbian subculture that might or might not have existed. Some 

sociologists/criminologists have indicated the reason for such an oversight 

may have been that prison officials were reluctant to point out those 

- female inmates who were involved in homosexual activities, because 

homosexuality was then and still is considered to be an embarrassing 

topic and one that prison officials prefer to have silenced (Propper 1981; 

Freedman 1996). 

Studies that focused exclusively on different aspects of female prison 

life began to disappear around the mid-1940s. By this time, researchers 
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were concentrating predominantly on the formation of subcultures in 

male prisons because of the increased number of men being incarcerated 

and the violence occurring in prisons during this period (Carroll 1974; 

Thomas 1977). However, by the 1960s sociologists and criminologists 

once again saw the need for additional research on female subcultures 

formed in adult correctional institutions. These more modern prison 

studies contemplated both the "make-believe-family" relationship (the 

term used at the time) and homosexuality, often equating one with the 

other and not distinguishing between a non-sexual friendship and a 

homosexual relationship. Studies during the period of 1960 to 1980 

varied widely in estimating the prevalence of homosexual relationships. 

Research that utilized juvenile females as subjects frequently estimated 

the occurrence of homosexuality in reformatories from none to almost 69 

percent of their subjects, while among adult female inmates, researchers 

typically projected the number to be 20 to 50 percent of those in female 

prisons. (Halleck and Hersko 1962; Mitchell 1975; Hopper 1980). 

However, if these studies included the "make-believe-family" relationship, 

then estimates of homosexuality among their female subjects varied 

between none to 86 percent for juvenile girls and none to 48 percent for 

adult women in prison (Ward and Kassebaum 1964; Giallombardo 1966). 

Of course, some variation in the percentage of homosexual 

relationships and "make-believe-families" could be expected due to the use 

of different methodological techniques; for example the discrepancy may 

be attributed to the variation in how individual researchers defined the 
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terms used for both types of relationships. According to Propper (1981), 

the ambiguity in the definition of terms is a result of creating phrases 

that are " ... intentionally imprecise to neutralize the negative 

connotations" that would be implied by using accurate terminology (p. 

11). Consequently, when referring to inmates, the terms used most often 

did not clearly distinguish between a close non-sexual friendship and one 

that is sexual in nature. The point is that the studies were focusing mainly 

on the homosexual nature of these groups instead of the familial qualities 

of the "make-believe-family." This continued to be the case for most of the 

studies conducted from the 1960s to the early 1980s. 

In the latter part of the 1970s, some prison studies began to note the 

positive aspects of the "make-believe-family" and revealed that, in many 
C 

cases, these groups were formed out of a need for something outside of 

simple sexual gratification. Carter (1981), Fox (1984), and Mann (1984) 

indicated that familial-type relationships were formed with other inmates 

and these roles might include those of "children," "aunts," "uncles," 

"grandparents," as well as "wife or husband." Mann (1984) suggested 

that many of these previously mentioned relationships were not of a 

sexual nature but instead served the need for companionship and 

affection. Brown (1977) and Hopper (1980) reported that " ... 

participation in quasi-families [meaning familiar type relationships] 

provides inmates with friendship, respect, individuality, and emotional 

support and that sexual relationships have only a minor place in the 

overall function of such ties" (cited in Propper 1981, p. 149). 
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During the 1980s, several prison studies suggested that the 

importance of pseudofamily groups had been overstated in the past and 

that these types of relationships had not and were not currently a 

significant part of prisqn life for the majority of women (Bowker 1981; 

Mahan 1984 ). However, generally speaking, researchers were beginning 

to contemplate the more practical side of pseudofamilies. According to 

various researchers, women in prison needed basic human emotional 

support, warmth, and attention just as did women in the free world 

(Hopper )980; Mahan 1984; Dobash et. al 1986). Furthermore, the 

formation of pseudofamily groups could be a positive aspect of prison life 

for women and, to some degree, should be expected and even encouraged so 

as to help promote an increase in self-esteem. Many researchers believed 

that the formation of pseudofamily groups could improve the inmate's 

view of family and how the family functions better when family members 

offer love, support, and guidance to each other (Burkhart 1973; Propper 

1981; Pollock-Byrne 1990). 

In the early 1990s, though studies still examined the homosexual 

nature of female prison life, they continued to give credence to the fact 

that pseudofamily groups do not necessarily have to equate to sexual 

relationships. In fact, some prison studies indicated that non-sexual 

relationships, such as inmates' taking the role of sister-sister and 

mother-daughter, were more stable within the pseudofamily group than 

in cases where inmates took on the role of husband-wife. The reason was 

that non-sexual relationships tended to provide more security, support, 
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guidance, and love than any sexual relationship that a female inmate 

might have had (Burkhart 1973; Pollock~Byrne 1990; Huggins 1996; 

Cranford and Williams 1998). Furthermore, some of these same studies 

indicated that in the prison environment there appeared to be a greater 

need to form familial-type groups in order to foster the illusion of having 

some type of stable relationship. Research has continually shown that 

many structural factors in a prison often prevent inmates from 

c@ntinuing any type of durable relationship on the outside. Therefore, a 

pseudofamily group provides a form of stability for the female inmate 

(Huggins 1996; Cranford and Williams 1998). 

In a qualitative study conducted at a large Texas jail with female 

inmates who had been in both prison and jail, Huggins (1996) found that 

those female inmates who had been members of a pseudofamily group 

( 40% of the participants) stated that the pseudofamily group made their 

prison time easier, more fulfilling, and eventually enabled them to find 

loving support and acceptance from others like themselves, which had not 

been found on the outside. As several inmates expressed, " ... being a 

member of a family is a great help in dealing with the long days and 

nights that seem to just go forever" (p. 88). In addition, the majority of 

those inmates who were involved in a family group felt this was the 

type of family they wished they had on the outside. According to 

Huggins (1996), many of the inmates who had not participated in 

pseudofamily groups normally kept to themselves, tended to sleep much 

more than normal, and did not socialize to any great extent. This obvious 
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lack of socializing made many of these women feel their prison time was 

very hard to serve. Huggins found that the main reason for not joining 

any group was the fear of being labeled a homosexual. However, the 

inmates that did join pseudofamilies stated that sexual contact was only a 

by-product of a small percentage of their family interaction, since most of 

this interaction was non-sexual (Huggins 1996, pp. 90-94 ). 

Therefore, it appears that those who are members of such groups 

could be more satisfied while incarcerated. However, as stated earlier, 

many female inmates may be afraid to become involved in pseudofamily 

groups because of the negative connotation that is often attached to 

membership in these groups. Prison officials too often assume that women 

are having sexual affairs when the relationships may be non-sexual. 

According to Huggins (1996), women were constantly in fear of getting a 

"sex case" against them. "The severity of the charge often depended on 

who caught the women, what was being done, and where it was being 

done" (p. 90). Ultimately, some women indicated that just being a 

member of a family group could make the correctional officers suspicious, 

and they would watch the inmate's actions more closely. Also, as a 

consequence, inmates would sometimes become jealous or feel very 

homophobic about what was happening and would report any inmates 

having sexual contact to the correctional officers. Thus, having a "sex 

case" could lead to additional time being added to the inmate's original 

sentence; time could be spent in solitary confinement; or a loss of special 

privileges could ensue. Therefore, membership within a pseudofamily 
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group can and often does have both positive and negative effects on the 

female inmates as well as on the prison. 

Cranford and Williams (1998) stated that pseudofamily groups can 

pose either minimal problems for the female prison or major problems for 

both the inmate and the prison system. The authors suggested that roles, 

such as mother, father, sibling, grandparents, or others along these lines, 

pose "minimal problems" for prison management and were considered to 

be helpful in the prevention of interpersonal problems among inmates. 

However, other relationships (such as ones that are sexual in nature) can 

pose vast problems for management. Additional research is needed in 

order to understand how pseudofamily groups impact the individual and 

the prison system as a whole. 

Theoretical Perspectives 

Studies related to the subcultures formed in both female and male 

prisons have used either deprivation, theory or importation theory to 

explain inmate subcultures and/ or homosexual behavior. Deprivation 

theory views subcultures in prison primarily as an outgrowth of the 

inmates' living conditions, while importation theory holds that the 

subculture is brought into the prison system from the outside, in the form 

of pr~vious behaviors, values, and actions. 

As early as 1938, Donald Clemmer in The Prison Community 
( 

suggested that_ deprivation is a fact of prison life and can create the need 

for some type of compensation for what is missing. Gresham Sykes (1958) 
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expands on Clemmer's idea by stating that deprivation most often includes 

the loss of liberty, loss of the freedom of movement, the loss of civil rights, 

autonomy, individualism, emotional and sexual relationships, freedom 

and privacy of mail, the loss of visits from whomever the person chooses, 

and the need to feel secure in one's environment. In many situations, 

deprivation can result in an individual's feeling as if everything that 

he/ she once knew does, in fact no longer exist. Finally, as if to complete 

the cycle of degradation, the inmate falls under the continual surveillance 

and control of the prison staff. Therefore, the individual may believe that 

his/her existence is completely dependent on the penal institution. 

However, inmates can reduce the stress that such deprivation causes by 

creating a social system that is uniquely their own. According to Propper 

(1981), 

Proponents of the deprivation perspective suggested 
that inmates could reinstate positive self-images through 
homosexual relationships because the homosexual partner 
would provide needed support, positive feedback, and 
comfort in an otherwise harsh and inhumane 
environment (p. 14 ). 

As an obvious consequence, Propper and others argue that what seems to 

be stressful to some inmates, as a result of deprivation, may actually cause 

less stress to others depending on the type of institutional settings. Cohen 

and Taylor (1974) found that some inmates thought prison to be less 

stre$sful when all contacts with the outside world were ended. Inmates, in 

fact, felt that little or no contact with friends and relatives on the outside 

would alleviate worrisome problems, such as the health of family member, 
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the emotional well-being of a spouse or child, or possible financial problems 

of his/her family. However, in studies conducted at less harsh prison 

facilities, researchers found that completely eliminating outside contact 

created additional stress for inmates. Consequently, many inmates in 

these studies indicated that no news or visits from friends and/ or relatives 

tended to be emotionally painful (Thomas 1977). For example, it has been 

argued that women feel an acute separation from their family that most 

men never feel. Taking this into account, such a lack of familial contact 

could cause additional stress for women (Mahan 1984; Pollock-Byrne 

1990). Therefore, deprivation theory relies on the subjective nature of 

inmate information as to what is or is not depriving to a specific 

individual. 

Irwin and Cressey (1962) provided an alternative to the deprivation 

theory by suggesting thaf importation theory may be a better explanation 

for the formation of subcultures in the prison setting. This theory 

postulates that the culture itself is brought into the prison from prior 

experiences in the free world or past experiences during previous 

incarcerations. The importation of prior experiences into a current 

institutional setting may be a valid explanation, since several studies 

have shown that those who participate in prison homosexuality (especially 

those who assume the more dominant role) have had past experiences with 

same-sex relations in the free world (Akers, Hayner, and Gruninger 1975; 

Mitchell 1975). Furthermore, Giallombardo (1966) proposed the idea that 

women formed pseudofamily groups because the ,traditional roles women 
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relat,ed to were relevant to a family system. Therefore, the creation of a 

pseudofamily fulfills the need of female inmates for specific and 

identifiable roles which subsequently create a self-identity within the 

prison system. However, a significant question remains to be answered as 

to whether past experiences or the need for self-identity can explain the 

formation of pseudofamilies. Nevertheless, if one takes into consideration . 

that these types of groups often mirror the fantasy family or roles that are 

considered as "normal" within a family, instead of the actual family 

relations or roles that so many of these inmates' families represented in 

reality (i.e., mother or father being a drug addict, father sexually abusing _ 

the children, and/or mother physically abusing the children), it is often 

easier to understand why inmates form these types of relationships. 

Goffman's (1961) perspective on total institutions could possibly offer 

a further explanation as to the formation of pseudofamilies. As is indicated 

by Goffman's definition: 

A total institution may be defined as a place of residence 
and work where a large number of like-situated individuals 
cut off from the wider society for an appreciable time 
together lead an enclosed formally administered round of 
life (p. 11). 

Goffman addresses the inmate's entrance into an institution and the 

process that all new inmates must go through upon entering a controlled 

environment such as a prison. The initial approach includes stripping 

away the individual's self-identity which is then replaced with what the 

institution would call a "co-operative identity." This is done by a process of 

mortification, whereby the inmate's whole world is turned-up-side-down, 
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and he or she is denied most of the pleasures, comforts, and personal 

autonomy that were part of their past existence in the free world. The 

methods by which an institution accomplishes mortification includes, but 

are not limited to: 1) stripping away of all personal possessions; 2) being 

issued standard uniforms, bedding, and/or any other equipment or 

personal items needed; 3) having one's self-image attacked (usually in the, 

~rm of name calling or treating the individual as if they were 'idiots or 

children); 4) being subjected to humiliation either physically, verbally, or 

\ both; 5) experiencing a loss of privacy, both physically and mentally; and 

6) losing one's autonomy and all forms of personal freedom. 

The process of mortification appears not to have a set time period, as 

each individual reacts to this process differently. However, once the 

inmate seems to be developing a sense of how the institution wants 

him/her to think and act, he or she then goes through a process of "formal 

and informal instructions about the privilege system." According to 

Goffman, " ... it is largely the privilege system that provides a framework 

for personal reorganization" (p. 48). Therefore, the institution provides 

the inmate with necessary instructions on how he or she can be rewarded 

and/ or punished. Privileges and punishments are considered part of all 

total institutions and are "perhaps the most important feature of [the] 

inmate culture" (p. 50). Goffman indicated that inmates may react to 

the process of mortification and/ or the privilege system by one of several 

ways: 1) situational withdrawal--the inmates withdraw their attention 

away from their immediate environment and re~cts only to themselves; 
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2) intransigent line--the inmate intentionally refuses to cooperate with 

the staff; 3) colonization--the inmate incorporates experiences from the 

outside world with his or her new environment and begins to see the 

institution as a place they want to stay indefinitely; 4) conversion--the 

inmate takes on the appearance of the perfect inmate and often acts like 

those that are in charge (pp. 61-63). 

Considering the influence that total institutions have on ·resocializing 

inmates to the norms and roles of being a model inmate as well as taking 

into consideration the inmate's experiences, which will happen within the 

walls of a specific prison, then, Goffman's model may help to explain the 

accepted norms and role demands that develop in pseudofamily groups. 

Additional research is needed in order to understand completely the 

effects of pseudofamily groups on the female inmate, and also on the prison 

system where these types of groups become a large part of the female 

prison environment. Therefore, a study that focuses on the exact nature of 

why these groups are formed, who and why certain members play either a 

dominant or a passive role, and the extent to which sexual contact can 

influence the group as a whole is needed. Furthermore, the positive 

and/or negative effects on female inmates as members or non-members 

and the possible impact that membership has on female inmates and their 

relationship with prison officials thoroughly needs to be examined. 
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CHAPTERIII 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter includes definitions of several terms that will be used in 

this study, a detailed description of the techniques used to collect the data, 

the inmate and prison staff populations and their sampling, the 

instruments utilized in the study, the ethical considerations, the 

techniques used to analyze the data. In addition, the chapter will discuss 

the limitation of this research. 

Definition of Terms 

In this study, a pseudofamily is defined as any family-like group 
~ 

which exists among inmates and can incorporate su'ch roles as mother, 

father, sister, brother, husband, and wife. The usage of the term "pseudo" 

means being apparent rather than actual. Such a term expresses the fact 

that inmates act as if these groups are a family but makes no assumptions 

about the reality of the relationships or the roles inmates play (Ward and 

Kassebaum 1964; Owen 1998; Girshick 1999). 

For the purpose of this study, the term "prison subcultures," means 

any group that develops strong friendship bonds among its members or 

creates a pseudofamily relationship which may or may not include sexual 

relations while the inmate is incarcerated. The term "love relationship" is 
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defined as a close physical relationship with another female inmate. 

Physical acts of contact in this type of relationship are limited to holding 

hands, hugging one another and kissing on the face or lips. Finally, a 

"sexual relationship" is defined as one having any sexual contact with 

another female inmate that includes the touching of th~e breast and/or 

private parts with one's hand or mouth and/or acting as if sexual 

intercourse is, in fact, occurring. 

Data Collection 

An increasing number of researchers (Carlen 1983; Simpson 1989; 

Chesney-Lind 1992, and Owen 1998) believe that the field of criminology 

too often uses strictly quantitative studies to address questions that could 

· best be answered by in-depth, face-to-face interviews. Consequently, 

quantitative research alone does not provide enough crucial facts when 

researchers are called upon to identify and describe life events. 

Unfortunately, too much information is left uncovered, or such important 

and critical data receive only superficial attention by the research design. 

As a result, one goal of this study was to overcome the limitations of using 

strictly quantitative research to examine how these pseudofamily groups 

affect the inmate, the staff, and the prison itself. Therefore, this study 

utilized both a quantitative and qualitative approach to increase the level 

of understanding on the part of the researcher. 

With this goal in mind, questionnaires were used to collect the initial , 

inmate information such as demographic data on the subject's age, 
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marital status, education, race/ ethnicity, and the number of children, if 

any, she had prior to her incarceration. Furthermore, information was 

gathered on the subject's criminal history, meaning her past and current 

incarceration, and basic information as to whether the inmate was a part 

of a pseudofamily group. Finally, information was collected about any 

sexual contact the inmate may have had while incarcerated as well as any, 

type of relationship with same-sex partners prior to incarceration, plus a 

brief description of the inmate's present attitudes toward homosexual 

activity within the prison ,itself (see Appendix B). 

The research design included in-depth structured and unstructured 

interviews to collect additional important information from selected 

inmates. Interviews provided an opportunity for the researcher to elicit 

more extensive information about any pseudofamily groups the inmate 

may have been a member of as well as information concerning sexual 

relationships the inmate may have been having at the time with other 

inmates or staff members within the prison (see Appendix E). Emphasis 

was on the familial nature of the pseudofamily groups, how these groups 

were formed, the requirements for membership in a family group, and the 

norms, rules, and role expectations within the pseudofamily group. In 

addition, the factors involved in the group's function within the prison 

system and how these groups were perceived by the prison officials were . 

examined. 

In order to collect information from the prison staff, particularly 

those staff members who had direct contact with the inmates, 
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questionnaires were utilized (see Appendix G). Items on the questionnaire 

were formulated by the researcher to obtain basic demographic 

information such as the subject's age, marital status, race/ethnicity, 

education, length of employment by TDCJ, and the length of time the 

subject had been employed at a female prison. Furthermore, information 

was gathered concerning the subject's attitude toward the formation of 

pseudofamily groups as well as the subject's attitude toward the presence 

of homosexual activities within the prison. Additional information was 

sought regarding any possible problems encountered by the staff with 

pseudofamily groups and/or the possible positive benefits for the prison as 

a direct result of the inmates being members of such familial groups. 

Brief, in-depth structured and unstructured interviews were used to 

collect additional information from staff members about their experiences 

with inmates and particularly those who were members of pseudofamily 

groups (see Appendix J). 

The initial contact with the Texas Department of Criminal Justice 

(TDCJ) was through the Executive Services Department. An application 

for external research was submitted to and approved by this department. 

The contact person was Wendy Ingram, and she was responsible for 

presenting the proposed study to the wardens at the various female uni ts. 

Approval by the wardens of individual units was required in order to 

conduct the study at their particular prison unit. Eventually, the 

wardens of two units (Hilltop and Hobby) located near Waco, Texas, agreed 

to allow the proposed study to be conducted. 
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Once the study had been approved by the units, the researcher met 

with two staff members from TDCJ's Executive Services and the warden at 

each unit. At that time, the logistics of the study were explained and 

discussed in detail. Inmates from all custody levels were included in the 

sample of inmates participating in the study. In addition, no restrictions 

( other than length of employment) were applied to any staff member who , 

volunteered to participate in the study. Data were collected during the 

months of July through October 2000. 

Ethical Considerations 

A number of ethical safeguards were implemented during the 

research and data-collection period. The first priority was to protect the 

-subjects from any violation of confidentiality and to guarantee 

anonymity. To protect the participants, the researcher used codes instead 

of names or TDCJ identification numbers to depict inmate or staff subjects. 

Data were stored at the researcher's home in a locked file cabinet. The 

questionnaires will be shredded by June 2001, and all other material will 

be transferred to a locked safety deposit box at the Bank of America in 

Fayetteville, Arkansas, to be stored until June 2005, at which time all 

material will be destroyed by shredding the written documents. 

Another consideration concerned those subjects who volunteered to 

participate. These subjects were told in the cover letter that they could 

stop their participation at any time and that no penalties or rewards 

would be given whether their participation continued or not. In addition, 
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the cover letter explained that should the subject become upset during the 

completion of the questionnaire or interview, he/ she would be referred to 

the prison chaplain or counselor on staff for consultation if so desired. 

Inmate Data Collection 

Inmate Population 

The inmate population of this study was female inmates located at 

two Texas female prison units and incarcerated during the summer of 

2000. Approximately 1320 inmates at the Hilltop unit and 550 inmates 

at the Hobby unit were present during the research period. At the Hilltop 

unit, the inmate population consisted of those classified at minimum, 

medium, and close custody, while at the Hobby unit, the inmate 

population was classified at only minimum and medium custody. 

Inmate Sample 

Since it is typically difficult to develop a random sample of inmates 

because of the restrictions applied by prison officials and the number of 

inmates who may be allowed to participate in this type of study, the 

sample was drawn using a non-random availability sampling technique. 

The problem developing a dependable sampling frame is amplified when 

the possible subjects may change because of disciplinary actions, the 

issuing of bench warrants (being called to testify at a court hearing) 

without prior notice, or the possible reassignment of inmates to another 

unit. 
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One-hundred and fifteen inmates from the Hilltop unit returned 

completed questionnaires, and 86 inmates returned the letter asking for 

volunteers to be interviewed by the researcher. At the Hobby unit 99 

inmates returned completed questionnaires, and 58 inmates volunteered 

to be interviewed. Ultimately, fifteen inmates were randomly chosen 

from those who returned the letter requesting volunteers to be 

interviewed. 

The inmates were required to have at least six months of current 

incarceration time in a Texas prison. Limitations on current time 

incarcerated were necessary because of questions involving the existence 

or non-existence of subcultures within the female prison population. 

The researcher felt that an inmate with less than six months current 

incarcerated time in prison would not be able to answer questions 

knowledgeably about the female subcultures present and the nature of the 

pseudofamily groupings within the prison. In addition, the inmates were 

required to speak, read, and write fluent English, since the lack of 

standard English would necessitate the researcher's providing interpreters 

during the time needed for the completion of the questionnaires and 

interviews. 

Inmate Survey 

At both the Hilltop and Hobby units, the subjects were informed 

about the study by the researcher and given the opportunity to volunteer 

to participate in the study. In order to obtain volunteers for the study and 

29 



to explain the study in-depth, seven two-hour sessions were conducted by 

the researcher. Four of these sessions occurred at the Hilltop unit and 

three at the Hobby facility. Each session was attended by approximately 

thirty inmates who were previously chosen by the prison's computer 

which generated a list of the inmates who had met the qualified 

restrictions of time incarcerated as well as the ability to read and speak 

fluent English. The only exception to this process was those inmates at 

Hobby who were being housed in a closed-custody pod which is a cell block 

that houses female inmates who are being disciplined and who could not 

leave their cells except to work on the unit. The subjects in the closed

custody pod were visited by the researcher and were individually 

informed about the study and given the opportunity to volunteer to 

participate. 

At the Hilltop unit, during three of the sessions, the inmates were 

escorted by a correctional officer to the unit Chapel. , During each session, 

the correctional officer was required to be out-of-sight of the subjects, and 

the officer was asked not to have any verbal contact with the subjects 

unless the researcher felt it was necessary. One of the four sessions at 

Hilltop was conducted at the 12-Step Building at the Trustee Camp, and 

at this location the inmates came without being escorted or having a 

correction officer present in the room. 

The format for each session at both units began with an explanation 

of the study by the researcher. The subjects were informed that their 

participation was completely voluntary and, as such, no rewards or 
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penalties would be given whether they participated or not. Then, each of 

the subjects was given a packet that contained a cover letter which 

explained in depth the nature of the study (see Appendix A); followed by a 

91-item questionnaire (see Appendix B); and a letter of invitation for an 

interview (see Appendix C). As a point of fact, on each item of the 

questionnaire, an area referred to as "ICNP," which means "I chose not to · 

participate," was provided and could be checked by the subject (see 

Appendix B). The usage of the "ICNP" item allowed subjects to choose 

anonymity in order to ensure the confidentiality of those individuals who 

chose not to participate in the study. 

The subjects were given approximately one hour to complete the 

questionnaire and to read and/or sign the letter of invitation for an 

interview with the researcher. The subjects were not allowed to leave any 

of the sessions until all of them had completed the material in the packet. 

Each subject returned the questionnaire and the request for an interview 

letter in the envelope provided. Upon leaving the session, the subjects 

dropped their sealed packet into a secure box and were then escorted by a 

correctional officer back to the housing area. The box was not opened 

until the researcher had left the unit at the end of the day. No other 

persons were given access to this confidential material during the entire 

data-collection period. 

Data collection at the Hobby unit was very similar. Three groups of 

approximately thirty inmates were escorted to the inmate visiting area by· 

a correctional officer. Each session followed the same procedure as 
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described with the Hilltop unit. However, correctional officers stood 

outside the visiting room (for inmates to visit with their family and/or 

friends) instead of in the same room as was the case at the Hilltop unit. 

Again, once all the subjects had completed and sealed their packets and 

dropped them into a secured box, the subjects were then escorted as a 

group back to the housing area. 

At the Hobby unit the closed-custody inmates were not allowed to 

come to the visiting area. In order to include this group of inmates in the 

study, the researcher was escorted by a correctional officer to the closed 

custody pod. Once in the closed-custody pod, the correctional officer 

pointed out which cells housed those inmates who were not working within 

the unit at that time. The researcher went to each of these cells and 

explained to each inmate the nature of the study and stated that her 

participation was completely voluntary. At that time, if the subject was 

interested in volunteering, she was given a packet and one hour to 

complete the material. Consequently, the researcher stayed in the closed

custody pod while each of the subjects completed the packet. Once the 

packet was finished, the subject notified the researcher and the packet was 

picked-up and place in the secured box. 

Inmate Instrument 

This study utilized a 91-item questionnaire for inmates developed by 

the researcher (see Appendix B). Items on the questionnaire were created 

by gathering relevant information from the literature reviewed in 
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Chapter II. The questionnaire was designed to measure the inmate 

subject's perceptions and experiences as an inmate in a prison 

environment, with particular reference to those items which would 

identify membership or non-membership in a pseudofamily group as well 

as those in a love and/ or sexual relationship. 

Item 1 determined the subject's location within the given prison 

population. Location was significant since it could determine many of the 

experiences or activities that a subject might participate in while 

incarcerated. Items 2 through 17 provided information on the types of 

activities the subject may participate in over the course of a typical day, 

week, and/or month. For example, the subject was asked if she attended 

educational classes, read and/or wrote letters, watched television and/or 

socialized with other inmates. In addition, these specific items asked the 

subject about the number of visits and/or letters receiv~d from family and 

friends during an average week or month. Items 18 through 20 asked if 

the subject received money in her prison account from family and/ or 

friends or if she relied on other sources for needed personal items. The 

inmate was asked to explain if she relied on other means or other inmates 

to obtain the items she felt she needed and were not supplied by the prison. 

It ,is common knowledge within the prison system that an inmate may 

barter for personal items she wants or needs if she does not have adequate 

funds in her account. For example, hygiene products are limited because 

the women receive a limited number of bars of soap a week and each bar is 

approximately the size of an ordinary credit card. This soap must be used 
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to wash their body, hair, any personal clothing such as undergarments, 

and any dishes or other personal containers the subject may possess. 

Therefore, many of the women feel it is imperative that they be able to 

purchase some of their own hygiene products from the commissary. 

For item 21, the respondent ranked a list of 23 brief statements from 

a 1 (for not being a problem) to 5 (for being a serious problem presently). 

The majority of these statements were related to possible fears the inmate 

might have about the prison population, the staff, and/ or the prison 

environment. Five of these items addressed the emotions of loneliness 

and/or loss due to a separation from one's family and friends. Items 22 

and 23 were open-ended questions that provided additional information 

about the persons and situations the subject missed the most while being 

incarcerated. 

I tern 24 began to address the concept of pseudofamily groups since 

the subject was asked if she was aware of these types of groups. If the 

respondent was not aware of these groups, she was directed to skip to item 

46. However, if the subject responded in the affirmative, she continued 

with items 25 through 27. Items 25 and 27 were related to racially 

mixed pseudofamily groups. Item 25 asked the subject whether or not the 

pseudofamily groups she had knowledge of were racially mixed, and item 

27 asked if the family group she was a member of was racially mixed. 

I tern 26 asked the subject if she was a member of a pseudofamily 

group at the present time. If the response was a "No," she was directed to · 

skip to item 40. However, if the response was a "Yes, " then she completed 
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items 28 through 35 which addressed her experiences within these groups. 

The responses to these items helped to explain the process whereby the 

subject became a member of a pseudofamily group, membership 

requirements of these groups, if any; what factors were important to a 

member of a pseudofamily group; and the role(s) the respondent played 

within the group. Furthermore, these items asked the subject about the 

typical characteristics of the "leader" of her family group, such as race, 

gender trait (masculine, feminine, neither), age, offense, and role within 

the family. In addition, the subject was asked if as a member of a 

pseudofamily group she is treated differently by other inmates, staff, 

and/or family. Items 36 through 39 provided necessary information 

relating to the respondent's beliefs about other pseudofamily groups that 

might exist within the prison. These responses were used to help explain 

any impressions surrounding the concept of pseudofamily groups as well as 

permitting a comparison of the group members' responses to these items 

and the responses by non-members and/or staff. 

Items 40 through 45 were directed to those subjects who were not 

members of a pseudofamily group. Items 40 through 42 were open-ended 

questions in which the subject explained her feelings and/ or beliefs about 

the possible reasons for not joining a pseudofamily group. In addition, she 

was asked if her personal experience in the prison had been negative or 

positive because of non-membership in these types of groups. Items 43 and 

44 provided additional information on whether or not, as a non-member of 

a familial group, the subject had been treated differently by other inmates 
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and/or staff. Item 45 asked if the subject's fear of possibly being labeled a 

homosexual or lesbian played a part in her decision not to join a family 

group. 

Items 46 through 51 solicited information relating to love 

relationships between inmates in which specifically no sexual contact was 

involved. Items 46 through 48 asked the subject whether or 

not she was/or had ever been involved in this limited type of relationship 

and, if so, how often and what role(s) in the relationship(s) had she played 

(i.e., passive, aggressive, both, neither). Items 49 through 51 asked the 

subject the percentage of inmates she believed were or had been involved 

in a love relationship during their incarceration, the percentage of love 

relationships that lasted more than six months, and if jealousy between 

those in these relationships resulted in fights among the inmates on the 

unit. Item 52 provided information about the reasons an inmate might 

choose to be involved in such a love relationship. 

Items 53 through 58 elicited the same type of information as items 

46 through 52 provided, except this line of questions centered on sexual 

relationships that involved actual sexual contact between female inmates. 

Items 59 through 61 asked the subject about being caught having sexual 

contact with another inmate, as defined by both the study and implied by 

the prison. These items were used to compare inmate responses to those 

given by staff in order to determine how much sexual activity was 

actually occurring within the prison between the inmates. Item 62 asked 

the subject to identify possible reasons inmates might become involved in 
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a sexual relationship. For item 63, ten statements were given which 

related to the effect that a sexual relationship could have on an inmate 

and on the prison its elf. These responses were designed to measure either 

positive, negative, or neutral attitudes of the respondent. The respondent 

was to choose as many or as few of the statements she believed applied to 

this type of sexual relationship between female inmates. 

Item 64 requested information about a simulated marriage 

ceremony in which the subject could have been involved with other 

female inmates. Items 65 and 66 the subject was asked about other 

inmates' sexual preference and, then, their own sexual preference as it 

existed in the free world. Items 67 and 68 addressed possible abuse the 

subject may have experienced at the hands of another female inmate and 

if the subject had personally ever been involved in a physical fight with 

another inmate or inmates while incarcerated. Item 69 asked whether 

the subject had been injured in a fight with another female inmate. Item 

70 requested information on possible drug use while incarcerated, and 

item 71 addressed the number of official disciplinary actions the subject 

had received while incarcerated. 

Item 72 asked for information concerning the number of family 

members of the subject who were currently in prison or who had been 

imprisoned in the past. Item 73 requested information as to whom the 

respondent had lived with during the majority of her childhood. Items 

74 through 77 asked specific information about any type of sexual 

and/or physical abuse the subject had been a victim of as either a child 

37 



(0-16 years old) or as an adult (age 17 and above). The subject was also 

asked to identify the perpetrator of the abuse if, in fact, any abuse had 

occurred. 

Items 78 through 84 addressed the respondent's past and present 

criminal record. Items 78 through 81 sought information concerning the 

age of the subject's first felony conviction, the total number of felony 

convictions, the time spent incarcerated in either a jail or a prison. Items 

82 through 84 requested information related to the subject's current 

offense, the prison sentence given to her by the courts, and the length of 

time incarcerated for her present conviction. These responses were then 

used to help describe the subject's past and her familiarity with prison life. 

When examining an inmate's life in prison, it is important to make the 

distinction between those who are considered "newcomers" and those who 

are labeled "old-timers" (Giallombardo 1966; Heffernan 1972; Alarid 

1996; Owen 1998). First-time offenders often have a different view of 

prison life as compared to the "old-timers" who have either been 

incarcerated for a considerable period of time or have been in and out of 

prison for most of their adult lives. 

Item 85 requested information as to whether or not the subject had 

used alcohol or illegal drugs prior to her incarceration. In addition, if the 

response was affirmative, the subject was asked the frequency of which she 

used alcohol and/or drugs. Item 86 elicited information about how 

aggressive the subject had been in the free world by soliciting the 
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number(s) of physical fights the subject may have had with males and/or 

any other females. 

Items 87 through 91 provided the researcher with demographic 

information about the subject's age, race/ethnicity, marital status, the 

number of children, if any, and who they were living with while the 

subject was incarcerated. Item 91 requested the highest level of education 

the subject had obtained. Unfortunately, due to the construction of this 

item, the responses included data on education that, in many cas~s, the 

subject had received while incarcerated. This had not been the intent of 

the researcher. The item should have sought the level of education the 

subject had prior to her first incarceration. As is indicated by the 

interview schedule (see Appendix E), questions during the subjects' 

interviews expanded significantly the information initially obtained from 

the questionnaires. 

Inmate Interview 

Inmate subjects for the research interviews were randomly chosen 

from those women who filled out the invitation for an interview letter (see 

Appendix C). The interviews at Hilltop were conducted in the conference 

, room near the warden's office because of security reasons. A list of subjects 

was given to the assistant warden and she, in turn, gave this list to the 

unit secretary who coordinated with the duty officer at that time about 

the subjects who would be available for an interview. The inmate to be 

interviewed was asked to come to the front office and was escorted to the 
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interview location by a correctional officer. Once the subject was in the 

conference room, the correction officer would leave and would not return 

until the interview with the researcher had been completed. The same 

procedure was followed with all fifteen subjects at Hilltop. 

The interviews at the Hobby unit took place in the inmate visiting 

area. A list of subjects was given to the unit secretary who coordinated 

with either the lieutenant or captain on duty as to which subjects could be 

interviewed at a specific time. After the determination of which subject 

was available, the inmate was told an interview would be conducted in the 

visiting room and she was escorted to that area by a correctional officer. 

Once the subject was in the visiting room, the correctional officer ,would 

leave and sit outside the room, but this individual was in visual contact 

with the subject at all times since the room was enclosed with windows. 

The correctional officers were instructed not to come into the room unless 

necessary or a request was made to enter by the researcher. This process 

was followed in most of the cases. However, on two occasions, the unit 

secretary came into the room while an interview was taking place. 

During these times, the researcher and the subject were told the interview 

was over due to the prison's going into a lock-down status. Fortunately, in 

both cases, the majority of the interview had been completed and only a 

few questions remained. In these cases, the necessity of a reinterview was 

not seen as critical. 

During the interview process at both units, once the subject was in 

the room, the study was again completely explained and the subject then 
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read and signed a consent form (see Appendix D). After the consent had 

been signed and questions about the purpose of the study were answered, 

the interview began. 

The interviews were conducted by following a semi-structured 

interview schedule (see Appendix E). Inmate subjects were given the 

opportunity to set the pace and, according to their subsequent responses, 

the order . in which the questions were asked. Some informal time was 

spent with each subject discussing the researcher's own background. In 

addition, some discussion time was allocated to explain the importance of 

the study and how this information would be treated by the researcher. 

This initial process was done in the hope that a "working rapport" , with 

each subject could be achieved and to make the subject feel more 

comfortable when relating, at times, very intimate and personal aspects of 

her life. According to Erlandson et al. (1993), this helps to establish trust 

with subjects and in the process "the investigator strives to maintain the 

integrity of the person and [those] situations encountered by minimizing 

social distance" (p. 135). 

In the majority of cases, the subject was first asked several 

demographic questions that related to her age, race/ethnicity, education, 

marital status, number of children, her past and present crimes 

committed, and any other incarcerations. In addition, several questions 

were asked about relatives who may have been incarcerated. Questions 

concerning the types of activities the subject engaged in during a regular 

day were then addressed. These specific questions asked for details on how 
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much time the subject spent during an average day /week/month on a 

variety of different activities. The purpose of asking these questions was 

to understand the subject's daily routine and her feelings about the time 

she had spent in prison. As is typical of such qualitative research, several 

additional questions were asked based on the responses made by the 

subject. For example, the researcher might have asked the subject about 

other inmates she lived and worked with at the unit and/or her favorite 

place to go if she needed time away from her friends or other inmates. 

Furthermore, questions might address the cleanliness of her housing unit 

or the quality of the food the unit served. 

The subject was then asked to address her reaction to a variety of 
\ 

individual problems and/or fears she may be experiencing during her 

current incarceration. A list of 25 items was given to the subject and she 

was asked to rate each item on a scale of 1 (not being a problem) to 5 (being 

a serious problem). In many cases, responses to these questions would 

introduce numerous other questions based on the subject's response, 

particularly if the items had been rated as a 3 or above. 

At this point, questions regarding the subject's membership or 

non-membership in a pseudofamily group were usually addressed. If the 

subject was not a member or was not familiar with these types of familial 

groups, other questions were posed relating to why the subject was not a 

member, how she felt about pseudofamily groups in general, and if she was 

personally treated differently by other inmates or correction officers 

because she was not a member of a family group. In addition, the subject 
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was asked if the reason she did not join a pseudofamily group was due to 

the fear of being labeled a lesbian and/ or a homosexual. 

However, if the subject was a member of a pseudofarnily group, then 

questions followed which related to her experiences in these groups. 

Specific questions included: the reason for her membership, her 

understanding of the membership requirements if any, the role(s) she 

assumed, and the diversity of these simulated roles. Further questions 

were asked about the characteristics of the "leader" within the group, and 

the treatment the subject received from other inmates and the prison staff 

as a member of a family group. In addition, questions which related to 

whether or not her immediate family knew about the pseudofa~ily group 

and their reaction, if any, were then addressed. Then the subject's 

opinions concerning the reasons that inmates join pseudofamily groups 

were examined. Again, the subject's responses often led to additional 

questions about her experiences in prison and/ or her experiences within 

the pseudofamily group. 

Questions relating to whether or not the subject had been involved in 

a love relationship or a sexual relationship, as defined by the study, were 

addressed at this point. These specific questions concerned the subject's 

involvement in either type of relationship both currently and during any 

past periods of incarceration. If the subject answered in the affirmative, 

other questions were included that addressed the number of female 

inmates with whom she currently was involved; the number of female 

inmates the subject had been involved with in the past; and the type of 
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role(s) the subject took (passive or aggressive, both, or neither) in the 

relationship(s). Further questions centered on the length of these 

relationships, and if the subject had been in any physical fights with other 

female inmates because of her involvement in either a love or sexual 

relationship. The subject was discreetly asked her sexual preference in the 

free world. In addition, if the subject had stated she had been involved in a 

sexual relationship in the prison, subsequent questions as to whether she 

had been caught, by a staff member, having sexual contact with another 

inmate were addressed. These specific questions asked about being 

discovered having sexual contact with another inmate as defined by this 

study and being accused of having sexual contact as implied by the prison. 

However, if the subject had not been involved in either a love or 

sexual relationship, she was asked to explain her reasons for not becoming 

involved and her opinion of those inmates who were involved in these 

types of relationships. Furthermore, whether or not the subject had been 

involved in a love or sexual relationship, she was asked to speculate on 

how many inmates within her unit were involved in these types of 

relationships. Consequently, the researcher elicited the subject's beliefs 

concerning the main reasons inmates in general become involved in 

a love or sexual relationship, her estimation as to the length of these 

relationships, and her belief as to the number of times that inmates were 

caught having sexual contact, as implied by the prison, with other 

inmates. 
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All the inmate subjects who were interviewed were asked to state 

their feelings about sexual contact between inmates as it related to possible 

positive benefits or negative consequences for both the inmates involved as 

well as those inmates not involved and the prison environment as a whole. 

The questions concerning love and sexual relationships were intended to 

help understand the interpersonal dynamics of both types of these 

relationships as well as reasons inmates did or did not become involved in 

these relationships. Furthermore, the researcher needed to be able to 

compare the inmate responses about these relationships to those given by 

the staff on the same topic. 

At this point in the interview, the subject was asked several 

miscellaneous questions which included the issue of her involvement in 

any physical fights with other inmates during her incarceration and if she 

had observed any mock marriages between female inmates. The subject 

was also asked if while incarcerated had she experienced any sexual or 

physical abuse by either other inmates or staff members of the prison. In 

addition, the subject was asked whether she had experienced any type of 

love or sexual relationship (as defined earlier) Vvi.th either a male or female 

staff member during any time she had been incarcerated. 

Finally, the subject was asked about advice she would give to a new 

inmate coming into this unit for the first time. The purpose of this 

question was to get a general idea of the subject's feelings about the prison 

unit and how one could survive her time while incarcerated. 
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The inmate interviews lasted from one to two and one-half hours and 

the interviews were not taped, as non-prison personnel are not permitted 

to bring electronic devices into the prison. After completion of these 

interviews, additional notes were written by the researcher concerning 

the subjects, the prison environment, and any other pertinent or 

observable information not noted during the actual interview period. 

Staff Data Collection 

Staff Population 

The staff population of this study included employees of two Texas 

female prison units who worked directly with the inmate population 

during the summer of 2000. Approximately 278 people were employed at 

the Hilltop unit with 149 of those being correctional officers. The Hobby 

unit employed 329 people with 212 being correctional officers. 

Staff Sample 

As was the case with the inmate sample, the staff sample was also 

drawn using a non-random availability sampling technique. Typically, 

within the prison, staff changes occur from day to day, be it changes in 

shifts, location, days off, and for numerous other reasons. Therefore, it is 

difficult to obtain a listing of possible subjects for the sampling framework. 

At the Hilltop unit 73 staff members returned completed 

questionnaires and eight staff members, five of whom were correctional 

officers and three were non-security personnel, volunteered to be 
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interviewed by the researcher. Interviews were conducted with three of 

the correctional officers and two of the non-security personnel who had 

direct contact with inmates. Twenty-eight staff members completed the 

questionnaire at the Hobby unit and nine staff members, four correctional 

officers and five non-security personnel, volunteered to be interviewed. 

Four correctional officers and one non-security staff member were later 

interviewed at this facility. 

To be eligible for this study the staff were required to have been 

employed for at least six months at a Texas State female prison. The 

limitations on current time employed were necessary because of questions 

that involved the existence of subcultures within the female prison 

population. The researcher again felt that a person who had less than 

six months employment in a female prison would not be able to 

knowledgeably answer questions about female subcultures present as 

well as the nature of pseudofamily groups found in these prisons. 

Staff Survey 

At both the Hilltop and Hobby units, 100 staff packets were given to 

the warden. These envelopes contained a cover letter which explained in 

depth the nature of the study (see Appendix G), a 58-item questionnaire 

(see Appendix H); plus a letter of invitation for an interview with the 

researcher (see Appendix I). At both units, the shift commander informed 

the staff about the study; this individual read a brief description of the 

study (see Appendix F) to those attending the shift meeting. The shift 
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commander then distributed the research packets to those staff members 

interested in volunteering. The staff members were asked to drop their 

completed packet in a secured box provided by the researcher and located 

in the staff locker room. During visits to each of the prison units, the 

researcher was given the sealed box and those packets placed inside were 

removed. As was the case with the inmate packets, none of the envelopes 

were opened until the researcher had left the premise of the unit visited 

that day. The collection of staff packets lasted for approximately two 

weeks at the Hilltop unit (August 2 through August 15) and three weeks at 

the Hobby unit (August 21 through September 11) The process of 

obtaining staff subjects was followed at the request of the senior wardens at 

both prison units. 

Staff Instrument 

This study utilized a 58-i tern questionnaire for the staff members and 

developed by the researcher (see Appendix H). The i terns for the 

questionnaire were created by gathering relevant information from the 

literature reviewed. The questionnaire was designed to measure the 

subject's perceptions and experiences as a staff member at a female prison 

unit. 

Items 1 and 2 addressed the subject's length of employment at female 

correctional facilities, both at the unit presently employed and at any 

previous female units. Items 3 asked whether or not the subject liked 

working with female inmates and contained an open-ended question which 
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was provided so the subject could explain his/her enjoyment or lack of 

such, while working with female inmates. The purpose of this item was to 

establish the subject's general feelings about female inmates. The 

researcher felt that the subject's description of his/her feelings about 

female inmates would be instrumental in determining any biases in the 

subject's answers to other questions related to possible perceived problems 

with female inmates. Item 4 asked whether the subject was encouraged to 

expand his/her training. 

Items 5 through 22 provided informatiun on what the subject 

perceived as typical daily/weekly/monthly activities in which the 

female inmates engage in during their period of incarceration. The 

subject was asked to give approximate percentages as to how many 

inmates took part in various activities such as inmates having regular 

visits or correspondence from family and friends, and the inmates' 

attendance at vocational training or school. In addition, these questions 

addressed how many hours on the average inmates went to work, 

participated in recreational activities, slept, watched television, attended 

religious services, read, wrote letters, interacted socially with other 

inmates, and the time the inmates spend working in the law library on the 

legal aspects of their cases. The staff responses to these items were used as 

a comparison with the responses given by the inmate subjects who were 

asked similar questions about their own activities. The aim of these 

comparisons was to promote a better understanding of the staff subject's 

view of the daily/weekly/monthly activities of the female inmates. 
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Furthermore, a comparison between the subjects, both inmates and staff, 

would indicate how well the staff subjects understood the day-in-and 

day-out routine of the inmates in this prison setting. 

Items 23 through 26 addressed the staff subject's understanding of 

the inmates' possible problems in obtaining adequate funds to purchase 

needed items such as hygiene products or other personal items that the 

state does not issue free to any of the inmates or in a limited quantity. In 

addition, the staff subject's responses addressed the possible problems with 

inmate contraband which can mean any item not allowed or approved by 

TDCJ, and/or any illicit economic activities. These economic activities are 

defined according to the TDCJ Offender Orientation Handbook and include 

items that have been sold, loaned, traded, or given as a gift to another 

inmate. Such contraband and the illicit economic activities have been 

seen as a major problem faced in most U. S. prison facilities. Item 26 asked 

the staff subject to rate on a scale of O (not being a problem) to 5 (being a 

very serious problem), how severe the problem was with contraband in 

the subject's particular prison unit. Item 27 concerned any problems the 

prison unit may have had with racial conflicts. Again, the staff subject 

was asked to rate this on a scale of O (not being a problem) to 5 (being a 

very serious problem). The purpose of this item was to attempt to judge 

the subject's reaction to the prison population's diversity and to attempt to 

access the extent of a possible problem with racial differences at the prison 

itself. 
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Item 28 addressed whether or not the subject was aware of 

pseudofamily groups formed in female prisons. If the subject was not 

aware of these familial-type groups, then he/she was directed to skip to 

item 38. However, if the subject answered in the affirmative, then, 

he/she was asked to complete items 29 through 37. These items provided 

information about the staff subject's perception of pseudofamily groups 

and the inmates involved in these "make-believe" families. Items 29 

through 32 addressed the subjects' beliefs about the percentage of inmates 

who take part in pseudofamily groups as well as the percentage of inmates 

who were involved in such groups because of the need to have friends, to 

gain emotional support and companionship, to have necessary protection, 

and to achieve non-sexual intimacy. These items were used to compare 

the staff and inmates beliefs concerning reason as to why inmates joined 

pseudofamily groups. 

Item 33 provided information about the subject's perspective on 

what percentage of these familial groups were racially mixed. Item 34 

addressed the subject's view of what typical characteristics a pseudofamily 

"leader" might have, such as the inmate's race, gender trait, age, offense, 

and role within the family. Items 35 and 36 provided information as to 

the subject's impression of the percentage of inmates who were involved in 

pseudofamily groups and the reasons for having either a dominant or 

passive role within the group. These items were used to gain a better 

understanding of the staff subject's views about members of pseudofamily 
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groups and if these views were consistent with the responses given by 

inmate subjects who were actually members of these familial groups. 

Item 37 asked the subject to rank on a scale of 1 (being very 

negative) to 7 (being very positive) his/her perceptions of the impact that 

pseudofamilies could have on the prison as a whole. In addition, the 

subjects were given a space to explain their answer to this item. 

Ultimately, the researcher hoped that their responses would provide a 

more complete picture of the staff perceptions about the overall influence 

of pseudofamily groups. 

Items 38 through 40 addressed the possible percentage of inmates 

whom the staff believed were homosexual prior to the inmate's 

incarceration and the frequency with which inmates were caught having 

sexual contact according to the prison's implied concept of sexual contact 

and the frequency with which other inmates (who were not involved) 

informed the prison staff about this sexual contact. 

Item 41 provided data on the subject's perception of the seriousness of 

jealousy among the female inmates involved in an intimate relationship, 

whether or not it was sexual. The subject was asked to rank this item on a 

scale of O Uealousy is not considered a problem) to 5 Uealousy has become a 

serious problem). These items were used to gain a better understanding of 

the staff perception of the impact that jealousy might have on the prison 

environment as well as the inmates themselves. 

Items 42 through 49 concerned the subject's impressions of love and 

sexual relationships between female inmates. These items addressed the 
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possible percentage of female inmates who were involved in either a 

love relationship or a sexual relationship. The research asked if the 

subject could estimate approximately the length of time these types of 

relationships last between inmates. In addition, the staff subject was 

asked to give his/her understanding of the reasons female inmates became 

involved in either a love or sexual relationship and the frequency the 

subject felt that fights between female inmates occurred. In other words, 

the subject was asked whether he or she perceived jealousy between female 

inmates, who were involved in love relationships, as causing additional 

problems for the prison. I tern 50 asked the staff subject to provide his/her 

beliefs about the effect that a sexual relationship between female inmates 

had on the inmates themselves and the prison as a whole. This item was 

used to gain information in order to understand the staff subject's 

impressions of sexual relationships between inmates in general and to 

compare these responses with the staffs and inmate's beliefs about sexual 

contact and/or relationships between the female inmates. Item 51 

provided information on subject's beliefs as to whether the staff made 

distinctions in their treatment of inmates who \vere involved in a sexual 

relationship as opposed to those who were involved in a non-sexual 

relationship. 

Item 52 addressed whether the subject was aware of any mock 

marriage ceremonies occurring between the female inmates. Item 53 

provided information on the subject's impression of a variety of coping 

mechanisms female inmates may use while incarcerated. A list of eleven 
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factors was given and the staff subject was asked to rank each factor on a 

scale of O (no importance) to 5 (being very important). Furthermore, the 

subject could add any other factors that he or she believed to be important. 

Items 54 through 58 provided demographic information about 

subject's age, marital status, race/ethnicity, and highest level of formal 

education. As will be indicated by the interview schedule (see Appendix 

K), questions addressed during the interviews expanded greatly on the 

information obtained from the staff questionnaires. 

Staff Interview 

Of the ten subjects chosen for the staff interviews, only six had 

completed the invitation for an interview letter (see Appendix I). At the 

Hilltop unit, eight staff members volunteered to be interviewed by the 

researcher. The names of the Hilltop staff who volunteered were given to 

the assistant warden, who then coordinated with the staff members and 

the researcher the best times for each individual subject to be interviewed. 

The five staff members who were eventually interviewed at Hilltop were 

chosen because of their schedules as well as their availability. All five 

of the staff subjects were interviewed on the same day and all were 

questioned in the conference room next to the warden's office. 

At the Hobby unit, nine staff members eventually volunteered to be 

interviewed. This included four correctional officers and five non-security 

personnel. The five non-security personnel agreed to be interviewed by 

completing the invitation for an interview letter, while the four 
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correctional officers volunteered after the shift Captain asked for 

volunteers to be interviewed. The decision was made by the researcher to 

include all four of these correctional officers and only one of the non

security staff members during the interview period. The correctional 

officers were chosen after an initial analysis of the questionnaires returned 

by the Hobby staff. The researcher was able to determine that a larger 

percentage of respondents were non-security personnel instead of security 

staff. Therefore, the researcher concluded that interviews with the four 

correctional officers who had volunteered would provide the much needed 

information about the officers' experiences and their attitudes toward the 

inmates. These security staff had ultimately more daily contact with the 

female inmates than the non-security personnel. The staff subjects were 

interviewed over a two-day period in the inmate visiting room. This 

location was used for the staff interviews because it was an open area that 

was not often used during the week. 

At both the Hilltop and Hobby units, once the subject arrived at the 

location for the interview, the study was thoroughly explained. The 

subjects were reminded that their participation was completely voluntary 

and that there would be no penalties if the subject chose not to be 

interviewed. In addition, special emphasis was put on the voluntary 

nature of the interview for those individuals who had volunteered without 

completing the invitation for an interview letter. All participants gave 

their approval to be interviewed by the researcher and each of the subjects 

signed a consent form (see Appendix J). 
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As was the case with interviews conducted with the inmate 

subjects, the researcher followed a semi-structured interview schedule 

(see Appendix K). In addition, the staff subjects were also given the 

opportunity to set the pace of the interview and, according to their 

responses, the selection and order of the questions. 

After the consent form was signed and any questions concerning the 

study were addressed and answered, the subject was then asked several 

demographic questions that related to his or her age, race/ethnicity. 

education, marital status, and number of children. In addition, general 

questions addressed the length of his or her employment with TDCJ, the 

length of his or her employment at the current unit, and the area of the 

prison where he or she worked. Then, the staff subject answered whether 

or not he/she had worked at any other female unit and, if so, the length of 

the subject's employment at other units. The subject was then asked 

whether he or she had worked with male offenders and if the answer was 

in the affirmative, the subject was asked whether there were any 

perceived differences between dealing with males as compared to dealing 

with female offenders. This line of questioning usually led to a discussion 

as to the subject's preference of working with either males or females, 

reasons for the subject's preference, and the most difficult aspect(s)of 

working with female inmates. 

The staff subject was asked to describe a typical day that an inmate 

might spend while incarcerated at his/her particular unit. The subject 

was encouraged to include the time the inmate spent working, attending 
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educational or trade classes, going to the library, watching television, 

socializing with other inmates, and/or sleeping. In addition, the 

researcher encouraged the staff subjects to discuss the inmates' visitations 

as well as the number of visitors that a typical inmate might have had in 

a month. Once this fact was determined, follow-up questions addressed the 

different aspects of their visitors, the type of activities which took place 

during these visitations, and the reactions of inmates who did not receive 

any visitors. These questions attempted to capture the way in which the 

staff subjects discussed the behavior of the :::mates. The researcher could 

then observe the subject's verbal tones, the obvious inflections, and, 

generally, the subject's verbal opinions concerning the inmates' prison 

experiences, both positive or negative. 

At this point in the interview, the staff subject was asked to rank 

several different factors on a scale of O (not being a problem) to 5 (being a 

serious problem). These factors included ranking the seriousness of fights 

between inmates, and the use of force or manipulation to obtained personal 

items from other inmates not supplied by the prison as well as any possible 

problems caused by inmate contraband. In addition, the subject was asked 

whether or not he or she had knowledge of any physical or sexual abuse 

occurring between the female inmates at this unit. In many cases, 

responses to these questions resulted in other questions concerning other 

situations in the prison that might have been perceived as a problem for 

either the staff, the inmates or both. Many of these questions were 

introduced in order for the researcher to better understand not only the 

57 



subject's perceptions of possible problems among inmates, but also 

conceivable problems that might be specific to that particular unit. 

The next area addressed concerned the formation of any 

pseudofamily groups. All ten of the interview subjects were aware of these 

groups existence and, therefore, questions centered around their 

knowledge, attitudes, and opinions concerning the groups themselves and 

the inmates who were members of these familial groups. Consequently, 

the questions addressed the possible percentage of female inmates that the 

staff subject believed were members of these groups and the types of role(s) 

or attribute(s) were more dominant within the groups. Furthermore, the 

subject was asked to acknowledge the passiveness or aggressiveness of the 

inmate's role(s), and to describe the characteristics of the leaders in these 

groups. Respondents were then asked to describe the racial/ ethnic mix of 

these groups and to discuss his/her personal feelings or thoughts about any 

female inmates who might be involved in such pseudofamily groups. 

Ultimately, these questions became useful in determining the subject's 

ideas about the familial groups and if their responses were similar to the 

responses given by the group members themselves. Then, the staff subject 

was asked to rank on a scale of 1 (being very negative) to 7 (being very 

positive) his/her perceptions on the impact that such pseudofamily groups 

could have on the prison unit as a whole. 

The staff subject was then asked to discuss briefly any inmates who 

were not members of a pseudofamily group. These specific questions 

addressed the subject's beliefs as to whether non-members were treated 
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differently by other inmates or staff because such persons were not 

members of a familial group. In addition, the subject were given the 

opportunity to discuss any factors that he or she believed might have 

contributed to certain inmates not becoming a member of any 

pseudofamily group. 

At this point, questions regarding sexual conduct, as implied by the 

prison, between inmates were usually addressed. For example, several 

questions asked the subject to indicate the average number of inmates, 

during a typical month, who were caught having sexual contact with 

another female inmate. In addition, he/she was asked whether or not 

other inmates would inform the staff about possible sexual contact between 

inmates. Then, in the staff subject's opinion, the number of female 

inmates who were homosexual prior to entering TDCJ. 

Several questions concerning sexual and love relationships between 

inmates (as defined by this study) were addressed. The subject was asked 

to discuss the percentage of inmates that he/she thought were involved in 

a sexual or love relationship as well as the subject's belief as to an 

appropriate action to take when female inmates were found to be in either 

type of relationship. Additional questions were asked concerned the 

frequency of inmates' being caught having sexual contact (as defined by 

the study) and the perceived reasons that could contribute to female 

inmates having sexual relationships with each other. Furthermore, the 

subject was asked whether or not he/she was aware of any mock marriage 

ceremonies between female inmates. The respondent was then asked to 

59 



rank two questions on a scale of O (not being a problem) to 5 (being a 

serious problem). The questions referred to ranking the perceived 

seriousness of problems with respect to sexual contact between inmates 

and problems created by the jealousy between inmates who were involved 

in a sexual relationship. These two questions were used to provide 

additional information in order to better understand the views the staff 

subjects have about sexual relationships and the effect these relationships 

have on the inmates and the prison as a whole. 

Finally, the staff subject was asked what advice he or she would give 

to a new inmate coming onto this unit for the first time as well as what 

information a new correctional officer might need beginning his/her 

career on this particular unit. The purpose of this question was to focus on 

general ideas which the subject had about conditions at the prison unit 

and how this could impacted inmates and/or staff. 

The staff interviews lasted from one to one and one-half hours and the 

interviews were not taped. .After completion of these interviews, 

additional notes were written by the researcher concerning the subjects, 

the prison environment, and any other pertinent or observable 

information not noted during the actual interview period. 

Data Analysis 

Quantitative Data 

The inmate and staff responses to the questionnaires were tabulated 

and analyzed by using version 7.5 of SPSS. Because of the use of 
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availability sampling, which is a non-probability sampling technique, 

inferential statistical techniques were not used. As a consequence, 

descriptive statistics and measures of association were utilized to analyze 

the responses to the questionnaires by the inmates and the staff members. 

Qualitative Data 

Interviews were analyzed by using qualitative research techniques. 

Due to the exploratory nature of qualitative research, the analysis was an 

ongoing process during the course of the study. .After each interview, 

extensive field notes were written by the researcher and included the 

researcher's impressions and observations of the subjects themselves, their 

prison environment, and their reactions to the questions. Field notes were 

then analyzed by the researcher and analytical memos about recurring 

patterns and themes were written. Additional questions were added by 

the researcher as emerging categories developed. 

At the conclusion of the inmate and staff interviews, the organization 

and coding of the data were accomplished by using HyperResearch which 

is a computerized qualitative research program. HyperResearch has been 

shown to be an effective tool in which to organize this type of data, since it 

is possible to use either word-by-word coding or line-by-line coding. By 

using such methods, the data can be effectively coded or recoded without 

the loss of precision and accuracy (Miles and Huberman 1994, p. 58). 

During the interview and coding process, the guiding research 

hypotheses were used to generate additional questions, to revise original 

61 



questions, and to keep categories focused (Erlandson et al. 1993, p. 61). 

Inmate interviews were coded into categories, which reflected general 

descriptions of the inmates' prison experiences, their experiences within a 

pseudofamily group if any and their experiences with any love or sexual 

relationships. In addition, data categories emerged which emphasized 

attitudes toward those in pseudofamily groups and/or love and sexual 

relationships, the attitudes toward the prison staff and/ or the prison itself. 

Subsequently, the categories were reviewed for reliability and categories 

found to be unreliable were changed and new categories developed, 

defined, and rechecked for consistency. Therefore, reliability could be 

established within each of the data categories. Typologies were created in 

order to achieve more clarity in terms of the categories. The coding and 

recoding was continued until all incidents were readily classified and 

saturation was achieved. Then, generalizations and conclusions were 

developed to answer the proposed research questions. Staff interviews 

were dealt with in the same matter as discussed above. 

Research Questions 

This section identifies the research questions in this study and the 

specific i terns, from both the inmate and staff surveys as well as questions 

from the interviews, which provide information on each of the research 

questions below. 
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Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" Items 29, 33-37, 40-45 from the 

inmate survey and part of section four (Pseudofamily Groups) of the 

inmate interview schedule were used to describe the possible positive and 

negative benefits of membership compared to non-membership of a 

pseudofamily group. In addition, items 30-32 and 53 from the staff 

survey, as well as part three (Pseudofamily Information) of the staff 

interview schedule were used to attempt to better understand the 

perceived benefits or disadvantages that the staff believed that inmate 

members experienced as a result of their membership. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is the membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" Items 

28, 30-31, and 66 of the inmate survey and parts of section four 

(Pseudofamily Groups) of the inmate interview schedule described the 

membership initiation, the different type of roles played within the group 

and whether or not a dominant or a passive role was more prevalent 

among members. In addition, items 35-36 from the staff survey and 

questions from section three (Pseudofamily Information) of the staff 
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interview schedule were used in an attempt to grasp the staffs knowledge 

of and perceptions about the formation of pseudofamily groups. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Items 53-55, 62 and 

64 from the inmate survey and parts of section six (Sexual Relationships), 

and seven (Miscellaneous Questions) of the inmate interview schedule 

were used to explore whether or not sexual relationships were important to 

the structure of any familial group. Items 46-4 7, and 49 of the staff 

survey and section five (Sexual Conduct Between Inmates) of the staff 

interview were used to help provide an explanation of the staff subject's 

views about sexual relationships between inmates as it related to 

pseudofamily activities and dynamics. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

· between inmates have on the inmates involved, inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself, which includes any 

correctional officers?" Items 58-60, and 63 from the inmates' survey and 

parts of section six (Sexual Relationships) and seven (Miscellaneous 

Questions) of the inmate interview schedule were used to examine the 

impact that sexual relationships between female inmates might have had 

on the inmates involved. For example, two items that were used asked 

how were sexually involved inmates viewed by the prison officials and the 
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other inmates who were not involved in these relationships as well as the 

possible effect of these relationships on the prison environment. Items 39, 

40-41, 43 and 51 from the staff survey and parts of section five (Sexual 

Conduct Between Inmates) were used to supply information on the 

prevalence of these relationships, as perceived by the staff, as well as the 

types of concerns and/or problems these relationships posed for the staff 

and prison as a whole. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 

other inmates and the prison officials?" Items 33-34 from the inmate 

survey and parts of section four (Pseudofamily Groups) and six (Sexual 

Relationships) of the inmate interview schedule were utilized to examine 

the view that other inmates had of pseudofamilies and those inmates 

involved in these groups. In addition, these would help to provide the 

staffs impressions of and attitudes toward members of these pseudofamily 

groups. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily group have 

on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

Items 68-71 from the inmate survey and parts of sections six (Sexual 

Relationships) and seven (Miscellaneous Questions) provided necessary 

information on how these familial groups might influence the correctional 
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institution, according to the views of inmate subjects. Furthermore, items 

26, 37, 41, and 50 from the staff survey and parts of sections two (General 

Inmate Information), three (Pseudofamily Information), four (Non

members of Pseudofamily Groups) and five (Sexual Conduct Between 

Inmates) were used to gain a perspective on the impact of pseudofamily 

groups on the correctional facility, as observed by the staff. 

Research Question 7 

Research question 7 asks, "Which of the existing explanations of 

pseudofamily groups (deprivation theory, importation theory, or 

Goffman's perspective on total institutions) are best supported by the 

findings?" Items 1-23, 66, 70, and 72-76 from the inmate survey and 

parts of sections two (Demographic Information Concerning Past and 

Present Incarcerations), three (Daily Activities and Feelings About Prison 

Life), and four (Pseudofamily Groups) from the inmate interview schedule 

were used to gather information about the background of the inmate 

subjects prior to their current incarceration as well as the subjects' 

impressions of what they felt they were deprived of or missed while 

being incarcerated. These items were used to provide supplementary 

information on the ways the prison environment reinforces role 

expectations as to how inmates should behave as well as interact within 

the prison setting. 
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Limitations of the Study 

This study had several limitations which include: 1) the findings can 

only be based upon experiences that may not reflect the true nature of the 

events as described by the subjects; 2) the subjects may be influenced by 

the "Hawthorne effect" which occurs when the presence of the researcher 

alters the subject's behavior and the manner in which the subject presents 

himself or herself; 3) because of the nature of the availability sampling 

used, the anticipated findings can not be generalized to the female prison 

population as a whole; and, 4) due to the small number of subjects 

interviewed from the original sample group the data collected will provide 

only limited in-depth information. 
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CHAPTER IV 

Texas Department of Criminal Justice 

Introduction 

The Texas prison population is the largest in the United States, 

housing approximately 148,636 prisoners at 116 different locations. These 

facilities include private prisons and jails, state jails, and transfer units 

located throughout Texas. Of the 116 Texas Department of Criminal 

Justice (TDCJ) facilities, eleven of them house strictly female offenders 

while four house both male and female offenders (TDCJ 2000, p. 1). As of 

December 31, 2000, approximately 13,867 female offenders were housed 

in TDCJ facilities with 5,614 female offenders housed in the five state 

female-only prisons. Texas female correctional facilities are the largest in 

the United States (Edwards 2000, p. 68). Furthermore, the two female

only prison units in this study, Hobby and Hilltop, are listed in the top 

twenty of the largest capacity state-operated correctional facilities for 

adult female offenders in the southern region of correctional facilities. 

These correctional facilities are ranked number two and seventeen, 

respectively (Edwards 2000, p. 12). 

In order to provide a better understanding of the correctional system 

in Texas, this chapter will include a brief overview of the history of the 

TDCJ correctional system, the history of Texas female correctional units, 

and the specific history of the Hobby and Hilltop units as well as the 
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and the specific history of the Hobby and Hilltop units as well as the 

current demographic characteristics and populations of these units. 

Historical Overview of Texas Prisons 

On March 13, 1848, the Texas legislature passed the act that 

founded the Texas penitentiary system. A gubernatorial appointed 

commission chose Huntsville, Texas, as the location for the first state 

penitentiary and on October 1, 1849, the first prisoner (a horse thief) was 

incarcerated at this partially completed location. Furthermore, the unit 

was based on the same principle as the state penitentiary in Auburn, New 

York. This design included housing prisoners in small cells during the 

evening hours and working the offenders behind the enclosed walls of the 

prison during daytime hours (Estelle 1974). 

By 1856, the Texas unit housed approximately 75 offenders, and the 

state had built a cotton and wool mill on the grounds of the prison. 

Through such construction the state hoped that these mills would make 

the prison self-sustaining from the profits of processing bales of cotton and 

wool. In fact, the prison did make over S800,000 during the Civil War 

period since the mills produced millions of bales of cotton and hundreds of 

thousands of yards of wool for both the Confederate army as well as for 

private civilians. However, once the war ended, the demand for these 

products fell, which resulted in severe financial problems for the prison 

system while the prison population continued to grow (Walker 1988). 
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In 1866 the Texas legislature enacted a measure that established a 

five-member Board of Public Labor which was composed of the governor, 

the secretary of state, the state comptroller, the state attorney general, 

and the state treasurer. The function of this board was to obtain private 

contracts in order for prisoners to be leased out for work in the private 

sector. In February 1867 the first leased prisoners started working for 

two railroad companies, Airliner Railroad and the Brazos Branch Railroad. 

This practice of leasing prisoners to private companies continued for 

the next 45 years. However, leasing prisoners would eventually be 

discontinued because of the severe abuses and the constant 

mismanagement of these prisoners by the individuals or companies 

who had leased them from the prison system (Crow 1964; Estelle 1974; 

Walker 1988). 

In 1880 a second unit was built in Rusk, Texas. The Rusk Unit was 

designated to have an iron foundry as its main industry. In fact, the unit 

would be instrumental in manufacturing the interior cast-iron features of 

the capitol building in Austin, Texas (Estelle 1974 ). In addition, during 

the early 1880s, the prison system directors decided to include farming in 

order to help support the prison system; therefore, the land surrounding 

the first unit in Huntsville (1900 acres) was purchased, and a third unit 

(Wynne Unit) was developed into a productive farming unit. Two years 

later, the prison system purchased 2500 acres in Fort Bend County and 

subsequently built the Harlem Unit which would later become known as 

the State Prison Farm. In addition, the Clement Unit, another farming 
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unit, was purchased in 1899 and included 8,212 acres of farming land 

located in Brazoria County. In 1908 the state purchased 13,000 acres 

from the Imperial Sugar Company in Fort Bend County, and this acreage 

was used to develop the Imperial Farm Unit as well as the Ramsey Farm 

Unit. The acreage of these farming units would be substantially increased 

over the next decade and would help to provide the whole prison system 

with much needed produce and meat products. In fact, by 1923 the state 

had acquired over 81,000 acres of land that was used to produce sugar 

cane, cotton, corn, feed crops, and vegetables. The state farming units 

included the Darrington Farm, the Retrieve Plantation, Blue Ridge Farm, 

the Eastham Farm, and the Shaw Farm. However, the farming industry 

only periodically made a profit and instead often was considered to be a 

drain of manpower and resources that could be used for other more 

profitable industrial production (Crow 1964; Estelle 1974; Walker 1988). 

By 1890 the prison population had grown to 3,199 prisoners and by 

the early 1900s had risen to 4,109. Between 1870 and 1912 the 

racial/ ethnic breakdown of the prison population was 60 percent black, 30 

percent white, and 10 percent Hispanic. However, female inmates made 

up only 2 percent of the Texas prison population during this period and 

were housed under the supervision of private individuals (Walker 1988). 

The serious problem of juvenile offenders had come to the attention of 

the state prison system and in, response, in the late 1880s, the state 

built the House of Corrections/State Reformatory in Gatesville, Texas. 

The reformatory would be for youthful offenders who needed to be 
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rehabilitated, and the site would later be known as the Hilltop Unit. Prior 

to this period, young juvenile offenders were housed in adult prison units 

and were thought to become "hardened criminals" by the time of their 

release. Therefore, the state believed that building a facility which housed 

only juvenile offenders would help to reduce the problem. In 1910, the 

House of Corrections/State Reformatory would be turned over to a 

designated state agency for juvenile offenders (Poston 1997). 

In 1909, the state realized that its female offenders were typically 

being abused by the individuals who were responsible for the offenders' 

supervision and housing. Therefore, the first female unit, Goree, was 

located and built in Huntsville, Texas, on 978 acres of land. This would be 

the only female unit in the Texas prison system until 1978 when the 

Gatesville Unit was built to house only female offenders (Estelle 1974; 

Poston 1997). 

From its very conception, the Texas prison system had continually 

been a public issue as a result of its poor treatment and housing of 

prisoners. Conditions on the farm units were particularly repulsive as 

most of the men were housed in large "tanks" that were designed for forty 

men but often held as many as sixty to eighty. Typically, such tanks had 

only one toilet and one lavatory that would be used by forty or more men. 

Clothing and blankets were limited and, therefore, the majority of these 

men wore the same clothing every day until it literally disintegrated 

(Estelle 1974). By the 1920s, the state formed the Texas Committee on 

Prisons and Prison Labor with the expressed purpose to investigate any 
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allegations of mismanagement, corruption, and the poor treatment of 

its prisoners. As a result of this investigation, the state created a 

nine-member Texas Prison Board which replaced the prior Board of Prison 

Commissioners that had been established in 1910. This particular 

administrative structure remained in place until 1990 (Crow 1964; 

Estelle 1974; Poston 1997). 

The prison system improved between 1930 and 1935 under the 

leadership of M. Lee Simmons as its General Manager; however, the 

system would again sink back into mismanagement and severe abuse 

until the appointment of 0. B. Ellis in 1948. Nevertheless, in 1930 the 

state did appropriate $575,000 to upgrade the existing prison units which 

helped to alleviate some of the housing problems and unsanitary 

conditions in many of the prison locations. In fact, from 1937 until almost 

1950 the Texas prison system was known as the worst penal institutional 

system in the United States (Simmons 1957; Estelle 1974 ). 

By the early 1930s the state had sold the Shaw Farm and had added 

other types of industrial plants to some of its prison units. Industrial work 

for the 5,000 plus offenders included the manufacture of bricks, ice, 

wagons, rail cars, lumber, brooms, paint, mattresses, furniture, shoes, and 

clothing. In addition, a license-plate factory and a food-processing plant 

were built. However, the state prison system still had over 73,000 acres 

of farmland which was used for commercial agriculture (Simmons 1957; 

Estelle 197 4 ). 
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During the time Lee Simmons was the manager of the Texas prison 

system, the importance of public relations had become evident because of 

the need to improve the image of the prisons as well as the image of the 

system itself. Therefore, Simmons created two different public relations 

projects which helped to promote a more favorable image of the prison 

system. The first plan was the creation of a series of radio broadcasts from 

Fort Worth, Texas, and the other plan was the development and promotion 

of the Texas Prison Rodeo in Huntsville, Texas. 

The radio show began in 1938 and lasted until 1953. The show was 

called "Thirty Minutes Behind the Walls" and was performed by a selected 

cast of prisoners. The purpose of the show was to have inmates talk about 

their time incarcerated and to give the public the idea that conditions 

were not as bad as the media and others had suggested. The rodeo began in 

1931 and was an annual event that was attended by many throughout 

the state of Texas each October until its termination in 1986 because of the 

condition of the stadium where the event was held. 

Nevertheless, after Lee Simmons' death in 1935, the prison system 

was still plagued by continual reports of unsanitary housing conditions, 

abuse by correctional officers and prison officials, and the unfortunate and 

repetitive financial failures (Simmons 1957; Crow 1964; Estelle 1974). 

By 1940 the Texas prison population was approximately 7,000 

prisoners and again the majority of the prisoners were black (50%) as were 

two-thirds of the 100 female prisoners located at the Goree Unit. However, 

the population decreased during World War II to fewer than 4,000 
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prisoners but it then increased to 6,500 by 1950 (Estelle 1974; Walker 

1988). 

Oscar Byron Ellis in 1948 became the new Director (replacing the 

title· of General Manager) of the prison system, and he ushered in a new 

era of prison remodeling and moderniza~on of the prison system. In 

addition, during Mr. Ellis's tenure, the prison system was renamed the 

Texas Department of Corrections (1957) with the Texas Prison Board 

becoming the Texas Board of Corrections (Crow 1964, Estelle 1974). 

In 1954 the prison population had increased to almost 7,800. 

However, during this period white prisoners (55%) out-numbered both the 

black (30%) and Hispanic (15%) populations combined. Female prisoners 

still constituted less than 2 percent of the total prison population. During 

the next several decades, the overall prison population would continue to 

expand at an alarming rate. In fact, by 1972 the Texas prison population 

had doubled to over 15,700 and, again, the racial demographics had 

changed as the majority of the prisoners were either black (44%) or 

Hispanic (17%). Furthermore, during the same time period, the female 

prison population had increased to over 600 offenders (Walker 1988, 

Poston 1997). 

After Ellis's death in 1961, George Beto was appointed as the director 

of the correctional department. By this time, the system had sold some of 

its landholdings which included the Blue Ridge Farm but still owned over 

100,000 acres of farmland. In addition, with the aid of a state law in 

1963 that required the prison to sell products to other state institutions, 
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the correctional system once again increased the prison industrial 

operations to include several garment factories, a bus-repair shop, and a 

tire-recapping facility (Walker 1988; Poston 1997). 

By 1964 the Texas Department of Corrections (TDC) had opened 

several new facilities including two units in Huntsville, the Diagnostic 

Unit and the Ellis Unit, and the Coffield Unit in Anderson County. In 

addition, in 1969 the prison system opened the Windham School which 

was a regular school district that received state-mandated school funds 

and was built for the purpose of educating state prisoners (Walker 1988). 

As the population of Texas increased during the 1970s so did its 

prison population; and, by 1978 the population had increased to over 

22,500 prisoners. During this period, the racial demographics were 

similar to those in the early 1970s with the exception of the Hispanic 

population which was growing as quickly as the female population. Due to 

the increase in the inmate population, TDC continually had to increase the 

number of units available to house its ever-grmving prison population. In 

. addition, even though W. James Estelle had succeeded Beto and was 

making vast improvements within the system, several legal complications 

began to plague the organization (Martin and Ekland-Olson 1987; Walker 

1988). 

In 1972 the class action suit of Ruiz v. Estelle (calling for prison 

reform) would result in dramatic changes for the Texas prison system. In 

fact, as a consequence of the Ruiz case, a federal district judge in 1980 

ruled that conditions of confinement in the Texas prison system violated 
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the Eighth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution which prohibits "cruel 

and unusual punishment." Therefore, the entire prison system of Texas 

was required by the federal court to reduce its problem of overcrowding, to 

improve prison rehabilitation programs and safety, and to refrain from 

practices deemed detrimental to prisoners' welfare. As a result of this 

decision, several new units were opened, with the only female unit at the 

time, Goree, being changed to a male unit. In addition, several units that 

had previously been operated by the Texas Youth Council in Gatesville 

were now opened as two female units and one male unit. These facilities 

included the Mountain View which received female inmates in 1975 and 

the Gatesville unit which received female inmates in 1980. The Hilltop 

Unit received its first male inmates in 1981. Furthermore, other units in 

the state were opened, and these included Beto Units I and II (1980); Pack 

Units I and II (1982); Jester Unit (1983); Ellis Unit II (1983); the TDC 

Hospital located within the John Sealy Hospital in Galveston (1983); and 

the Michael Unit (1987). The use of pre-release halfway-houses was 

instituted, and these units were located in various cities throughout Texas. 

By 1987 the Skyview Unit was opened to provide care for any mentally ill 

inmates who had been at Rusk State Hospital in Cherokee County (Martin 

and Ekland-Olson 1987; Walker 1988; Poston 1997). 

The Texas Department of Corrections during the mid-to-late 1980s 

continued to operate amid allegations of gross mismanagement and severe 

abuse of prisoners. Unfortunately, during this same time period (1983-

1987) the department had four different directors and an inmate 
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population that grew to 40,000 by the end of 1988. In the hope of 

correcting some of the problems TDC constantly faced and to make the 

system ultimately more manageable, the Texas legislature abolished the 

Texas Corrections Board, the Board of Pardons and Paroles, and the Texas 

Adult Probation Commission in 1989. Consequently, these offices were 

merged into the Texas Department of Criminal Justice (TDCJ) which 

would be supervised by an appointed nine-member Texas Board of 

Criminal Justice. Furthermore, due to the continued shortage of prison 

beds in the late 1980s and early 1990s, TDCJ once again began the 

construction of new units in Abilene, Amarillo, Beeville, Childress, 

Dayton, Freestone, Gatesville, Marlin, Snyder, Woodville and in Frio and 

Jefferson counties. Also, four more pre-release facilities were built in 

Bridgeport, Venus, Cleveland, and Kyle (Martin and Ekland-Olson 1987; 

Walker 1988; Poston 1997). 

As stated earlier, TDCJ today operates a total of 116 facilities, with 52 

of these facilities being classified as TDCJ prisons. The remaining facilities 

include seven private prisons, nineteen state and private jails, twenty-one 

transfer units, fifteen psychiatric/medical/ substance abuse units, and 

two pre-release units. Bed capacity for the 116 facilities, as of December 

31, 2000, was 155,512 which meant that 6,876 beds were available 

throughout the system. According to TDCJ, the department is asking the 

state legislature in 2001 for funds to build several new prisons, as the 

system will be in need of more bed space in the near future (TDCJ 2001). 
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Historical Overview of Texas 
Female Prisons 

As stated previously, the first female prison in Texas was the Goree 

Unit, built in 1910 on a 1000 acre tract of land four miles south of 

Huntsville, Texas. This land had been purchased from Joseph Baldwin in 

1892 for $5,000 and had been used as a state camp for male offenders. 

T.J. Goree was the Penitentiary Superintendent from 1878 to 1888 and 

the camp was soon named Goree. 

Eventually, the unit was used to house female inmates who had 

previously been contracted to work on the Bowden plantation which was 

located 12 miles from Huntsville. Conditions at the Bowden plantation 

were deemed brutal, and prison officials decided to transfer these prisoners 

to Goree. In addition, Goree would house those women who had been 

incarcerated at the Eastham Farm, a male unit. The majority of the 

women on the Bowden plantation were black and were serving time for 

property offenses. However, a few white women who had been convicted of 

homicide were also among this group at the Bowden plantation. The black 

women worked in the fields while the white women worked as domestics 

(Estelle 1974; Rafter 1985). 

Camp Goree, as it was called at the time, already had a building on 

the grounds but it was in seriously bad condition and by all standards was 

very primitive. According to the Texas Prison System's annual report in 

1911, "This camp was in a very dilapidated condition when we [prison 

commissioners] assumed charge; water had to be hauled; a building with 
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three tiers of bunks, one above the other, all crowded; no hospital, no 

conveniences whatever" (p. 16). The building in 1911 held 66 female 

offenders in what was described as conditions that were unsanitary and 

filthy even for convicts (Rafter 1985). 

Conditions at the Goree Unit had not changed to any great degree 

by the 1920s because only a few renovations had been done. These 

improvements included the construction of several more buildings plus a 

sewer system. According to Paul Garrett and Austin MacCormick, authors 

of the Handbook of American Prisons and Reformatories (1929), upon 

visiting the Goree Unit, they found female prisoners living in wooden 

buildings that had been "crudely designed and constructed" and the 

buildings appeared to be "a serious fire hazard" (p. 914) 

When the Goree Unit began to house female offenders, the Matron 

system was put into effect. This system entailed hiring women to 

supervise the female prisoners. The Matron system was used throughout 

the United States, as prison administrators realized the need for 

incarcerated women to be supervised by other women. The belief was that 

women had special needs and, thus, special treatment was needed to be 

given that only women were able ·to provide. The original idea of this 

system was for middle-class women to work within the institution. The 

hope was that these women would become role models for what was 

thought to be "lower-class women" who were in need of positive change in 

order to become respectable (Rafter 1985). Unfortunately, as was the case 

in many female prisons and reformatories in the United States during the 
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early 20th century, usually only one matron was available to supervise 

the entire female population. In addition, the matron was usually a 

working-class woman who did not provide the middle-class role model that 

many progressive prison administrators had hoped would be the case 

(Rafter 1985). 

Unfortunately, Camp Goree was no exception since from 1911 to 

1954 the unit was run by a male warden and his wife who was the 

designated head matron. The first couple, B. H. Tarver and his wife, 

supervised the unit from 1911 until 1915. From 1915 until 1954, eight 

different couples would take on the role of warden and head matron. 

Frank Dobbs and his wife Velda were the last couple (1951-1954), but 

Velda Dobbs was appointed as the first female warden at the unit in 1954. 

Velda Dobbs continued as the warden until 1973 (Poston, 1997). 

In many ways, the conditions at the Goree Unit stayed the same 

throughout the 1920s up until the 1950s. Only minor improvements had 

been made to update the unit. Electricity had been added as well as other, 

. more modern equipment. A garment factory had been built, and this was 

the main industry for this unit. Farming was still done on the unit but not 

as much as had been done in previous years. 

The Goree Unit experienced extensive changes throughout the 1950s 

and 1960s when the state added 136 individual cells for the women. This 

was the first time that the incarcerated women would have private 

quarters and, in fact, these women were allowed to hang long draw 

curtains behind the bars to insure more privacy. A few of these new cells 
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were used to house violent or mentally disturbed inmates. In addition, in 

1958 the Goree Unit received a new heating system, wells and water 

storage tanks, and a rework of the electrical system (Estelle 1974 ). 

In 1961 TDC requested monies to build a new cell block at the Goree 

Unit which would house an additional 200 women. Furthermore, a new 

administration building was to be built at a cost of S600,000. Other 

enhancements would include the conversion and improvement of already 

existing facilities. During this same period of time, a chapel was built that 

included an organ the women could use during church services (Estelle 

1974). 

By the 1960s the use of pre-release programs had been established, 

and female inmates were able to participate in these programs. Pre

release programs were meant to prepare inmates for release back into 

society and would offer them practical knowledge and instruction. This 

education would be presented by two qualified specialists and was designed 

to aid the women in becoming productive, law-abiding citizens . 

. Furthermore, in May 1969, the State House Bill 535 was passed which_ 

gave the prison system the authority to establish a work-furlough 

program. This program gave inmates the opportunity to live on the unit 

but be bussed to-and-from their free world jobs. Thus, female inmates 

were allowed to participate in this program six months prior to their 

actual release date. The inmates paid room and board, their 

transportation expenses, and they could designate their salaries to a 

savings account or send it home. Furthermore, one month prior to release, 
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the women could begin to attend lectures based on their special interests. 

In addition, community speakers were allowed to come to the prison and 

conduct these lectures. During the last month of their incarceration, the 

women were allowed to attend church services in Huntsville and other 

social outings allowed by the prison system (Estelle 1974). 

Once TDC established a diagnostic program, the women entering TDC 

would go through the first steps of the program at the Diagnostic Unit in 

Huntsville and would then be transferred to the Goree Unit for completion 

of the procedure. Each woman would remain in quarantine until she was 

medically cleared. This included a battery of tests which determined her 

IQ, aptitudes, educational achievement, and measured her level of deviant 

behavior. At the completion of these tests, the classification committee 

would plan a program of work, recreation, education, and self

improvement activities to fit the needs of each female inmate. 

In 1973 the Goree Unit housed approximately 600 female inmates. 

Still, the only industrial program on the unit was the garment factory 

. where 50 percent of the women were employed. This factory made 

garments for the State hospital, special state schools, TDC officers' shirts, 

as well as Goree inmate uniforms (Estelle 1974). 

As stated earlier, due to the continual legal battles over the 

conditions of the Texas prison system, the Goree Unit was closed to female 

offenders, and, instead, female prisoners were taken to the Mountain View 

Prison located in Gatesville, Texas, beginning in 1975. Previously, this 

facility had been a male unit which held approximately 645 offenders. In 
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1975 the female prison population was 508 and growing. Then, five years 

later, the Gatesville Prison came online. This unit was built to house 

2,100 female offenders. Today, the Gatesville Unit is the largest capacity 

state-operated correctional facility for female adults in the southern region 

of the United States (Edwards 2000). 

By 1980 the Texas female prison population had doubled from the 

1975 figure to 1,240. As this population continued to increase, TDC 

opened the Hilltop Unit. This facility had been housing juvenile offenders 

from the year 1889 until 1979 when TDC took the unit over because of the 

need to house more adult male offenders. Then, in 1981 the unit was 

reclassified to house a female population, and when the doors opened to 

receive the first female offenders, 368 inmates occupied the unit (TDCJ 

2000). In the mid-to-late 1980s, the medical facility in Galveston and the 

Skyview Psychiatric Facility were opened to accommodate those female 

inmates who were ill or who had mental disorders. By 1990, the female 

population had increased to over 2,200 inmates with this increase 

-resulting in TDCJ, once again, reclassifying a previously male unit to a 

female unit. Therefore, the Hobby Unit was brought online in 1993. This 

particular unit could house up to 1,300 and is considered to be the second 

largest female prison unit in the southern region of the United States 

(Edwards 2000 ). 

By 1995 the Texas female prison population had substantially 

increased and was over 8,700 inmates. Consequently, from 1995 to 1997 

one prison unit and several state jails began to house female off enders as 
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the female inmate population continued to grow. The one prison unit that 

came online in 1995 was the Murray Prison in Gatesville, Texas, and 

the unit houses approximately 1,300 female offenders. This prison is 

currently ranked third in population in the southern region (Edwards 

2000). 

Since 1995 no new female prison units have been added. However, 

the state of Texas still houses more female inmates than any other U. S. 

state, and, unfortunately, there are no indications that this growth in 

prison population will decrease anytime in the future. 

Hilltop Unit 

Overview 

The Hilltop Unit came online for Texas female offenders in 1981. The 

design of the unit is campus style, and the unit utilizes a dormitory style 

living area. In 1981 when the unit began to house female offenders, the 

capacity was approximately 700 and included those female inmates at the 

Trusty Camp. In addition, this unit could house both medium-and 

minimum-security level inmates. During the first several years of 

housing female offenders, the unit population was less than 400 inmates. 

However, by 1985 the population had increased at Hilltop to 1,273 but it 

again decreased to 903 in 1990 and, then, to 858 in 1995. 

From the time the Hilltop Unit was originally built until 1999, 

several buildings had been added to the grounds that surrounded the unit 

and several other buildings had been remodeled. However, various 
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buildings that are more than sixty years old and look very much the same 

as they did in the early 1900s are still in use. Consequently, some of these 

buildings are in very poor shape. In fact, just weeks before starting this 

study at the Hilltop Unit, the second floor of one of the older buildings had 

collapsed, and those inmates housed there had to be transferred to other 

units. From March 1, 2000, to December 31, 2000, the female inmate 

population was reduced from 667 to 526 female offenders at the Hilltop 

Unit. 

The Hilltop Unit is the headquarters for all the agricultural 

operations in the Gatesville area. There are approximately 1,240 acres 

with 124 acres being used to plant a variety of vegetables while the rest is 

used as pasture. In addition, four feeder slabs for swine which can hold up 

to 600 head are available, and the unit is responsible for the feed and 

maintenance of all the security horses used for the Gatesville area units. 

Vehicle maintenance and repair is also the responsibility of the unit as 

well as the maintenance of all the area's gardens, road shoulders, and any 

possible clean-up needed in the area. 

Besides, the opportunity to work in agriculture, female inmates at 

Hilltop may also work in the garment factory. This factory is responsible 

for the production of some of the TDCJ female prison clothing as well as a 

new line of officer uniform tops. Furthermore, the factory produces lab 

coats, smocks, pajamas, and other various types of gowns for other state 

agencies. The factory also produces Texas flags which are sold to outside 

vendors and a line of mini-blinds that is used in state offices. 
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Further, the Hilltop Unit is responsible for all non-contact 

construction and maintenance for the surrounding units and facilities, 

including the regional medical facility. The laundry department at 

Hilltop not only cleans all offender clothing for all the Gatesville units but 

also all of the officers' uniforms who work at Hilltop, Gatesville, Hughes, 

Mountain View, Murray, Woodman units, and the Training Facility. 

Educational opportunities at the Hilltop Unit include basic 

educational classes, GED testing, Career and Technology Education 

(construction, carpentry, welding), and College Vocational training 

(graphic arts and office administration). As of March 2000, 

46 percent of the female inmates were enrolled in one of these programs. 

In addition, while on this unit, female inmates may take advantage of the 

E.Q.U.I.P. Program (parenting classes), the youthful offenders program, 

and a community outreach program. 

Medically, the unit offers basic medical, dental and psychiatric 

services (diagnosis, prescription drugs, radiology), preventive medical 

care, and substance abuse services. For the spiritual needs of the female 

inmates, a variety of religious programs are offered by both the unit and 

local church organizations. 

Demographic Information 

Inmates 

As of August 14, 2000, 539 female inmates were housed at the 

Hilltop Unit. The racial/ethnic composition was as follows: 
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44.3 percent white, 42.4 percent black, 12.9 percent Hispanic and .4 

percent other. The median age of those incarcerated at Hilltop was 32 

years old and this included one female inmate who is sixteen years old and 

23 inmates who are over the age of SO. 

Prison Staff 

As of March 2000, 308 employees were at the Hilltop unit which 

included 173 security staff, 107 administrative staff, 28 medical staff, one 

assistant warden and one senior warden. On August 14, 2000, 149 

correctional officers were employed at the Hilltop Unit which included 109 

(73.2%) female officers and 40 male officers. The racial/ethnic 

composition of correctional officers was 70 percent white, 16 percent 

black, 10 percent Hispanic and 3.5 percent other. The median/mean age 

of the correctional staff is not known as TDCJ stated this information is not 

kept. 

Hobby Unit 

Overview 

The Hobby Unit came online in 1989 as a male unit but was 

reclassified as a female unit in 1993. The unit is designed in the typical 

fashion of many male units in that it resembles a courtyard style prison 

(housing units which surround wide open areas for recreational purposes). 

According to the warden, once female inmates came to this unit, major 

modifications were implemented since the free and open style of the unit 

88 



proved non-conducive to controlling the very social and, often, defiant 

female inmate. The unit is capable of housing 1,300 inmates at the 

minimum-, medium-and/or closed-custody security levels. The majority 

of the inmates are housed in four buildings that use cell blocks as living 

quarters with each building accommodating approximately 250 inmates. 

The housing units are divided into three pods holding 84 inmates, two to a 

cell. At Hobby there is only one building that houses trustees, and they 

are the only inmates that live in dormitory-style quarters. At the time 

the unit began to house female offenders, the inmate population was 

approximately 1,010. However, by 1995 the inmate population had 

increased to 1,275 and by December 31, 2000, the unit held 1,280 female 

inmates. 

The Hobby Unit is located on 389 acres in Falls County, Texas. The 

major industries on the unit are agriculture, a print shop, and laundry 

services. Agricultural operations include the production of edible crops; 

the maintenance and care of a peach orchard; and the care, maintenance, 

and training of the horses and dogs used for security purposes. In addition, 

this unit contributes to the Texas Fresh Approach Food Bank Program and 

provides services to a variety of city agencies, local organizations, the 

Texas Youth Commission, and the Texas Department of Transportation. 

On this unit, the print shop supplies numerous governmental offices, 

state and private organizations, and some private agencies with signs, 

various forms, and a variety of pamphlets and books. Consequently, the 

shop utilizes a large group of female inmates to run the shop 24-hours a 
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day, six to seven days a week. The shop is considered by the inmates to be 

the best location to work because it is air-conditioned during the summer 

and heated during the winter months. In addition, even though the 

environment is often noisy, the facility is clean, modern, and technically 

advanced. 

The laundry facility at Hobby provides clean clothing to the unit 

offender population as well as to the inmates at the local Texas Youth 

Commission facility (TYC). In addition, the laundry cleans and presses 

uniforms for the unit's correctional officers and those officers working at 

the local TYC. 

Educational programs at Hobby include literacy/GED instruction; 

special education classes; the use of cognitive intervention, and Project RIO 

(an offender employment service). In addition, vocational training 

incorporates auto specialization (brakes/air-conditioning and heating); 

major appliance service technology; and piping or plumbing trade 

instruction. The apprenticeship programs include bindery worker, 

cameraman-platemaker-stripper, graphic designer, phototypesetter, and, 

pressman/press operator trades. Additional programs entail substance 

abuse education and support groups, spiritual growth counseling, the use 

of a mentor program, instructions in parenting skills, and marriage 

seminars. 

The inmate population is provided with basic medical care, dental 

and psychiatric services, pharmaceutical services, radiology, emergency 

care provisions, a chronic disease clinic, preventive medicine services, 
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basic nursing care on a 24-hour basis, and the capability of Life Flight for 

critical emergency situations. Furthermore, the substance abuse services 

and support groups are also provided by the unit. 

Demographic Information 

Inmates 

As of August 21, 2000, 1,318 female inmates were housed at the 

Hobby Unit. The racial/ethnic composition was as follows: 53.6 percent 

black, 32.5 percent white, 13.4 percent Hispanic and .5 percent other. 

The median age of those incarcerated at the Hobby Unit was 33 years old, 

and this included six female inmates under the age of 18 years old with six 

over the age of 55 years old. 

Prison Staff 

As of June 30, 2000, 329 persons were employed at the Hobby Unit 

which included 212 security staff, 64 non-security staff, 34 medical staff, 

17 Windham Educational staff, one assistant warden, and one senior 

warden. On August 1, 2000, 206 persons were correctional officers 

which included 140 female officers (68%) and 66 male officers. The 

racial/ethnic composition of correctional officers was 59.7 percent white, 

35.9 percent black, and 3.3 percent Hispanic and 1.1 percent Asian. The 

mean/median age of the correctional officers was not given due to the fact 

that TDCJ stated this information is not kept. 
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Chapter V 

QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This chapter 'Will discuss the findings from the data obtained from the 

surveys given to both the female inmates and the prison staff at the 

Hilltop and Hobby units. The chapter is organized in the follo'Wing 

manner: characteristics of the inmate subjects at both units who 

completed the survey are described; the general findings of the inmate 

subjects at both units are discussed; six of the research questions are 

addressed using inmate data; this is then followed by a description of staff 

subjects who completed the survey at both units; a discussion of the 

findings based on the staff responses to the survey; and research questions 

are addressed from data obtained from the staff subjects. The chapter 

concludes with a complete discussion of the combined findings from female 

inmates and the staff. 

Inmate Demographic Data 

One-hundred and fifteen inmates from the Hilltop Unit and 99 

inmates from the Hobby Unit returned their completed questionnaires, for 

a total of 214 subjects. The information concerning the respondents' 

characteristics is reported in Table 1. General information about the 

sample's incarceration characteristics is presented in Table 2. 
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TABLE 1. Demographic Characteristics of Inmate Subjects (N =214) 

Characteristic 

Race/Ethnicity 
White 
African American 
Hispanic 
Other 
Native American 

Age of Subjects 
17 - 22 
23 - 28 
29 - 34 
35 - 40 
41 - 46 
47 - 52 
53 and over 

Education 
Less than High School a 
High School Diploma 
GEDb 
Some College 
College Degree 
Technical Training 
Graduate Degree 

Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 
Separated 

Have Children 
Yes 
No 

Number of Childrenc 
1 - 2 
3-4 
5-6 
7 or more 

Frequency 

90 ,,/ 
82 
29 

9 
4 

26 
45 
40 
60 
29 

8 
6 

79 
27 
75 
23 

6 
3 
1 

112 
46 
41 
8 
7 

155 
59 

76 
60 
13 
6 

93 

Percentage 

42 .1 
38.3 
13.6 

4.1 
1.9 

12 .1 
21.1 
18.7 
28.1 
13.6 

3.7 
2.7 

36.9 
12.7 
35.0 
10.7 

2.8 
1.4 
.s 

52.3 
21.5 
19.2 

3.7 
3.3 

72.4 
27.6 

49.0 
38. 7 

8.4 
3.9 



TABLE 1. Continued 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage 

Placement of Subject's Childrenc 
With Inmate's Mother 50 32.3 
With Father of Child 42 ~ 

27 .1 
With Other Relatives 35 22.5 
With Father's Mother 12 7.7 
With the State 11 7.2 
With Friends 5 3.2 

Subject's Sexual Preference in Free World 
Heterosexual 13 3 62 .1 
Lesbian 37 17.4 
Bisexual 36 16.8 
Not Sure 3 · 3.7 

Person Subject Lived with as a Childd 
Mother and Father 105 49.1 
Mother only 58 27 .1 
Grandparents 28 13.1 
Father only 8 3.7 
Institution 6 2.8 
Adopted Parent(s) 5 2.3 
Other 4 1.9 

Family Members Incarcerated (Past and Present)e 
Sibling 73 60.1 
Cousin 24 20.0 
Father 21 17.5 
Mother 20 16.7 
Uncle 19 15.8 
Husband 10 8.3 
Child 9 7.5 
Other 5 4.2 

a Data include 40 subjects (18.7%) who had less than a 9th grade education. 
b Data include those subjects \vho ha\'e also recei\·ed their GED while in prison. 
c Number of subjects represented in this category is 155. 
d Child is considered to be 0-16 years. 
e Percentages are based on 120 subjects who stated they ha\'e or ha\'e had relati\'es 

incarcerated in jail or prison; subject's responses may be included in more than 
one category. 
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TABLE 2. Incarceration Characteristics of Inmate Subjects (N =214) 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage 

Age at First Conviction 
12 - 17 35 16.4 
18 - 23 76 35.5 
24 - 29 58 27 .1 
30 - 35 22 10.3 
36 - 41 16 7.4 
42 - 50 7 3.3 

Total Number of Convictions 
Misdemeanors 

None 12 6 58.9 
1-3 47 21.9 
4-6 17 7.9 
7-9 8 3.8 
10 - 12 7 3.3 
13 or more 9 4.2 

Felonies 
1 - 2 159 74.3 
3-4 38 17.8 
5-6 12 5.6 
7-8 3 1.4 
9 or more 2 .9 

Number of Times Incarcerated in Jail More than 3 Daysa 
1-2 110 
3 - 4 37 
5 - 6 17 
7-8 9 
9 - 10 2 
More than 10 10 
More than 20 8 
Thirty or more 5 

Number of Times Incarcerated in Prisonb 
One 137 
Two 34 
Three 19 
Four 15 
Five or More 9 
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55.6 
18.7 

8.6 
4.5 
1.0 
5.1 
4.0 
2.5 

64.0 
15.9 

8.9 
7.0 
4.2 



TABLE 2. Continued 

Characteristic Frequency 

Current Conviction 
Type of Crime 

Drug/ Alcohol Offense 86 
Violent Crime 82 
Property Crime 32 
White-Collar Crime 9 
Organized Crime 5 

Length of Current Sentence 
Less than one year 2 
1-4 3 1 
5-8 64 
9 - 12 43 
13 - 16 18 
17 - 20 20 
21 - 25 1 1 
26 or more years 25 

Length of Time Incarcerated on 
Current Convictionc 

3 - 12 months 27 
13 - 24 months 54 
25 - 36 months 39 
37 - 48 months 12 
49 - 60 months 2 1 
More than 5 years 61 

a Number of subjects represented in this category, N=198. 
b Number includes the subject's present incarceration 

Percentage 

40.2 
38.3 
14.9 

4.2 
2.4 

.9 
14.5 
29.9 
20.2 

8.4 
9.3 
5.1 

11. 7 

12.6 
25.2 
18.2 

5.6 
9.8 

28.6 

c Includes the total time serYed during the subject's current conYiction; 35 of the 
subjects were back in prison after a parole \iolation but these subjects included the 
time prior to their parole and the time serYed since their parole ,iolation. 

The racial composition of the inmate subjects is somewhat different 

than that of U. S. inmates in prison; whites made up the highest 

percentage of the sample population (42.1%). Nationally, the white 

female population in prison is approximately 32 percent of the entire 
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female prison population. However, the total number of minorities in this 

study is closer to the actual national figure (58% v. 67%). As a point of 

fact, no racial limitations became evident during the data collection period 

of this study because minorities were well represented in the sampling 

frame. 

The mean age for those who completed the inmate questionnaire was 

33.4 years with a standard deviation of 1.46; the median age was 33.9 

years. The range for the inmate subjects was 17 to 58 years. 

Approximately 37 percent of the inmate subjects had not completed the 

12th grade, which included 19 percent who had less than a 9th grade 

education. Six of the subjects had a college degree and one had a graduate 

degree. Thirty-five percent of inmate subjects had a GED, but this 

included those who had received their GED after becoming incarcerated. 

The majority of the subjects were single and had never been married 

(52.3%) while another 19.2 percent had been married but were single at 

the time they completed the questionnaire. Over 72 percent of the women 

had children, and of the 155 subjects who had children the majority (88%) 

had one to four children. Approximately 4 percent had seven or more 

children. 

The placement of the subjects' children varied in location but the 

majority (59.4%) of the children either lived with the subject's mother 

(32.3%) or the child's natural father (27.1%). Only a small percentage of 

the subjects' children were the wards of the state (3.2%). 

97 



Considering that a portion of this study was to examine sexual 

relationships, the sexual preference of the inmate subjects was important. 

Of those who completed the inmate questionnaire, the majority ( 62.1%) 

considered themselves to be heterosexual while 34.2 percent stated they 

were either lesbian or bisexual. Other issues that were deemed important 

to the study were where the subject had lived as a child and whether or 

not the inmate subject had a family member who had been or was 

currently incarcerated. 

On the first item, almost half (49.1%) had lived with both parents 

during their childhood (ages 0 - 16 years) while another 27.1 percent 

lived with their mother only. A small percentage, 2.9 percent, 

respectively, lived with either their father only or were in an institutional 

setting. Fifty-six percent (120) of the inmate subjects had a family 

member who had been in prison in the past or were currently in prison 

during the time they completed the questionnaire. Of this 120 subjects, 

the majority (60.1%) stated that a sibling had been or was currently in 

prison while less than 18 percent of the subjects stated that either their 

father (17.5%) or their mother (16.7%) had been or were currently in 

prison. Cousins of the subjects represented the largest group (20%) after 

the inmate's siblings. The subjects' children represented only a small 

percentage (7.5%) of those who had been or were currently in prison. 

The mean age of the inmates at first conviction was 24.5 years with a 

standard deviation of 7.74; the median age was 23.1 years. The range 

was 12 to 50 years of age. The majority of inmate subjects (58.9%) had 

98 



never been convicted of any misdemeanors while 4.2 percent had been 

convicted of thirteen or more misdemeanors. However, the majority of 

the subjects (74.3%) had been convicted of one to two felonies with 

26 percent (56) of this group having been convicted of two felonies. 

Almost 6 percent of those convicted of a felony had been convicted of five to 

six felonies. 

Of the 198 subjects who stated they had been incarcerated in jail for 

more than three days, approximately 56 percent had been incarcerated 

at least once, while 12 percent (23) had been incarcerated from 10 to 30 

times for a duration of more than three days. Considering the fact that the 

subjects were asked to include their present incarceration in the number of 

times they had been in prison, a large percentage (64%) stated this 

current incarceration was the only time they had been in prison. 

However, almost 21 percent of the subjects (43) stated they had been in 

prison three or more times. 

Nationally, women are the fastest growing group being incarcerated 

for drug offenses, and the subjects in this study reflected this growing 

number (U. S. Bureau of Justice Statistics 1999). Forty percent of the 

subjects were currently incarcerated on a drug/alcohol offense while 38.3 

percent were incarcerated because of committing a violent crime. Those 

incarcerated for property crimes, often seen as the most prevalent crime 

for women to commit, represented only 15 percent of the crimes inmate 

subjects had committed (Owen 1998; Kurshan 1999). 
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The length of sentences for inmate subjects ranged from less than one 

year (0.9%) to more than twenty-six years (11.7%). More than 50 percent 

of the subjects were sentenced to between five and twelve years while 

almost 15 percent had been sentenced to ·between seventeen and twenty

five years. Current incarceration time included 35 subjects who had 

parole violations and were sent back to prison. Nevertheless, the majority 

of the subjects (43.4%) had, up to the time of completing their 

questionnaires, spent one to three years incarcerated on their current 

conviction. Furthermore, almost 29 percent had served more than five 

years on their current incarceration. 

To understand further the sample of subjects, several additional 

characteristics need to be discussed. Nationally, female inmates have 

been the victims of abuse at a much higher rate than has the general 

population. In fact, according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1998, p. 

11 ), six out of ten female offenders incarcerated in state jails reported 

having been the victim of either sexual and/or physical abuse. Over half 

of these women stated the abuse occurred prior to the age of eighteen. In 

addition, according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (1994, p. 6) the 

women who had been abused were more likely to be in prison for a violent 

crime (41.7%), a drug or property offense (25.3% respectively). Tables 3 

and 4 examine these issues as they relates to the subjects in this study. 

Concerning the question of abuse, Table 3 indicates more than a third 

of the subjects had experienced some type of abuse either during their 

childhood or as an adult. A larger proportion of subjects who had 
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experienced abuse had either been physically abused as an adult (57.5%) 

or sexually abused as a child (41.6%). According to the subjects who had 

been sexually abused, the majority had been victimized as a child by 

either a family friend (29.2%); by relatives other than parents or siblings 

(21.3%); and/or by their father (20.9%). As an adult, the perpetrator of 

the subject's sexual abuse was most often a stranger (47.3%) or a 

boyfriend (26.3%). Of those who had been sexually abused as a child (89), 

more than 48 percent would later be sexually abused as an adult. 

Furthermore, of those who were sexually abused as a child, 60 percent 

would also be physically abused as a child as well as 67 percent physically 

abused as an adult. 

TABLE 3. Abuse Experienced by Study Participants (N=214) 

Type of Abuse Experienced 

Sexual Abuse 
As a Child (0-16) 
As an Adult (17 and above) 

Physical Abuse 
As a Child (0-16) 
As an Adult (17 and above) 

Frequency 

89 
76 

81 
12 3 

Percentage 

41.6 
35.5 

37.9 
57,5 

According to the subjects who had been physically abused as a child, 

63 percent had been abused by either the father (32.1%) and/or the 

mother (30.9%). Furthermore, when probing the data on abuse as a child 

and/or an adult it appears that the subject's victimization as a child has a 
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substantial bearing on future abuses as an adult. Of those abused as an 

adult, approximately 91 percent were victimized by either a boyfriend 

(48.8%) or a husband (42.8%). The subjects who had been physically 

abused as a child (81), almost 68 percent would later be physically abused 

as an adult. In addition, 48 percent of those who were physically abused 

as a child, would also be sexually abused as an adult. 

When examining race/ethnicity and sexual abuse, whites were 

overall abused at a much higher rate than were minorities. However, of 

those inmates who were sexually abused as a child, the largest percentage 

of a category abused were Native American and Others. This fact could 

derive from the low number of subjects in each of these categories, as only 

a total of four Native Americans and eight Others were represented. The 

same can be said for those who were physically abused as a child, since 

whites again were abused overall at a higher rate. However, the same 

minority groups as mentioned above also experienced higher percentages 

of physical abuse while children. .All racial groups except Native 

Americans experienced physical abuse as an adult at very high rates (50% 

and over). Nevertheless, once again, whites experienced adult physical 

abuse at the highest rate (66%) of any other group. 

According to Table 4A, the inmate subjects who had been both 

sexually abused as a child and those who had been physically abused 

as a child tended to commit either violent crimes (41.9% and 51.4%, 

respectively) or drug/alcohol offenses (38.4% and 26.4%); however, 

while those who had suffered physical abuse as an adult were more 
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prone to commit drug/alcohol offenses (40.2%) than violent offenses 

(39.3%). 

TABLE 4A. Type of Crime Committed by Sexual and/or Physical Abuse 

in P ercen tag es 

Type of Abuse Experienced 

Type of Crime 
Drug/ Alcohol 
Violent Offenses 
Property Crimes 
White-Collar Crime 
Organized Crime 

Sexual Abusea 
Child Adult 
38.4 37.2 
41.9 37.3 

9.3 18.8 
7.0 6.7 
3.4 0.0 

a For child sexual abuse, N=89; adult sexual abuse, N=76. 

b For child physical abuse, N=81; adult physical abuse, N=123. 

Physical Abuseb 
Child Adult 
26.4 40.2 
51.4 39.3 
13.9 12.5 

4.2 5.4 
4.1 2.6 

TABLE 4B. Type of Crime Committed For Those Not Abused in Percentages 

Type of Crime 
Drug/ Alcohol 
Violent Offenses 
Property Crimes 
White-Collar Crime 
Organized Crime 

Type of Abuse Experienced 

No Sexual Abu sea No Physical Abuseb 
Child Adult Child Adult 
34.7 34.8 42.4 35.3 
31.4 34.2 29.5 33.1 
21.5 17.1 18.5 21.7 

5.8 7.4 4.5 5.4 
6.6 6.5 5.1 4.5 

a For non child sexual abuse, N=125; non adult sexual abuse, N=138. 

b For non child physical abuse, N =133; non adult physical abuse, N =91. 
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When comparing those who had been sexually abused or physically 

abused during their childhood or as an adult, the most obvious differences 

were in those inmates convicted of violent offenses. Subjects who had 

been physically abused as children were almost twice (51.4%) as likely 

to have committed a violent offense compared to those who had not been 

physically abused as children (29.5%). However, within this same 

group, those who had not been subjected to physical abuse were much 

more likely to have committed a drug/alcohol offense or a property crime. 

Subjects who had been sexually abused as children were more likely to 

have committed a violent crime (41.9%) than those who had not been 

sexually abused as a child (31.4%). The subjects who had not been 

sexually abused were twice as likely to have committed a property crime 

(21.5%). Furthermore, organized crime was committed at a much higher 

rate for those who had not been abused (sexually or physically as a child or 

as an adult) when compared to those who had been abused. 

Past research has also found very similar results when examining 

abuse and type of crime committed. Burkhart (1973), Chesney-Lind 

(1992) and Fletcher et al (1993) all found that past sexual and physical 

abuse were related to both drug offenses and violent crimes. Singer et al. 

(1995) stated that the majority (68%) of the women in his study reported 

being abused and those who had been sexual or physically abused as 

children (41%) were more likely to have committed a violent offense (p. 

108). 
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Ultimately, when comparing those who were abused with those who 

had not been abused, those inmates abused were convicted of violent 

crimes and drug/alcohol offense at a higher rate, except where noted. 

However, those who had not been abused committed property crimes and 

organized crimes at a higher rate in most cases. 

Inmate Finding and Research Questions 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the responses given by the 

inmate subjects. Demographic information concerning membership in 

pseudofamily groups are found in Table 5 below. This basic demographic 

information is provided as the background for an examination of the stated 

research questions in this study. 

TABLE 5. Demographic Characteristics of Pseudofamily Members 

Characteristic Frequency 

Pseudofamily Member (N=214) 6 1 

Racial/Ethnicity (N=61) 
White 3 2 
African American 1 8 
Hispanic 6 
Other 3 
Native American 2 

Type of Crime for Current Conviction 
Violent 
Drug/ Alcohol 
Property 
Organized Crime 
White-Collar 

Have Children (N=61) 
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(N =61) 
25 
1 8 
1 1 

4 
3 

50 

Percentage 

28. 5 

52. 5 
29. 5 

9.8 
4.9 
3.3 

40.9 
29. 5 
18. 1 

6.6 
4.9 

82.0 



TABLE 5. Continued 

Characteristic Frequency 

Sexual Preference Free world (N = 61) 
Heterosexual 3 1 
Bisexual 2 2 
Lesbian 8 

Have Had a Mock Marriage (N=61) 1 7 

Experienced Abuse (N = 61) 
Sexually Abused as Child 3 1 
Physically Abused as a Child 2 7 

Both Sexually and Physically 
Abused as a Child 2 3 

Sexually Abused as an Adult 2 7 
Physically Abused as an Adult 3 9 

Both Sexually and Physically 
Abused as an Adult 2 4 

Percentage 

50. 7 
3 6 .1 
13.2 

27. 9 

50 .1 
44.3 

3 7. 7 

44.3 
63. 9 

39. 3 

Of the 214 inmate respondents, only 151 (70.5%) of them stated 

that they were aware of the existence of pseudofamily groups. In addition, 

of the 214 total respondents, 61 (28.5%) stated they were members . 

of one of these groups. Over 50 percent of those who were members of a 

pseudofamily group were white, between the ages of 23 to 34 years old, 

and considered themselves to be heterosexual. In addition, more than 70 

percent of the members were incarcerated for either a violent crime 

(40.9) or a drug/alcohol offense (29.5) and approximately 82 percent of 

these had children. Less than 30 percent of the members of a family group 

had been involved in a mock marriage ceremony while incarcerated. 

Furthermore, members of these family groups were more likely to have 
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been sexually abused as a child or physically abused as an adult when 

compared to non-members; however, more than 37 percent had been both 

physically or sexually abuses as either a child or as an adult. 

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" According to the members of 

pseudofamily groups, six factors out of fourteen were considered 

particularly important for the members of these groups. Table 6 describes 

the frequency and percentage that each factor held for the members of 

pseudofamily groups. Only those factors which subjects ranked either a 

4 (important) or 5 (very important) are included in the table. 

TABLE 6. Positive Aspects of Membership in a Pseudofamily Group 

Factora 

Not Feeling Alone 
For Touching or Hugging Someone 
Someone to Talk and Sharing Problems 
Substitution for Family in the Free World 
To Feel Loved or to Love Someone 
To Feel Accepted by Other Inmates 

Frequency 

36 
32 
3 1 
30 
29 
28 

Percentage 

59.1 
52.5 
50.8 
49 .1 
47.6 
45.9 

a Respondents are represented in more than one category; percentages based on the total 
number of members, N=61. 

As is indicated from the table above, more than half of the inmate 

subjects who were members of a family group stated that not feeling 

alone, being able to touch or hug someone, and having someone to talk 
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to and share problems had become very important or was becoming a 

very important aspect of being a member of a family group. 

The subjects were asked the approximate percentage of other inmates 

whom they believed had become members of pseudofamily groups in order 

to have friends, support and/or companionship. Of the 61 members, 47 

believed that more than 40 percent of the inmates were members so they 

might have friends, support and/ or companionship. In another question 

similar to the one above, the subjects were asked what percentage of 

inmates they believed had become members of a family group in order to 

secure protection from other inmates. Only twelve of the 61 members 

responded that 40 percent or more of the inmates were members for this 

reason alone. 

Inmate subjects who were members of a family group were asked 

whether or not the prison staff treated them differently because of their 

membership. Only sixteen of the subjects (26.4%) felt that the staff did 

treat them differently, and ten of the sixteen subjects (60%) who stated 

this opinion indicated that the treatment was negative in nature. In 

addition, whether or not the subjects' family knew they were members of a 

pseudofamily group and if this had created any difference in the way they 

were treated by the family was addressed. Thirty-seven of the respondents 

(60.7%) stated that their families did know about their membership in the 

groups, but only three of the 37 subjects (8%) responded that their 

families treated them differently because of their membership in such a 

group. 
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Inmate subjects who knew about pseudofamily groups (151) but were 

not members (90) were asked a variety of questions about any positive or 

negative aspects of not joining a family group. Positive aspects of not 

joining a pseudofamily group were addressed by an open-ended question 

that asked the subject to state any benefit(s) to be gained by not joining a 

family group. Of the 75 subjects who responded to this question, Table 7 

describes their responses. 

TABLE 7. Benefits of Not Joining a Family Group (N =75) 

Response 

More of a hassle than a benefit 
Gives me peace of mind that I am not involved in 

something negatively viewed by the prison 
Not in trouble as often 
Can stay to myself this way 
Not having to associate with inmates who I feel 

are mostly bad people 
Not sure 
I do not have to feel I owe anyone anything 
No opinion 

Percentage 

21.4 

21.3 
20.0 
16.0 

8.0 
6.7 
5.3 
1.3 

As indicated from this table, the majority of the benefits the subjects 

derived from not joining a family group had to do with staying out of 

trouble with the prison staff. 

A similar open-ended question asked non-members about any 

perceived negative aspects of not joining a family group. Of the 66 

subjects who responded to this question, 71.2 percent felt that there 

were no negative aspects in deciding not to join a pseudofamily group. 
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Another 16. 7 percent stated that pseudofamily members would often give 

non-members a difficult time about the decision not to join their ranks. 

Only 9.1 percent expressed that the decision not to join a family group 

meant they had no one to feel close to or to love. 

Non-members were asked whether they were treated differently by 

the staff or other inmates for not-being members of a family group. Of the 

ninety non-members who responded to these questions, 13.4 percent 

stated the inmates treated them differently but only 4 percent said that 

staff members did treat them differently. In addition, only two of the 

ninety respondents stated they had not joined a family group because of 

the fear of being labeled a homosexual. 

Comparing responses of both members and non-members of 

pseudofamily groups, the majority of members stated the benefits of such 

membership included the camaraderie, love, and support of other 

members. On the other hand, non-members expressed the lack of 

contention with the prison staff and not being expected to socialize with 

individuals they viewed as ill-behaved and troublemakers were major 

benefits of non-membership. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" Of the 61 

respondents who stated they were members of a pseudofamily group, 77.4 
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percent reported that joining a family group had just happened. Another 

15.1 percent indicated they were asked to join such a group, and within 

this group only three expressed the stipulation of any requirements for 

membership. These three stated the requirement was agreeing to no 

homosexual activity. 

Members within these family groups played a variety of roles and 

nearly all played more than one role (99.1%). Table 8 describes the 

passive roles most often played and the percentage of those partaking in 

these roles. Table 9 describes the traditionally dominant roles these 

subjects most often played. 

TABLE 8. Major Passive Roles Played Within the Family (N =61) 

Sister 
Mother 
Daughter 
Wife 

Frequency 

24 
1 9 
1 7 
1 3 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Percentage 

3 9. 3 
31. 1 
2 7. 8 
21.3 

TABLE 9. Traditionally Do mi nan t Roles Played Within the Family 
(N=61) 

Role* Frequency Percentage 

Brother 5 8.2 
Husband 4 6.6 
Father 3 3.3 
Son 3 4.9 
Uncle 2 3.3 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 
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The majority of inmate subjects played a traditionally passive role 

instead of a dominant role as is indicated by a comparison of Tables 8 

and 9. The role of sister was the most prominent passive role played. In 

addition, the majority of subjects in the category of sister were white 

(62.5%), were between the ages of 23 and 34 years (54.2%); and were 

serving time for either violent crimes (37.5%) or drug/alcohol offenses 

(33.3%). Other prominent passive roles were mother, daughter, and wife. 

The majority in the category of mother were white (42.1%) or African 

Americans (36.8%); were over the age of 35 years (73.6%); and were 

incarcerated for either violent crimes (43.1%) or drug/alcohol offenses 

(37.8%). The role of wife is of particular interest as the subjects in this 

category were overwhelmingly white (70.2%) and between the ages of 23 

and 28 years (53.8%). No particular type of crime or sentence length was 

prominent within this group. Other roles that subjects played included 

grandmother (9.9%), aunt (8.1%), and one subject played the role of 

granddaughter. 

As is evident from Table 9, the dominant roles are played by fewer 

subjects. In fact, only 27.9 percent of the subjects played such roles. 

Previous research has indicated that minorities, particularly African 

Americans, tend to play the more dominant · role in family groups or 

sexual relationships (Ward and Kassebaum 1964; Giallombardo 1966; 

Burkhart 1973; Propper 1981). In this specific study, whites were the 

majority in all the role categories except for mother, father, and brother, 

as whites represented 42.1 percent of the category of mother (African 
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Americans and Hispanics represented 47.3%) and 50 percent of the 

category of father and brother (African Americans represented the other 

50 percent). Furthermore, when examining the traditionally more 

dominant roles (i.e., father, husband, son, brother, and uncle), a higher 

percent of these roles were played by subjects who had committed a violent 

crime (42.8%) than those who had committed a drug/offense (28.6%) or a 

property crime (28.6%). Along these same lines, those who played a 

dominant role (N =17) were more likely to be between the ages of 35 and 

40 years (52.8%). 

Sexual preference was a strong indicator for those in the category of 

traditionally dominant roles. For those subjects who in the free world 

considered themselves to be lesbians, they overwhelmingly (65.7%) 

represented the dominant role category, while bisexuals (23.5%) 

represented the next largest group in this category. The reasons for 

lesbians and bisexuals' taking on a more dominating role may be due to 

the benefits of being the more dominant person in either the family groups 

·and/or sexual relationships in prison. Female inmates who take a more 

dominant role often have the benefit of being taken care of by more passive 

role players and, as in traditional male/female roles, the dominant person 

has the greater control in the relationship. Therefore, those who, in the 

free world, were more likely to have had relationships with women may 

feel more apt to be able to command more respect and control than those 
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who have most often been dominated or controlled by men. In fact, 

according to Owens (1998): 

Women take on the male role for economic gain or emotional 
dominance in the prison community. In this world of material 
scarcity, populated by those who "have" (women who are "well
taken-care of' by family or tricks and runners, [or] with hustles 
that create material comforts, and those with jobs) and those 
who "have not," opportunities for exploitative relationships 
among the women exist (148). 

To summarize, when examining how these subjects became members 

of pseudofamilies, the majority of inmates appear to have "just joined" 

with no requirements expected or any initiation ritual. Roles within the 

families are varied, and the majority of the subjects played more than one 

role. Passive roles were played by the majority of subjects and included 

such roles as mother, wife, sister, and daughter. However, dominant roles 

were not commonly portrayed by those in pseudofamily groups. 

Nevertheless, the typical dominant role was played by those that 

considered themselves to be lesbian, were between the ages of 35 and 40, 

and had most likely committed a violent crime. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Of the 61 subjects 

who were members of a pseudofamily group, at least half (50.8%) of the 

members had previously been involved in a sexual relationship with 

another inmate (see Table 10 below). A slightly smaller percentage of 

members were presently involved in a sexual of relationship (37.7%). 
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Thirty-four percent of the members had at sometime been involved in a 

sexual relationship whether currently or in the past. 

In the proper context, of the 143 subjects that responded to the 

question about current and past sexual relationships and were not 

members of a pseudofamily group, 13. 7 percent stated they were 

currently in a sexual relationship. Furthermore, only 22.5 percent had 

been in a previous sexual relationship. Therefore, those in family groups 

tended to be in this type of relationship both past and present at a much 

higher rate than those who were not members of a pseudofamily group. In 

addition, 27.9 percent of family group members were part of a mock 

marriage ceremony compared to only 7.4 percent of those subjects not in a 

family group. 

TABLE 10. Family Members' Involvement in Sexual Relationships with 
Other Inmates (N =61) 

Frequency Percentage•x-

Members Involved in Past 
Sexual Relationships 3 1 50.8 

Members Currently Involved In 

Sexual Re latio nsh i ps 23 3 7. 7 

Members Involved in Both 
Past and Present 2 1 34.4 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

When asked how many sexual partners subjects currently had, of 

those who were involved in sexual relationships and were members of a 
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family group, the majority (72.7 %) stated they had only one. Another 

4.8 percent stated they had two partners, and one of the members stated 

she currently had six sexual partners. 

Subjects were asked why they thought inmates were involved in 

sexual relationships with other inmates. Table 11 describes the main 

reasons given by the members of pseudofamily groups. Over half of the 

respondents stated that other inmates were in sexual relationships due to 

wanting affection, care, and/or love. However, numerous studies have 

indicated in the past that commissary (items inmates may buy through 

the prison store), power, and sexual pleasure were the main reasons for 

women to engage in sexual relationships (Ward and Kassebaum 1964; 

Giallombardo 1966; Leger 1987; Alarid 1996). Nevertheless, only about 

a third (36.1%) of the women stated protection, food, and/or commissary 

as one of the main reasons for being involved in a sexual relationship. 

TABLE 11. Reasons for Sexual Relationships (N=61) 

Reasons 

For Affection, Caring, and/or Love 
Sexual Pleasure 
For Protection, Food, or 
Commissary 
For Power and Respect 

Frequency 

35 
26 

22 
7 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Percentage -:<· 

57.4 
42.6 

36.1 
11. 5 

Only 11.5 percent expressed the need for power and respect ·were reasons 

for possible involvement in sexual relationships. Even among those who 
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were not members of family groups and answered this question (131), 55.1 

percent believed that affection, caring, and/ or love was the main reason 

for inmates being involved in sexual relationships. Of this same group of 

subjects, 44.8 percent thought protection, food, or commissary was the 

main reason for involvement in a sexual relationship as well as 41.9 

percent believing that sexual pleasure was a reason for involvement. Less 

than 15 percent thought power or respect was one of the reasons for 

inmates being involved in sexual relationships. 

Therefore, when evaluating the importance of sexual relationships 

between inmates who are members of pseudofamily groups it appears that 

this type of relationship is more prevalent among family members than 

those who are non-members. However, this does not mean that family 

members are involved with other family members and, therefore, how 

important sexual relationships are to the group as a whole cannot be 

determined by the data alone. On the other hand, if one examines the 

difference between family members and non-members, members may feel 

there were more benefits of being involved in a sexual relationship than 

those who were non-members of a family group. As stated earlier, non

members tended to be more concerned with problems that might arise 

with staff members due to being involved in family groups. This concern 

with potential problems with staff members may also play a part in non

members' lack of involvement in sexual relationships. Non-members may 

not not see enough positive factors overriding the negative ones that 

membership in a sexual relationship may entail. Nevertheless, members 
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of family groups do see both types of relationships (pseudofamily groups 

and sexual relationships) in a more positive light. Reasons that members 

of pseudofamilies gave for inmates' being involved in sexual relationships 

indicates that affection, love, and sexual pleasure were all important 

aspects of involvement. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, the inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself, which includes any 

correctional officers?" Table 12 describes the responses given by members 

of family groups who were either currently involved or had been involved 

in the past in a sexual relationship when asked about the impact of sexual 

relationships. 

TABLE 12. Members of Family Groups Involved in Sexual Relationships 
and Their Beliefs About the Impact of These Relationships 

Those Currently Involved (N=23) 
Beliefsa 

Is Natural in Same-Sex Environment 
Should be Overlooked by Unit 
Is Viewed as Causing a Major Problem 
Is a Major Problem for the Unit 
Is Not a Problem for the Unit 
Is Harmful to the Inmates 
Should be Handled Severely by Unit 
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Frequency 

13 
1 1 
10 

4 
3 
2 
1 

Percentage 

56.5 
47.8 
43.5 
17.4 
13.0 

8.6 
4.3 



TABLE 12. Continued 

Those Involved in the Past (N =31) 
Beliefsa 

Is Natural in Same-Sex Environment 
Is Viewed as Causing a Major Problem 
Should be Overlooked by Unit 
Is a Major Problem for the Unit 
Is Not a Problem for the Unit 
Should be Handled Severely by Unit 
Is Harmful to the Inmates 

Frequency 

18 
15 
12 

8 
4 
3 
3 

Percentage 

58.1 
48.4 
38.7 
25.8 
12.9 

9.6 
9.6 

a Subjects may be represented in more than one category. Twenty-one subjects are represented 
in both groups, past and present. 

As indicated in the table, over half of the family members who were 

either currently involved and those previously involved in a sexual 

relationship, believed these relationships should be expected in a same-sex 

environment. Furthermore, 4 7.5 percent of those currently involved and 

38. 7 percent of those previously involved believed that this type of 

relationship should be overlooked by the prison staff. 

However, over 40 percent of both groups believed that sexual 

relationships are viewed as causing a problem by those within the unit. 

Likewise, 26 percent of those previously involved and 17 percent of those 

currently involved viewed sexual relationships as a major problem for the 

unit. Nevertheless, less than 10 percent of either group believed that 

these relationships should be handled severely by the unit or thought the 

relationships were harmful to the inmates involved. 
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Comparing these views to those who have not been in either a past or 

present sexual relationship and by both family group members and those 

who are non-members, the impact of sexual relationships is 

viewed much differently. Table 13 below describes the views of these 

relationships by those who have not been involved in any sexual 

relationship since their incarceration. As is indicated, over half of each 

group (members and non-members of a family group) believe that sexual 

relationships are a problem for the unit and for the inmates themselves. 

Furthermore, more than a third of both groups stated that these 

relationships should be handled severely by the prison. However, 33.3 

percent of pseudofamily members and 13.7 percent of non-members 

believe that the relationships are natural in a same-sex environment. 

Likewise, 11. 7 percent of the member group and 2.1 percent of the non

member group believe these relationships are not a problem. 

TABLE 13. Subjects Never Involved in a Sexual Relationship and Their 
Beliefs About the Impact of Sexual Relationships 

Member of Pseudofamily Group (N=27) 
Beliefa 

Is Viewed as Causing Major Problem 
Is a Major Problem for the Unit 
Is Harmful to the Inmates 
Should be Handled Severely by Unit 
Is Natural in Same-Sex Environment 
Is Not a Problem 
Should be Overlooked by Unit 
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Frequency Percentage 

17 62.9 
16 59.3 
15 55.6 

9 33.3 
9 33.3 
3 11. 2 
2 7.4 



TABLE 13. Continued 

Frequency 

Non-Members of a Pseudofamily Group (N=95) 
Beliefa 

Is a Major Problem for the Unit 6 1 
Is Viewed as Causing Major Problem 5 9 
Is Harmful to the Inmates 5 6 
Should Be Handled Severely by Unit 3 8 
Is Natural in Same-Sex Environment 1 3 
Is Not a Problem for the Unit 2 

a Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Percentage 

64.2 
62.1 
58.9 
40.1 
13.7 

2.1 

Obviously those subjects not involved in sexual relationships view 

such relationships as much more negative for all concerned than those 

who are either currently or were previously involved in a sexual 

relationship with another inmate. However, both those involved in 

relationships and those who have never been involved but were members 

of a family group viewed these relationships as natural in a same-sex 

environment at a much higher rate (over 50% v. 33%) than those who 

were non-members of a family group and had not been involved in any 

sexual relationship with other inmates while incarcerated. 

To examine further the impact of sexual relationships, all subjects 

were asked if they had been caught having sexual contact (both by the 

study definition and by the applied definition of the prison) by a staff 

member. Of the 204 subjects who answered these two questions, 9.8 

percent (20) of the subjects had been caught having sexual contact. Of 

this small number, 65 percent stated they had been caught by a staff 
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member (regardless of which definition is used to define sexual contact). 

Four other subjects expressed they were caught in a sexual act as defined 

by the study and three more stated they were caught in a sexual act but 

the contact was not the same as defined by this study for sexual contact. 

Of the 20 subjects who had been caught having sexual contact, 10 had 

only received one sex case, 5 received two cases, 3 received three cases, 1 

received six cases, and 1 stated she had received up to fifteen cases. 

Subjects were also asked if fights occurred because of jealousy between 

those inmates who were having sexual relationships. Of the 203 

responses, 41.4 percent stated that fights occurred all the time due to the 

jealousy that often resulted from this type of relationship . Only 10.8 

percent of the subjects stated that fights did not occur very often. Of those 

who were involved in these relationships and answered this question (81), 

53.1 percent also expressed the view that fights occurred all the time 

because of jealousy. In addition, only 9.8 percent stated that fights did not 

occur very often which is just 1 percent less than the group as a whole. 

Therefore, whether subjects were involved in sexual relationships or not 

they viewed the relationships as a contributing factor to the number of 

fights that occurred due to jealousy between inmates. 

Ultimately, when evaluating the impact that sexual relationships 

have on the inmates as well as on the correctional institution, according to 

the inmate subjects, such impact depended on whether or not they were 

involved in a relationship or not. However, when taking into account the 

whole issue, one may conclude that sexual relationships have both positive 
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and negative consequences for those involved, but particularly a negative 

impact for those not involved. For those not in a sexual relationship, the 

problems caused by these relationships appear to be felt more acutely 

due to the fights that occurred on a regular basis and the tension and 

anxiety as a result of these altercations. For those taking part in these 

relationships, the majority felt the prison system put too much emphasis 

on who was and was not involved and most viewed these relationships as 

an expected part of a same-sex environment. Nevertheless, inmates in 

both categories (involved and not involved in a sexual relationship) stated 

that these relationships do cause problems for the unit and the inmates 

themselves. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when they deal 

with other inmates and the prison officials?" In order to assess what, if 

any, repercussions were evident from membership in a pseudofamily 

group, members were asked if inmates who were not members of a family 

group treated members differently? Of the 61 subjects who answered this 

question, twelve subjects (19.2%) expressed that non-members did treat 

them differently. Seven of the twelve (58.3%) stated that such treatment 

was negative in nature, and one (8.3%) expressed that this treatment was 

both positive and negative. As indicated earlier, inmate subjects who 

were members of a family group were also asked whether or not the prison 
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staff treated them differently because of their membership. Only sixteen 

of the 61 subjects (26.4%) reported that they felt the staff did treat them 

differently. In addition, ten of the sixteen subjects (60%) felt they were 

treated negatively by the staff. Of the subjects that expressed that either 

inmates or staff treated them differently, six stated that both groups 

treated them differently, and only two of the six (33.3%) stated the 

treatment was negative. 

From the survey alone, there appears not to be any substantial 

repercussions from being a member of a family group. This is particularly 

true when taking into account the treatment of members by either non

member inmates or staff members, because the majority of the members 

did not state that either non-member inmates or prison staff treated the 

members in a negative fashion. However, of those that did indicate that 

either non-member inmates or staff members did treat them differently, 

the majority stated that the treatment was negative. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily groups have 

on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

The measurement of fights and other types of activities that create the 

need for correctional officers to write-up disciplinary cases or to interact 

with inmates in an adverse way is one way of measuring the effect that 

pseudofamily groups may have on the correctional officers, and 

ultimately the institution itself. Therefore, all the inmate subjects were 
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asked several questions that related to the following issues: whether or 

not they had been involved in fights and, if so, how many and if they were 

hurt; the number and types of disciplinary cases they had received during 

their incarceration; and if they have used drugs/alcohol during their 

incarceration at Hilltop or Hobby. The answers to these questions were 

analyzed using membership in a pseudofamily group as the independent 

variable and the occurring event as the dependent variable. Table 14 

below describes the results of the comparison of inmates who were either 

members or non-members of a pseudofamily group and those involved in 

the events mentioned above. 

TABLE 14. Adverse Events by Membership in a Family Group 

Membership in a Family Group 
Yes No 
(N=61) (N=153) 

Event 
Physical Fights with Inmates 44.3% 27.5 

Being Injured in a Fight 14.7 11. 2 

Have Disciplinary Cases 83.6 56.9 

Used Drugs/ Alcohol While Incarcerated 16.3 5.9 

Table 14 does indicate that within each category (members or non

members) the percentages of those inmate subjects involved in the various 

events were higher in the members' category than the non-members' 

category for every event. For example, 83.6 percent of those who were 
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members of a pseudcifamily group had received a disciplinary case, 

whereas only 56. 9 percent of all non-members had received such a case. 

Furthermore, even if one considers that 87 subjects who had received 

disciplinary cases were non-members of a family group, more than 51 out 

of 61 members of a pseudofamily group had received a case of some kind. 

Therefore, one may conclude that as a member of a family group a subject 

would more likely get into a fight, receive a case, and/or use drugs/alcohol 

than if the subject was a non-member. However, if one compares the 

actual involvement in adverse events by members and non-members, the 

percentage of those responsible for such events are overwhelmingly non

members. The data in Table 15 describes the percentage of members or 

non-members involved in each event category. 

Table 15 indicates that when comparing members to non-members of 

pseudofamily groups in terms of various adverse events, the members 

were less likely to be involved than non-members. In fact, of those who 

stated they had disciplinary cases (37.3%) and had been injured in a 

fight (37.1%), members of family groups represented only slightly more 

than a third of the total number of inmate subjects represented in each 

event Furthermore, when examining the number of fights, the 

disciplinary cases and the type of cases received, members represented less 

than the majority in all categories except for three. Two of the categories 

(those involved in 3-4 fights and those with 7-8 disciplinary cases) were 

divided equally between members and non-members of family groups. 
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TABLE 15. Adverse Events and Membership in a Family Group 

Event* 
Physical Fights w /Inmates (N=66) 

Number of Fights w/Inmates 
1-2 (N=34) 

3-4 (N=18) 

5-6 (N=7) 

7+ (N=7) 

Being Injured in a Fight (N =27) 

Have Disciplinary Cases (N=l37) 

Number of Disciplinary Cases 
1-2 (N=61) 

3-4 (N=33) 

5-6 (N=21) 

7-8 (N=6) 

9+ (N=16) 

Type of Disciplinary Case 
Fights (N=:33) 

Weapons (N=4) 

Contraband (N=77) 

Insubordination (N=9) 

Sexual Misconduct (N=12) 

Verbal Threats (N = 18) 

Other CN=s1) 

Used Drugs/ Alcohol while 
Incarcerated (N=19) 

Membership in a Family Group 
Yes No 

40.9% 

38.2% 
50.0 
57.1 
14.3 

37 .1 

37.3 

42.6% 
30.3 
28.6 
50.0 
37.5 

30.3% 
0.0 

36.4 
44.4 
41.7 
33.3 
31.3 

52.6 

59.1% 

61.8% 
50.0 
42.9 
85.7 

62.9 

62. 7 

57.4% 
69. 7 
71.4 
50.0 
62.5 

69.7% 
100.0 
63.6 
55.6 
58.3 
66. 7 
68. 7 

47.4 

* Percentages based on rmv totals of individual events and the number of inmates who were 
either members or non-members and stated they had been inrnlved in the event. 
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In only one category (those involved in 5-6 fights) were members 

represented slightly more than half (57.1%) of the total number of 

subjects. In addition, the use of drugs/alcohol was the only event that 

members who had been involved in at a slightly higher rate than non

members of a family group. However, overall, the use of drugs/alcohol did 

not appear to be a major problem since those who had used drugs/alcohol 

while incarcerated were only 9.1 percent of the entire sample of 214 

inmate subjects. 

When evaluating problems that may be caused by members of 

pseudofamily groups and ultimately the groups themselves for 

correctional officers as well as the correctional institution, the above data 

do not indicate that members are involved in adverse events at a higher 

rate than non-members. In fact, in many cases, the members were 

represented at a substantially lower rate than were non-members of 

pseudofamily groups which indicates that these groups do not necessarily 

create more problems overall for the correctional institution. However, 

due to the fact that within the family groups adverse events happen at a 

much higher rate, this higher rate may indicate that being a member of a 

family group may cause an inmate to experience more adverse events on 

the whole than if the subject was not a member. In addition, as a member 

of a family group, the subject was much more likely to receive a 

disciplinary case from correctional officers. Therefore, either membership 

creates more opportunity to be involved in illegal actions (as defined by 

the prison) or correctional officers are attuGed to the fact that particular 
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inmates are members of a family group and find more reasons to give 

family members "cases." 

Staff Demographic Data 

Seventy-three staff members from the Hilltop Unit and 28 staff 

members from the Hobby Unit returned their completed questionnaires 

for a total of 101 staff subjects. Information concerning the respondents' 

characteristics is reported in Table 16. 

TABLE 16. Demographic Characteristics of Staff Subjects (N=l0l) 

Characteristic 

Sex of Subjects 
Female 
Male 

Race/Ethnicity 
White 
African American 
Hispanic 
Na ti ve American 
Other 

Age of Subjects 
19-24 
25-30 
31-36 
37-42 
43-48 
49-54 
55 or older 
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Frequency 

74 
27 

61 
30 

7 
2 
1 

7 
15 
21 
29 
8 

13 
8 

Percentage 

73.3 
26. 7 

60.4 
29. 7 

6.9 
2.0 
1.0 

6.9 
14.9 
20.8 
28. 7 

7.9 
12.9 

7.9 



TABLE 16. Continued 

Characteristic 

Martial Status 
Married 
Divorced 
Single 
Widowed 
Other 

Frequency 

Highest Grade Completed 
GED 
High School 
Technical Training 
Some College 
College Degree 
Graduate Degree 

Length of Time at Current Unit 

65 
21 
13 

1 
1 

4 
29 

2 
42 
19 

5 

6-12 months 1 6 
13-24 months 11 
25-36 months 14 
37-48 months 7 
More than 5 years 5 3 

Like Working With Female Inmates 
Yes 56 
Sometimes 2 7 
No 18 

Percentage 

64.4 
20.8 
12.9 

1.0 
1.0 

4.0 
28. 7 

2.0 
41.6 
18.8 

5.0 

15.8 
10.9 
13.9 

6.9 
52.5 

55.5 
26. 7 
17.8 

Female staff outnumbering male staff 3 to 1 is very much the norm 

for most female units in the state of Texas and most often nationally (TDCJ 

2000). Correctional institutions view the higher percentages of female 

staff as a must since protection of female inmates' privacy rights in a 

prison setting is more stringent than that found in male prisons. For 
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example, female inmates are not allowed to be strip-searched by a male 

correctional officer unless the occasion is an emergency and has the 

approval of one of the wardens (TDCJ 2000). Female inmates at both 

Hilltop and Hobby are strip-searched numerous times a day. In fact, 

according to inmates and staff, at the Hilltop unit the inmates are stripped 

on an average of four times a day and at the Hobby unit on an average of 

twice a day. In addition, a strip-search can be performed during any 

period of the day or night since the search of the inmate is done not just as 

a routine due to the working location or going in or out of certain locations 

but also if the inmate is suspected of having any type of contraband on her 

person. Therefore, the higher number of female correctional officers is 

critical in order to make certain events easier and the most time efficient 

to perform. 

Whites made up the majority of staff subjects (60.4%) as is the case in 

most Texas correctional institutions. At both Hilltop and Hobby the 

majority of correctional staff are white. No median/mean age of the staff 

was known, however, almost 21 percent of the staff subjects were 49 years 

or older. The majority of the subjects were married (64.4%) and had 

either some college or a college degree (60.4%). 

Over 50 percent of the staff subjects who worked at either Hilltop or 

Hobby had been there for more than five years (52.5%) and most liked 

working with female inmates (55.5%). Only 17.8 percent stated they did 

not like working with female inmates. Reasons given for liking or disliking 

working with female inmates are detailed in Table 17 and 18 below. 
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TABLE 17. Reasons Staff Gave For Liking to Work with Female Inmates 

Reasons 

Like to Work w/Femalesa 
Less hostile environment/felt safer 
Females like to learn and pride 

does not get in the way 
Helps in other female relationships 
More positive attitudes 

Sometimes Like to Work w/Femalesb 
Female can be more emotional 
Like working w/those not so aggressive 
Must treat all inmates with respect 

even those who do not deserve it 

a Percentages are based on N =49 

b Percentages are based on N = 17 

Percentage 

59.2 

20.4 
12.2 

8.2 

52.9 
29.4 

17.6 

TABLE 18. Reasons Staff Gave For Not Liking to Work with Female 
Inmates (N =18) 

Reasons 

Just do not like working with 
female inmates 

Females have different needs/challenges 
Female inmates are constantly jealous 

of each other 
Female inmates are aggressive/emotional 
Female inmates always question authority 

Percentage 

38.9 
33.3 

11. 1 
11.1 

5.5 

Staff subjects that stated they liked working with female inmates, 

were almost equally divided between males (55.6%) and females (54.8%). 

In addition, within all racial/ethnic groups, except African Americans 
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( 44.8%), over 50 percent of each group liked working with the female 

inmates. As is indicated from Table 17, of the 49 staff subjects who gave 

a reason for liking to work with female inmates, the majority stated that 

the environment was less hostile and they felt safer than working with 

male inmates. In addition, 12.2 percent stated that working with and 

around female inmates had helped them to better communicate with 

females outside of the prison setting. This was expressed by the male staff 

members only. Those who expressed the fact that they like working with 

female inmates only sometimes tended to make the argument that female 

inmates were often more emotional or sometimes more aggressive than 

male inmates. 

However, a higher percentage of male staff subjects (22.2%) than 

female staff (16.4%), stated they did not like working with female inmates 

(see Table 18), and a larger percentage of African .Americans (27.6%) 

reported not liking to work with female inmates than did any other group. 

Of the 18 subjects who provided a reason why they did not like working 

with female inmates, over a third gave no specific reasons, simply stating 

they did not like working with female inmates; another third stated that 

female inmates were more difficult to work with because of the inmates' 

needs and or challenges. 

Staff Findings and Research Questions 

Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the responses given by the 

staff subjects. The responses given by staff subjects were most often based 
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on their direct and sometimes indirect knowledge of a situation concerning 

some aspect of inmate life. Staff responses were used to give the researcher 

some idea of how they perceived different events, actions, or behavior of 

the female inmates under their control. The staff, in many cases, tended 

to view inmates not as individuals with their own problems, personal 

traits, and/ or ideas and attitudes but instead as part of a deviant group. 

These groups were all incarcerated for doing something illegal; some 

groups were better than others; and some groups, according to the staff, 

spent their day looking to get into trouble or trying their best to keep the 

staff on edge. However, staff subjects were still, more often than not, able 

to provide information about the impact of inmate groupings, actions, 

and/ or behavior on the correctional institution as a whole and in many 

cases more accurately than inmates themselves since the inmates' 

involvement was typically personal in nature and, therefore, possibly less 

objective. 

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "v\That are the perceived positive and/or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" The staff were asked what percentage 

of inmates were involved in pseudofamily groups. Of the 80 staff subjects 

who answered this question, 41.3 percent felt that from 21 to 40 percent of 

the inmates were members. Almost 22 percent felt that over 60 percent of 
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the inmates were members of a family group. As stated earlier, for this 

study only 28.5 percent of the sample were members of a family group. 

Three items on the staff questionnaire addressed what percentage, to 

the best of their knowledge, of female inmates whom they felt had joined 

pseudofamily groups because of: 1) the need to have close friends, support, 

and companionship; 2) the need to secure protection from other inmates; 

and 3) the need to have non-sexual love (such as holding hands, hugging, 

kissing, etc.). As to the first item in regards to inmates' joining a 

pseudofamily group because of having close friends, support, and 

companionship, 30 percent of the 78 staff subjects expressed that from 21 

to 40 percent of inmates joined for this reason. Almost a third stated they 

felt that 41 to 60 percent of the inmates joined together to have close 

friends, support, and companionship. 

Of the 75 staff subjects who responded to the second item, 53 percent 

felt that from 1 to 20 percent of inmates joined family groups in order to 

secure protection from other inmates, while 27 percent felt 21 to 40 

percent of the inmates joined for protection. When asked if inmates joined 

for non-sexual love, 73 staff subjects responded to this item. Of the 73 staff 

subjects, 43.8 percent expressed that from 1 to 20 percent of the inmates 

they believed joined for this reason. Almost 24 percent of the 

staff subjects stated that the percentage was more likely to be 41 to 60 

percent. Inmates joining family groups to have close friends, support, and 

companionship was the only question where a quarter of the staff subjects 
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stated that more than 60 percent of the female inmates had joined family 

groups for this reason. 

The staff subjects were asked to rank eleven factors on a scale from 

0 (no importance) to 5 (being very important) which provided 

information on the subjects' impression of a variety of coping mechanisms 

female inmates may use while incarcerated. These factors were the 

same factors used to assess the importance of being a member in a 

pseudofamily group on the inmate survey. Of the 81 subjects who 

answered this question, the majority ranked all but one of the factors as a 

5 (being very important). The factors were as follows: sharing 

commissacy, protection and safety, hustling or services to others, to 

"clique up" on an inmate who is causing problems, talking and sharing 

problems, to feel accepted by other inmates, not to feel alone, to substitute 

for family on the outside, touching and hugging; to feel love or to love 

someone, and or sexual gratification. The only factor not ranked a 5 by 

the majority was hustling or service to others. The factors with the 

highest percentage (over 50%) of staff rankings were: talking and sharing 

problems, to feel accepted by other inmates, not to feel alone, and touching 

and hugging. Therefore, the staff subjects appear to have the impression 

that there are numerous benefits of joining a pseudofamily for the inmate. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 
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dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" Staff 

subjects were asked two questions about dominant or passive roles that 

inmates who were members of a family group might play. Each question 

asked the staff to identify the percentage of members who had either taken 

a passive role or a dominant role in the family groups. Of the 66 staff 

subjects that responded to the item on what percentage of inmates in 

family groups take a passive role, 70 percent indicated that from 1 to 40 

percent played a passive role. In addition, of the 67 staff subjects that 

responded as to what percentage of pseudofamily members played a 

dominant role, 41.8 percent replied from 21 to 40 percent. Nineteen 

percent felt that more than 40 percent of pseudofamily members played a 

dominant role, and 30 percent thought the same about those members 

who played a passive role. 

As was indicated by an earlier discussion of those inmates who took on 

a passive role instead of a dominant role in the family groups, 72.1 percent 

said they had taken a passive role. Therefore, among staff members there 

appears to be some confusion as to what role inmates are playing as 

members of a family group. However, the more dominant role seems to be 

somewhat easier for staff members to acknowledge. This fact is most likely 

due to the stereotypical idea of how females behave and conduct 

themselves when trying to take a more masculine or dominant status. 

While in the two prison settings, the researcher observed females who 

tended to behavior more like men, meaning the way they talked "rough," 

walked in a very masculine fashion, had their hair cut very short and in a 
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masculine style, and, generally, carried themselves as if they were male. 

These inmates were very obvious and stood out among the more feminine 

inmates. Therefore, staff members may assume that more masculine 

female inmates take strictly a dominant role in family groups. However, 

those who are viewed as more masculine may or may not take a dominant 

or, for that fact, any role within a family group. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Staff subjects were 

not directly asked if they thought sexual relationships were an important 

aspect of pseudofamily groups. However, staff subjects were asked 

questions about sexual relationships that inmates might be involved in 

with other female inmates. Therefore, when examining these questions 

about sexual relationships and taking into account that 73.3 percent of 

the staff subjects said that 21 percent or more of the inmates on their unit 

were pseudofamily members, one can conclude that there is some 

correlation between those in sexual relationships and those in 

pseudofamily groups. 

Staff subjects were then asked what percent of inmates they thought 

were involved in sexual relationships. Of the 80 staff members who 

answered this question, 30 percent felt that from 21 to 40 percent of the 

inmates were involved in sexual relationships. Almost 54 percent felt that 

40 percent or more of the inmates were involved in such relationships. 
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According to the inmate subjects in this study, only 26.6 percent of the 

inmates were currently involved in a sexual relationship. 

Staff subjects were then asked to express their thoughts on why 

inmates might be involved in such sexual relationships. Table 19 

describes the reasons given by staff subjects. As is indicated in this table, 

the majority of the staff (48.6%) believed that inmates were involved in 

sexual relationships for sexual pleasure. Almost a quarter of the staff 

subjects believed that inmates were involved in such relationships for 

power and respect, while a third believed involvement was due to the need 

for protection, food, or commissary. However, when inmate subjects were 

asked this same question, over 57 percent of pseudofamily group members 

and 55 percent of non-members stated that inmates became involved in 

these relationships due to the need for affection, caring, and/or love. 

TABLE 19. Reasons Given by Staff Subjects for Inmate's Involvement in a 
Sexual Relationship (N=86) 

Reason 

Sexual Pleasure 
For Affection, Caring, and/ or Love 
For Protection, Food, or Commissary 
For Power and Respect 
Way of Coping w/Incarceration 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Frequency 

42 
38 
29 
20 

3 

Percentage·* 

48.8 
43 .1 
33. 7 
23.3 

3.5 

Therefore, staff subjects may tend to view sexual relationships in much 

the same fashion as past researchers have since many past studies have 

given the impression that commissary, power, and sexual pleasure were 
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the main reasons for female inmates to engage in sexual relationships 

(Ward and Kassebaum 1964; Giallombardo 1966; Leger 1987; Alarid 

1996). 

As to the question of the staff's perception of the importance of sexual 

relationships are to the dynamics of family groups, this question can not 

be directly answered with the information available. However, it is clear 

that the staff do believe that sexual relationships are very common among 

inmates and that these relationships occur for various reasons, 

particularly for sexual pleasure, for bonding between inmates, and for 

protection or material needs. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself, which includes any 

correctional officers?" Staff subjects were asked various question 

concerning how sexual relationships could impact the inmates and the 

correctional institution. One such question addressed how often inmates 

were caught having sexual contact according to the TDCJ's implied 

concept of sexual contact (basically meaning any physical touching of 

another inmates' body). Of the 74 subjects who answered this question, 

44.6 percent indicated that between zero and five inmates per month were 

caught having sexual contact and given a sex case. Twenty percent of the 

staff subjects expressed the view that from six to twelve inmates were 
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caught, and 35 percent said that thirteen or more inmates per month 

were caught having sexual contact according to the TDCJ concept of 

sexual contact. 

A similar question was asked about inmates caught having sexual 

contact as defined by this study (having any sexual contact with another 

female inmate that includes the touching of the breast and/or private 

parts with one's hand or mouth and/or acting as if sexual intercourse is 

occurring). Of the 74 staff subjects who answered this question, 54 

percent indicated that between zero and five inmates were caught per 

month. In addition, less than 20 percent (18.9%) expressed that thirteen 

or more of the female inmates were caught having sexual contact as 

defined by this study. 

Staff subjects were then asked how often inmates were caught 

participating in sexual contact because another inmate(s) had informed 

corrections officers about those involved. Sixty percent of the 80 staff 

subjects who answered this question indicated that the majority of 

inmates caught having sexual contact were the result of other inmate(s) 

informing correctional officers of the incident. 

The question of how serious of a problem jealousy was for inmates who 

became intimately involved was addressed by the staff subjects. The staff 

ranked the seriousness of this problem from a O (not a problem) to a 5 (a 

serious problem). Of the 90 staff subjects who answered this question, 

73.3 percent indicated that jealousy was a serious problem for inmates 

involved in sexual relationships. Less than 5 percent of the staff expressed 
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the opinion that the problem of jealousy was only mildly serious. Staff 

subjects were then asked to explain their ranking. Fifty-three percent of 

the 90 staff subjects expressed the belief that sexual relationships created 

anger, suicides, and a generally bad situation for the inmates. Another 

35.7 percent indicated that sexual relationships almost always led to 

jealousy between inmates involved because the inmates were often unable 

to cope with the very intense feelings that these relationships created. 

Furthermore, staff subjects were asked their feelings, in general, 

about sexual relationship occurring between the inmates. Ten prepared 

responses were given to the staff and they were asked to check all they felt 

applied to any sexual relationships between inmates. Table 20 details the 

majority of responses given by the staff subjects. All of the subjects 

checked more than one response to this question and many checked as 

many as four of the responses. 

TABLE 20. Staff Beliefs about Sexual Relationships between Inmates 
(N=97) 

Express Belief Frequency Percentage* 

Viewed as Causing Major Problems 
Is a Major Problem for the Unit 
Is Harmful to the Inmate 
Should be Handled Severely by Unit 
Is Natural in a Single-Sex Environment 

85 
70 
55 
53 
12 

* Subjects are most often represented in more than one category. 
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Table 20 indicates that more than half of the respondents expressed 

the view that sexual relationships were basically harmful to the inmates 

as well as the correctional unit and, as a consequence, these relationships 

should be handled severely by the correctional institution. Only one 

subject out of 97 stated that these relationships are natural in a same-sex 

environment and, in addition, should be overlooked by the institution. 

Therefore, when evaluating the impact that sexual relationships 

have on the inmates involved, the institution, and its correctional officers, 

it is clear that staff subjects believe, overall, that these relationships cause 

major problems for the inmates. According to the staff, many of the 

problems en tailed their receiving numerous sex cases for sexual 

misconduct (whether actual sexual contact is involved or not), and the 

feeling of jealousy that most of the relationships involved can cause 

substantial problems and harm for the inmates. In addition, the staff view 

sexual relationships as causing a variety of major problems for the unit 

and that the unit should take severe actions against those who are 

involved in these relationships. Less than 15 percent of the staff indicated 

that sexual relationships should be expected in a same-sex environment 

and therefore, handled as non-threatening to the overall security of the 

unit. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 
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other inmates and the prison officials?" Staff subjects were not asked any 

questions on the survey that related directly to this research question. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily groups have 

on the correctional institution itself including correctional officers? 

Staff subjects were asked to rank on a scale from 1 (very negative) to 

7 (very positive) the impact of pseudofamily groups on the prison unit as a 

whole. In addition, the staff were asked to explain their answers. 

Of the 82 staff subjects who answered this question, fifteen of the subjects 

stated that they were "not sure" of the impact. Therefore, of the 67 that 

did rank the impact of pseudofamily groups, 34.3 percent indicated that 

family groups created a very negative impact on the correctional 

institution while 4.5 percent stated just the opposite in that the family 

groups created a very positive impact on the institution. Another 32.8 

percent stated the impact on the prison unit was either moderately 

negative or only slightly negative, whereas 28.4 percent indicated the 

impact was slightly or moderately positive. Therefore, over 67 percent of 

the staff subjects viewed pseudofamily groups as negatively impacting the 

correctional institution. Reasons given by the staff subjects for their 

rankings of the impact of family groups are detailed in Table 21. 

As Table 21 indicates, the majority (58.2%) of the 67 staff subjects who 

responded to this question said that pseudofamily groups created a great 

deal of conflict between inmates because family members were very 
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protective of other members which could indicate that family members 

are more willing to fight non-members if a family member is 

confronted by other female inmates. However, the majority (90.1%) of 

those who indicated the family groups were positive (22 staff subjects) in 

some manner and the staff expressed the idea that the females inmates felt 

more at home and that the families helped to maintain a more positive 

attitude among the inmates. 

TABLE 21. Reasons Staff Gave for Ranking the Impact of Family Groups on 
the Correctional Institution 

Reason 

Negative Impact:b 
Family groups create conflict 

between the Inmates 
(% ,vithin group) 

Inmates overly protective of 
family group members 

(% '"ithin group) 
Too many lesbians in groups 

(% \\ithin group) 

Positive lmpact:c 
Makes inmates feel more at home 

with a family environment 
(% ,,ithin group) 

Maintains positive attitude for those 
involved in the groups 

(% i,ithin group) 
Helps to keep inmates in family 

groups out of trouble 
(% \\ithin group) 

a Percentages are based on N=67 

b Percentages in parenthesis are based on N =45 

c Percentages in parenthesis are based on N =22 

145 

Frequency 

31 

8 

6 

1 1 

9 

2 

Percentagea 

46.3 
(68.9) 

11.9 
(17.8) 

8.9 
( 13.3) 

16.4 
(50.0) 

13.4 
(40.9) 

3.0 
(9.1) 



When evaluating the question as to the perceived impact of 

pseudofamily groups on the correctional institution and correctional 

officers, it is clear that the majority of the staff subjects viewed family 

groups as negatively impacting both the institution and the officers 

because the family groups tended to create more conflicts between 

members of different family groups as well as between members and non

members. Therefore, the conflicts between inmates may result in fights, 

disciplinary ca~es, and an increased amount of hostility for all concerned. 

Summary of Survey Findings 

The following section is a brief discussion of the combined findings 

(inmates and staff members) for the survey part of this study. A general 

discussion of the basic information about these sample will be given 

followed by a discussion of each research question as to the combined 

findings of both inmates and staff members. 

Findings Related to Inmate and Staff Samples 

Inmate Subjects 

The largest percentage of the sample of inmates was white (42.1%) 

with all minorities representing 58 percent o_f the sample. The mean age 

of inmate subjects was 33.4 years, and approximately 37 percent had less 

than a 12th grade education. The majority of the sample was single 

(never married) and 72 percent had children. Sixty-two percent of the 

inmate sample considered themselves to be heterosexual while 34.2 
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percent were either lesbian or bisexual. Another 56 percent of the sample 

had a family member who had been in prison or was currently in prison 

with the most common family member being the subject's sibling. 

The sample's mean age at their first conviction was 24.5 years, and 

56 percent had been incarcerated in jail (for more than three days) at 

least once. Forty percent of the subjects were incarcerated for a drug 

and/or alcohol offense while another 38.3 percent were incarcerated for 

having committed a violent crime. More than 50 percent of the sample 

was sentenced to between five and twelve years and 43.4 percent had 

already spent from one to three years in prison for their current offense. 

A third of the sample had experienced some type of abuse either 

during their childhood or as an adult. Furthermore, 57.5 percent of the 

subjects who had been abused were physically abused as an adult while 

41.6 percent of those abused were sexually abused as children. The 

majority who had been abused as either a child or as an adult said their 

perpetrator had most often been someone they knew. In addition, whites 

were abused overall at a much higher rate than were minorities. Those 

subjects who had been physically or sexually abused as children were 

more likely to have committed a violent crime while those who had been 

physically or sexually abused as adults were more likely to be incarcerated 

on a drug/ alcohol offense. 

Sixty-one inmate subjects (28.5%) stated they were a member of a 

pseudofamily group. Over 50 percent of these members were white, 

between the ages of 23 to 34 years, and considered themselves to be 
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heterosexual. Furthermore, more than 70 percent of the members were 

incarcerated for either a violent crime (40.9%) or a drug/alcohol offense 

(29.5%). Approximately 80 percent had children. Members of these 

family groups were also more likely, than the general prison population, 

to have been sexually abused as a child or physically abused as an adult, 

however, more than 37 percent had been the victim of both types of abuse 

as either a child or as an adult. 

Staff Subjects 

The majority of the staff subjects were white females between the 

ages of 31 and 42 years. Approximately 60 percent of the subjects were 

married and had some college or a college degree. Furthermore, over half 

of the subjects had worked at their unit for at least five years (52.5%) and 

preferred to work with female inmates (55.5%). The main reason given for 

the preference of working with female inmates was that the environment 

was less hostile and the staff felt safer. However, of those who stated they 

did not like working with females (17.8%), the majority of the respondents 

were males and/or African Americans. The main reason given for not 

liking to work with female inmates was they were more difficult to work 

with because of the inmates' needs and/or special challenges. 
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Summary of Findings for Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/ or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" Of the 61 inmate subjects (28.5%) who 

were members of a family group, more than half stated there were 

numerous benefits from being 4 member of group. These benefits included 

camaraderie between the inmates and the love and/or support that other 

members gave the inmate. In addition, more than 60 percent of the 

members of family groups indicated that none of the inmates, staff, and/ or 

their immediate family members treated them differently because of their 

membership in a family group. Therefore, membership was seen as very 

positive according to the actual members of a pseudofamily group. 

Non-members of the family groups believed there were definite 

benefits of not joining such a group. The main benefit was perceived to be 

that there were fewer problems with correctional officers and the 

institution itself. 

Approximately 55 percent of the staff members believed that from 21 

to 60 percent of the inmates at their unit were involved in family groups. 

A third of the staff members indicated that from 41 to 60 percent of the 

inmates who were involved in family groups joined for the same reasons 

that members had expressed meaning for friendship, and for love and 

support. In addition, the staff subjects ranked the sharing of problems, the 
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acceptance from other inmates, and the touching and hugging as very 

important to the dynamics of being in a family group. Therefore, staff 

subjects clearly were aware of the benefits that membership in a 

pseudofamily group might hold for inmates at their unit. 

Overall, as to the question of positive or negative benefits for either 

membership or non-membership in a family group, inmate subjects who 

were members and staff subjects who were surveyed both indicate that 

membership in such groups does contain some positive benefits. 

Furthermore, inmates who were not members of a family group did not 

view the lack of membership as being negative since these subjects 

believed that they encountered fewer problems with the system as a whole 

compared to those who were members. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is the membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" 

Approximately three-quarters of the inmate subjects who were members 

of a family group acknowledged that joining a family had just happened 

and that there were no requirements for membership. 

Of the inmate subjects who were members of a family group, 99.1 

percent played more than one role, but the majority of the roles played 

were traditionally female passive roles. The most common role was sister, 

and whites were the majority of all passive roles except for mother which 
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was almost equally split between whites and minorities. Only 27.3 

percent of the inmate subjects who were members of a family group 

played a traditional male dominant role and the most common role was 

brother. In addition, those who considered themselves to be lesbian 

overwhelmingly played the more dominant roles as did those who had 

committed a violent crime. As stated earlier, this may be due to the status 

and benefits that dominant roles tend to have and that many of the 

lesbians may have played a similar role in the free world. 

When evaluating the staff's perceptions of the percentage of inmates 

who played either a passive or a dominant role, 70 percent indicated that 

from 1 to 40 percent of the members of a family group played a passive 

role. Furthermore, 41.8 percent of the staff subjects also believed that 

from 21 to 40 percent of the pseudofamily members played a dominant 

role. 

Therefore, when examining findings from both inmate and staff 

subjects, membership in a family group appears to have just happened 

with no membership requirements necessary and both inmates and staff 

indicated that passive roles tend to be in the majority. However, the staff 

do seem to be inclined to overstate the full extent of the prevalence of 

family members who have taken a dominant role in the family. As stated 

earlier, this is most likely due to the staff being able to recognize those 

members who play a dominant role because of dress, hairstyle, language, 

and/ or the way the inmate handles herself in a masculine fashion. 
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Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Of the 61 

pseudofamily members, over 50 percent stated they had previously been 

involved in a sexual relationship while another 37.7 percent stated they 

were currently involved in a sexual relationship. This is almost double 

the number of inmate subjects who were not members of a pseudofamily 

group as only 17.7 percent of non-members were currently involved in a 

sexual relationship as well as only 22.5 percent having been previously 

involved in this type of relationship. In addition, 27.9 percent of family 

members had been involved in a mock marriage with another female 

inmate compared to 7.4 percent of non-members. 

Staff subjects were not asked directly to indicate the number of 

inmates in pseudofamily groups that were involved in sexual 

relationships, however, data do indicate that an overlap occurred with the 

number of inmates that staff stated were in family groups since 54 percent 

of the staff subjects believed that 40 percent or more of the inmates on 

their unit were involved in a sexual relationship. This percentage (40% or 

more) is an overstatement as only 26.6 percent of the inmates indicated 

they were involved in such relationships. Nevertheless, the data do 

indicate that staff subjects believed that sexual relationships were 

occurring at a very high rate among inmates. 

As to the reasons the inmate subjects gave for being involved in a 

sexual relationship, over half of those previously or currently involved 
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indicated they wanted affection, care, and/ or love, and this need had been 

the reason for having a sexual relationship with another inmate. 

However, around 42 percent of those who were not involved in these 

relationships believed the main reasons inmates were involved in such 

relationships were due to either wanting sexual pleasure or a combination 

of wanting protection and/or material gain. 

Sexual pleasure and the combination of protection and material gain 

were also a common perception by the staff members as reasons inmates 

would be involved in sexual relationships. Just under 50 percent of staff 

subjects indicated sexual pleasure to be the main reason for inmate 

involvement as well as almost a third believed that protection and 

material gain were the main reason. 

Therefore, when examining the importance of sexual relationships in 

regards to the dynamics of family groups, one could conclude that since 

more than half of the members of a family group have had a sexual 

relationship in prison and the majority of these subjects felt that there 

were positive reasons for such relationships, then inmates may view 

sexual relationships within the family group as being more easily 

available and without being subjected to the negative attitudes or 

viewpoints that non-members or staff project about such relationships. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, inmates who are not 

153 



involved, and the correctional institution itself, which includes any 

correctional officers?" Inmates subjects who were involved in sexual 

relationships and were family members, over half believed that such 

relationships should be expected in a same-sex environment, and from 

39 to 48 percent believed the correctional institution should overlook 

these types of relationships. 

However, over half of members and non-members who had not been 

involved in a sexual relationship at anytime, indicated that such 

relationships cause both the unit and the inmate harm. In addition, more 

than a third of this group believed that those persons involved in these 

relationships should be handled severely by the prison officials. 

One of the problems inmates and staff have with those involved in 

sexual relationships is that the jealousy that can occur between inmates 

frequently leads to fights between the inmates. Over half of all the inmate 

subjects indicated that fights seemed to occur all the time and the reason 

was because of jealousy between the couples. Likewise, 73 percent of staff 

subjects stated jealousy was a serious problem which often created anger, 

suicides, and a generally bad situation for the inmates involved. 

Another problem that inmates who were involved in sexual 

relationships may encounter relates to sex cases. Twenty (9.8%) inmates 

who had been involved in sexual relationships stated they had been 

caught having sexual contact and had received a disciplinary case for 

improper physical contact. Staff subjects did indicate that the number of 

sex cases given each month was low since 44.6 percent of the staff stated 
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that between zero and five inmates per month were caught having sexual 

contact according to TDCJ's concept of sexual contact. However, an even 

higher percentage of staff (54%) indicated that if the correctional 

institution used sexual contact as defined by this study and as the 

prerequisite of this type of contact, the number of inmates caught per 

month would be zero to five. 

Ultimately, when evaluating the impact of sexual relationships on 

those involved, those not involved, as well as the correctional institution 

as a whole, the inmates and staff agree that for the most part sexual 

relationships tend to have negative consequences and can create major 

problems for all concerned. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "\Vhat repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 

other inmates and the prison officials?" Of the 61 subjects who were 

members of a family group, only 19.2 percent of inmate subjects indicated 

that non-members of family groups treated them differently while only 

26.4 percent felt the staff treated them differently. In addition, only a few 

of those who indicated treatment by either non-member inmates or staff 

was different stated that treatment was negative. Staff subjects were not 

directly asked about this issue on the survey. Therefore, according to 

surveyed inmate subjects, there appeared to be no differential treatment 
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between members and non-members when dealing with the inmate 

population as a whole and with staff members. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily group have 

on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

This question was measured by several adverse events that created the 

need for correctional officers and/ or the correctional institution to interact 

with inmates in a negative manner. The events were whether or not 

inmates had been involved in fights and, if so, how many fights and 

were they hurt; the number and types of disciplinary cases inmates 

had received during their incarceration; and if inmates have used 

drugs/alcohol during their incarceration at Hilltop or Hobby. 

When comparing members of family groups to those who were non

members, the inmates who were members were less likely to be involved 

in these events than non-members. However, if one takes the percentage 

of inmates within each group (pseudofamily groups v. non-members) 

then, those inmates within the pseudofamily group were much more 

likely than those within the non-membership groups to have been 

involved in one of the adverse events. Therefore, this membership means 

that inmates were much more likely to have received disciplinary cases, 

to be involved in fights and to be hurt, and to use drugs/alcohol while 

incarcerated. 
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Furthermore, 67 percent of the staff subjects indicated that 

pseudofamily groups created a negative impact on the correctional 

institution because of the conflicts which occurred between inmates and 

family members who were, being protective of other family members. 

Ultimately when examining the question as to the impact of 

pseudofamily groups on the correctional institution, the data appear to 

indicate that members in family groups cause fewer problems as a whole 

for the institution. However, this perception is not held by the majority of 

the staff members. In turn, this perception may result in staff members 

being more aware of those inmates who are family members. Therefore, 

the staff may indirectly create an atmosphere where members of family 

groups are targeted more often for disciplinary cases and other adverse 

situations, giving the appearance of creating more problems for 

correctional officers and for the institution itself. 
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Chapter VI 

QUALITATIVE RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the findings obtained from interviews with 

female inmates and the prison staff at the Hilltop and Hobby units. The 

chapter is organized in the following manner: the characteristics of the 

inmate subjects interviewed at both units are described; the general 

findings of the inmate subjects interviewed at both units are discussed; 

six of the research questions are addressed using inmate data obtained 

during the interviews. This section is followed by a description of the staff 

subjects who were interviewed at both units; a discussion of the findings 

based on the staff responses during the interviews follows; and research 

questions are then addressed from data obtained from the staff subjects. 

The chapter concludes with a discussion of the combined findings from 

both the inmates as well as the staff. 

Inmate Demographic Data 

Fifteen inmates were interviewed from each of the two uni ts used in 

this study for a total of thirty interviews. The information concerning the 

respondents' characteristics is reported in Table 22. 

158 



Of the thirty inmates who were randomly chosen to be interviewed, 

the majority were white (46.7%); single (36.7%); and had from one to two 

children (54.5%). The educational level of the subjects represented their 

education prior to their incarceration. This was the preferred data as the 

education level in the survey portion of the study did not designate 

education prior to the subject's current incarceration. However, 60 

percent of the inmates indicated they had less than a high-school 

education which included eight (26.7%) who had less than a ninth grade 

education. In fact, one of the subjects had no formal education beyond the 

second grade. 

TABLE 22. Demographic Characteristics of Inmate Subjects (N=30) 

Characteristic Frequency Percentage 

Race/Ethnicity 
White 14 46. 7 
African American 1 1 3 6. 7 
Hispanic 5 16.6 

Age of Subjects 
22 - 26 5 16.7 
27 - 31 2 6.7 
32 - 36 9 30.0 
37 - 41 9 30.0 
42 - 46 1 3.3 
47 - 51 3 10.0 
52 - 57 1 3.3 

Education 
Less than High Schoola 18 60.0 
High School Diploma 5 16.7 
GEDb 4 13.3 
Some College 3 10.0 
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TABLE 22. Continued 

Characteristic Frequency 

Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Widowed 

Have Children 
Yes 
No 

Number of Childrenc 
1 - 2 
3 - 4 
5 - 6 

Placement of Subject's Childrend 
With Father of Childe 
With Inmate's Mother 
With Other Relatives 
In Foster Care 
With Father's Mother 

Subject's Sexual Preference in Free 
Heterosexual 
Bisexual 
Lesbian 

Family Members Incarcerated (Past 
Sibling 
Husband 
Mother 
Uncle/ Aunt 
Father 
Son 

1 1 
9 
9 
1 

22 
8 

1 2 
7 
3 

10 
7 
5 
3 
1 

world 
1 7 

8 
5 

and Present)f 
7 
4 
4 
3 
1 
1 

a Data include 8 subjects (2(>.7%) who had less than a 9th grade education. 

Percentage 

3 6. 7 
30.0 
30.0 

3.3 

73.4 
26.6 

54. 5 
31.9 
13.6 

45. 6 
31. 8 
22. 7 
13.6 

4.5 

56. 6 
26. 7 
16.7 

43.8 
25 .0 
25 .0 
18.8 

6.3 
6.3 

b Data include only those subjects who had receh·ed their GEDs before being incarcerated. 

c N=22. 

d Child is considered to be 0-16 years and the subject's placement of her children may be 
represented in more than one category. 

e One of the subject's children had been killed the ,veek before the interview in a fire, 
however, since at the time the subject originally agreed to be interviewed and the 
children were still alive and living with their father, the children were included in 
this category. 

f Percentages are based on N= 16 ,vho stated they hm·e or have had relatives incarcerated in jail 
or prison; subject's responses may be included in more than one category. 
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The percentage of those without a high-school diploma is 

much higher than the national average (44%) for females incarcerated 

in state prisons (U. S. Bureau of Justice Statistics Report 2000, p. 9). In 

fact, nationally, state prisons have a higher number of inmates who have 

not completed high school than any other type of correctional institution. 

In addition, according to the 1990 Census, Texas was 3.1 percentage points 

higher than the national rate of 24.8 percent for those in the general 

public over the age of 25 years without a high-school diploma. Ultimately, 

the higher percent of female inmates who have less than a high-school 

diploma may be due, at least in part, to the fact that Texas has a higher 

rate of dropouts in its general population and, therefore, most likely, a 

higher percentage of high-school dropouts in its female prison population. 

The mean age of the sample was 36.2 years with a standard 

deviation of 6.06; the median age was 36 years. Of the 22 inmates who 

had children, the majority (40.9%) of the 57 children they had were 

currently living with their fathers. Furthermore, the majority of the 

subjects were heterosexual (56.6%), and their siblings were the most 

common family members whom they stated had been incarcerated in 

prison at some time. 

Table 23 describes the sample's incarceration characteristics. 

The mean age at the subjects' first conviction was 26 years with a 

standard deviation of 8.7; median age was 25 years. The majority of the 

subjects interviewed had from one to six misdemeanors (50%) and/ or one 

to four felonies (76.6%). In addition, 73.4 percent had been in jail from 
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to four felonies (76.6%). In addition, 73.4 percent had been in jail from 

one to four times for more than three days. Of the thirty inmate subjects 

interviewed, 63.3 percent had only been in prison the one time for their 

current offense while 10 percent had been incarcerated in prison at least 

four times. Nevertheless, 50 percent of the subjects had sentences that 

were at least seventeen years or longer while only 20 percent had 

sentences of eight years or less. Furthermore, 40 percent had already 

served nine years or more on their current offense. 

TABLE 23. Incarceration Characteristics of Inmate Subjects (N=30) 

Characteristic 

Age at First Conviction 
12 - 17 
18 - 23 
24 - 29 
30 - 35 
36 - 41 
42 - 50 

Total Number of Convictions 
Misdemeanors 

None 
1-3 
4-6 
10 - 12 
13 or more 

Felonies 
1 - 2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9 or more 

Frequency 
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5 
7 
9 
3 
4 
2 

8 
9 
6 
2 
5 

13 
10 
2 
3 
2 

Percentage 

16. 7 
23.3 
30.0 
10.0 
13.3 

6.7 

26.6 
30.0 
20.0 

6.7 
16. 7 

43.3 
33.3 

6.7 
10.0 

6.7 



TABLE 23. Continued 

Characteristic 

Number of Times Incarcerated in 
Jail More Than 3 Days 

1 - 2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9 - 10 
More than 10 

Frequency 

16 
6 
1 
4 
1 
2 

Number of Times Incarcerated in Prison3 

One W 
Two 6 
Three 2 
Four 3 

Current Conviction 
Type of Crime 

Drug/ Alcohol Offense 
Violent Crime 
Property Crime 
Auto-Theft 
Sexual Assault of a Minor 
Arson 
Organized Crime 
White-Collar Crime 

Length of Current Sentence 
5-8 
9 - 12 
13 - 16 
17 - 20 
21 - 25 
2 6 or more years 
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8 
8 
7 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 

6 
4 
5 
3 
5 
7 

Percentage 

53.4 
20.0 

3.3 
13.3 

3.3 
6.7 

63.3 
20.0 

6.7 
10.0 

26. 7 
26. 7 
23.3 

6.7 
6.7 
3.3 
3.3 
3.3 

20.0 
13.3 
16. 7 
10.0 
16.7 
23.3 



TABLE 23. Continued 

Characteristic 

Length of Time Incarcerated on 
Current Convictionb 

1 - 4 years 
5 - 8 years 
9 - 12 years 

13 - 16 years 

Frequency 

1 1 
7 

10 
2 

a Number includes the subject's present incarceration 

Percentage 

36. 7 
23.3 
33.3 

6.7 

b Includes the total time served on the subject's current comiction; th-e of the subjects 
\vere back in prison after a parole violation but these subjects included the time 
prior to their parole and the time served since their parole \iolation. 

As was the case with those who completed the survey, the majority of 

subjects interviewed (53.4%) had been convicted of either a violent crime 

or a drug/alcohol offense. Of the eight subjects who had been convicted of 

a violent crime, five had committed murder and one had been convicted of 

attempted murder. The victims included two men who were strangers to 

the subject, one subject's ex-husband, one murder for hire, one child under 

the age of one, and one woman who had been the employer of the inmate. 

The inmate subject who murdered her employer had previously murdered 

another employer. The first murder occurred at the age of fifteen, after 

which she spent two years in a juvenile correctional facility and was then 

set free. However, for the subject's current conviction of murder she was 

given a 99 year sentence. During this incarceration, the inmate subject 

has been part of a voluntary drug program and has gone through 

stipulated anger-management counseling. The subject stated that the 

anger-management program had done more for her than any other 
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program the correctional institution had offered while incarcerated. As 

with many of the women in prison today, this subject had been severely 

abused both sexually and physically during her childhood. 

As stated in Chapter 5, nationally, women in prison who have been 

either physically or sexually abused as children are more likely to have 

committed either a violent crime or some type of drug/alcohol offense. In 

fact, those subjects who completed the survey for this study and stated 

they had been physically and/ or sexually abused as children tended to 

commit violent crimes at a higher rate (41.9% experienced sexual abuse 

as a child and 51.4% experienced physical abuse as a child) then those who 

had not been abused as children. Furthermore, of the five women who had 

murdered someone all but one had been subjected to both physical and 

sexual abuse as a child. The subject who had been convicted of murdering 

her nine-month-old son (due to neglect) was the only inmate subject who 

was physically abused as a child but not sexually abused. The subject who 

was convicted of attempted murder of her daughter-in-law had also been a 

victim of both sexual and physical abuse. Furthermore, all but one of the 

six above mentioned subjects had used and/or were convicted of using 

either/ or both drugs and alcohol. 

Two of the subjects interviewed had been convicted of sexually 

assaulting their daughters. Yet, sexual assault by females is not common. 

As a matter of fact, according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics' report, 

"General Information on Female Offenders" (1998, p.6), women constitute 

only 2 percent of those arrested for sexual assaults in the United States. 
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Therefore, having 6.7 percent of the subjects having committed this type 

of offense is unusual. Nevertheless, in one of the cases, the subject and her 

husband sexually assaulted their daughter from age nine to twelve. 

According to the inmate, the sexual abuse had been at the request of her 

husband who wanted to include the daughter in their sexual relationship. 

Furthermore, the subject stated the same type of abuse had happened to 

her as a child with her mother and the mother's boyfriend. She remarked 

that because of her imprisonment she hoped that her daughter would 

think carefully about not sexually abusing her children when she became 

an adult. However, at the same time, the subject said she felt somewhat 

betrayed by the system because this had happened to her and there had 

been no repercussions in regards to her mother or the boyfriend. This 

particular subject was given a thirty-year sentence and had appeared 

before the parole board four times already and parole had been denied all 

four times. Her husband is also in prison for the same offense. 

The second case of sexual assault was similar to the first. However, in 

this situation the subject and her boyfriend had sexually abused her oldest 

daughter who was approximately eight years old at the time, however, 

the subject was not sure of the exact age. As with the first case of sexual 

assault, the inmate subject had herself been sexually abused as a child. 

Unfortunately, this subject did not feel she could discuss the abuse at the 

time of the interview. Nonetheless, at the time of the sexual assault 

conviction the subject was also convicted of possession of cocaine and was 

given a thirty-year sentence with a flat fifteen years. Ultimately, this 
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meant she must serve at least fifteen years before becoming eligible for 

parole with her first parole hearing scheduled for 2008. 

Sexual and/ or physical abuse is a problem that many of the women 

in this study have faced. Of the thirty inmate subjects interviewed for 

this study, 73.3 percent (22) had been sexually and/or physically abused 

as a child and/or as an adult. Table 24 describes the number of subjects 

who were victims of abuse, the type of abuse, and whether the abuse was 

during their childhood (age 0-16 years), as an adult, or both. 

TABLE 24. Abuse Experienced by Study Participants Prior to Their 
Incarceration (N=22) 

Time of Abuse Occurred 

Childhood (0-16 years) 
Sexual Abuse 
Physical Abuse 
Both Types of Abuse 

Adulthood (17+ years) 
Physical Abuse 
Sexual Abuse 
Both Types of Abuse 

Abused Both as a Child and 
as an Adult 

Frequency 

9 
4 
8 

4 
3 
2 

4 

* Subjects may be represented in more than one category 

Percentage* 

40.9 
18. 2 
36.4 

18.2 
7.3 
9.1 

18.2 

As the table above indicates, of the 22 subjects who stated they had 

experienced some type of abuse, 40.9 percent had been sexually abused as 

a child. In addition, of the thirteen subjects within the category of 
, 

childhood abuse, 61.5 percent were both sexually and physically abused 
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during this period. As an adult, physical abuse was the most common 

(18.2%) among the interviewed subjects while 28.6 percent were victims 

of both types of abuse as an adult. Of the 22 subjects abused, 18.2 percent 

were abused as both a child and as an adult which included two subjects 

(9.1%) who had been victims of both sexual and physical abuse as both a 

child and an adult. 

Inmates during their interview indicated who their perpetrators of 

abuse were and this list included parents, stepparents, foster care parents, 

adopted parents, siblings, grandparents, aunts and uncles, cousins, 

husbands, boyfriends, friends of the family, friends of the subjects, and 

strangers. Of the nine persons stated as perpetrators of physical abuse, 

the mother, the most common abuser, was mentioned by five subjects. 

The next most common physical abuser was the subject's husband, who 

was referred by three of the subjects. Of the twelve perpetrators of sexual 

abuse, the most common three were siblings, uncle, and/ or stranger ( each 

denoted by three subjects) followed by father, grandfather, and husband 

(each cited by two subjects). 

Inmate Findings and Research Questions 

Of the thirty inmates interviewed, six (20%) were members 

of a pseudofamily group. Demographic information concerning 

membership in pseudofamily groups is found in Table 25 below. This 

basic demographic information is provided as the background for an 

examination of the stated research questions of this study. 
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TABLE 25. Demographic Characteristics of Interviewed Members of 
Pseudofamily Groups (N = 6) 

Characteristic 

Racial/Ethnicity 
White 

Frequency 

African American 
Hispanic 

Type of Crime for Current Conviction 
Violent 
Drug/ Alcohol 

Have Children 

Sexual Preference Free World 
Heterosexual 
Bisexual 
Lesbian 

Involvement in a Sexual Relationshipa 

3 
2 
1 

3 
3 

5 

3 
2 
1 

Past Sexual Relationships 5 
Current Sexual Relationships 4 
Both Past and Present 3 

a Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Percentage 

50.0 
23.3 
16.7 

50.0 
50.0 

83.3 

50.0 
33.3 
16.7 

83.3 
66. 7 
50.0 

The majority of the family members were white heterosexuals who had at 

least one child and had committed either a violent crime or a drug/ alcohol 

offense. All six of the members had been involved in a sexual relationship 

sometime during their incarceration. In fact, of the thirty subjects who 

were interviewed, 50 percent had been in a sexual relationship during 

their incarceration. 
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Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/ or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" Subjects who were members of a 

family group were asked why they had joined a pseudofamily group and 

what benefits might accrue from joining for the subject. The subjects 

indicated that membership had been a positive experience for the most 

part. The majority (4 out of 6) indicated they liked the fact they had 

other inmates whom they felt close to and could trust. In fact, trust was a 

big issue as all subjects (members and non-members) discussed the lack of 

being able to trust most of the other inmates and a large percentage of the 

staff. By trust, inmate subjects meant being able to tell another inmate 

something personal and not having the story related to a variety of other 

inmates or the correctional officers. Other aspects were being able to share 

commissary goods without being taken advantage of by other inmates, 

being able to believe what another inmate had said about an event or 

situation, and being able to rely on another inmate during hard times, be 

it .for support, personal material needs (hygiene products and the such), 

and/ or "a shoulder to cry on" and know this person would not "hold this 

over your head later down the road or think of you as being weak." 

Subjects who were members of a family group also indicated that 

feeling like they were still part of a family was a positive part of being 

within a family group. Several subjects who were members stated that 

the family they had formed was a much more loving and caring family 
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than what they had in the free world. In addition, since the majority of 

the subjects in family groups had children, these subjects indicated family 

groups helped because the other family members understood how much 

they missed their children and how difficult it was to hear bad news from 

home, whether the news was about their children or any family member. 

However, five of the six subjects in family groups did express the 

opinion that there are negative aspects to such membership. The main 

negative aspect of membership is the misconception by staff as well as 

some inmates that all the members are lesbians, are constantly engaging 

in homosexual activities or it is all just a "silly and stupid game" or that 

they, in some way, hate their real families. As one subject stated: 

The [correctional] officers just think we are all lesbians. 
That we cause nothing but trouble because of the jealousy 
that often is involved with the girls who are couples and 
having sex. Jealousy is a major problem sometimes between 
those couples but not everyone in a family is doing that 
stuff. Some of us just enjoy being friends and having other 
inmates who we can talk to and share our troubles with. 
Nothin more! 

Another inmate expressed that "even though the family groups are make

believe and some may think of it as a game, it does help to pass the long 

days and nights. So, if it helps, why not reduce the pain of having to spend 

day in and day out in this hell-hole." However, several other members 

did express that the best way to stay out of trouble with the correctional 

officers is to stay out of the family groups and have no other type of 

relationship that is not seen as "normal" between same-sex individuals. 

171 



Subjects who were members of a family group were also asked if their 

family of origin knew about their pseudofamily group and if they treated 

the subjects any differently because of their membership. All six of the 

subjects stated their families knew and, even though some of them did not 

understand the point of such groups, none of the subjects felt their free 

world families treated them any differently. 

Non-members were asked why they had not joined a family group. 

Of the 24 subjects who had not joined a family group, 75 percent (18) 

stated that joining a family group would just cause them more trouble 

than it was worth. Several of the non-members indicated that the 

"correctional officers know who are in these groups" and often "hassle" the 

inmates involved. 

Another problem non-member subjects expressed about family 

groups was the belief that some of the family members try to take 

advantage of other members in the groups. The question of commissary 

was noted by several of the non-member subjects as something that 

several members would "scam" from other members. Subjects indicated 

this was certainly one of the reasons they would not get involved in family 

groups. One subject stated "I don't want no one to think they can have a 

free ride off of me just because I have money on my books. That money is 

for me and not to keep some Sugar Daddy in snacks and hygiene products." 

Another non-member indicated that inmates are "not the type of people" 

she wants in any group she calls family. "None of these women would I 
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call Mom-Mom. I would be ashamed to have these women as part of my 

family. They're just a bunch of nasty, dirty, and immoral convicts." 

Other subjects stated that one of their biggest fears was getting a case 

(disciplinary action resulting in some type of punishment or reprimand), 

and they said the best way to get a case was to get involved in either a 

sexual relationship or a family group or both. Therefore, many of the non

members, as members, stated the best way to "do your time" and not 

cause yourself additional problems was to stay to yourself and not depend 

on other inmates for anything. 

Ultimately, as was the case with those surveyed, members do view 

family groups mainly as a positive aspect of their existence while non

members felt that not becoming a member of a family group was much 

smarter and much less "hassle." However, it is worth noting that 

according to those who were interviewed, in contrast to those who 

completed the questionnaires, member and non-member subjects 

indicated that the staff did treat family members differently. The 

majority (67%), in fact, indicated the treatment was negative and could 

create additional problems for inmates who were involved in these family 

groups. The main reason inmates gave for this differential treatment was 

that the staff, as did many non-members, believed that homosexual 

activities were a major part of the family dynamics. 
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Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" 

When subjects were asked how membership in a pseudofamily was 

initiated, the majority (4 out of 6) stated they had just gotten with other 

inmates who they got along with and formed a family group. Two of the 

members were basically asked to join because they had become friends 

with one of the other members. 

Pseudofamily groups, according to all six of the members, were not 

the norm within the prison setting. Actually, sexual relationships and 

what has been referred to as love relationships in this study are more 

prevalent among the female inmates than are pseudofamily groups. 

Family groups tend to be more permanent and longer lasting than either 

the love or the sexual relationships; so, fewer inmates seem to be members. 

According to members and some non-members of family groups, sexual 

relationships tended to be more about one inmate's possibly taking 

advantage of another while family groups are more about support, non

sexual companionship, and the need to not feel alone. 

The majority of subjects (4 out of 6) who were members of a family 

group tended to take a more dominant role in the family group. The one 

lesbian who was a member of a family group played the sister role in her 

group; however, two of the heterosexuals and two of the bisexuals played 

more typical male roles of father and/ or brother. In one group, there was 
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a mother and father present but they were non-sexual with each other as 

the roles were in name only. However, the subjects did indicate that more 

of the members tended to play more passive roles such as mother, sister, or 

grandmother. 

Members were questioned as to how the role(s) they played were 

created. Did the subject choose her role or was it somehow chosen for her? 

All six of the members stated they had chosen the role(s) they played, and 

they picked roles they were most comfortable with in the family. The 

member who was a lesbian in the free world stated that she had always 

taken a more feminine role prior to her incarceration and this was most 

natural to her. The three bisexual subjects stated they often played either 

a passive or dominant role in the free world. Their partners often dictated 

which role, if any, was taken. However, in the prison settings two of the 

bisexuals and two of the heterosexuals expressed the idea that a dominant 

role afforded one "more luxury" in the way they were treated. A typically 

masculine role meant that they were treated with more respect and were 

often "catered to by the more feminine group members." However, this 

statement also meant they were expected to be more protective of the 

members, and, as one subject expressed, those who took dominant roles 

were expected to "stand up against other inmates if members were being 

hassled." 

As was indicated in the survey section of this study, when evaluating 

the initiation into a family group and what role(s) members might play, 

membership seemed to just happen, and the members chose the role or 
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roles that felt most comfortable within the family group. Members did 

indicate that passive or feminine roles were more prevalent, but they also 

stated that dominant roles do have both positive and negative benefits. 

The positive aspect was the respect one got and being taken care of by the 

more feminine members. The negative aspect, at least to some of the 

subjects, was the likelihood that they might "catch" a case due to playing 

"the protective Butch role." However, two of the subjects indicated that 

being dominant was what they enjoyed. As one inmate expressed, 

"Being the Butch was about protecting and watching out for family 

members. Besides, that was one of the good thing about being in a family, 

there was a certain amount of security involved in numbers." 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Subjects who were 

members of a family group stated that sexual relationships were not 

expected as part of the membership in a family group. As stated earlier, 

members might play the role of mother and father and not be in a sexual 

relationship or, for that matter, in any type of relationship other than as a 

family member. However, five of the subjects who were members had 

been in a sexual relationship but not with members of their family groups. 

Only one of the members was currently sexually involved with a member 

of her family group. 
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When the subjects were asked why they were involved in these 

relationships, four of the six stated it was both to be close to someone and 

have someone to be intimate with but this did not always mean sex. As 

one subject stated, "I enjoy being close in a way that only lovers can be 

close and this does not mean having sex but someone to hug, kiss and to 

share intimate moments when they do occur." All six of the subjects 

indicated they were in love or at least thought they were in love with the 

person at the time the relationship started. One of the subjects explained 

... that being in love, particularly new love, in a place like 
prison can take the edge off at least for a while. However, 
once your feet hit the ground again, you are faced with a 
dozen other inmates trying to push in on your situation. No 
one respects being in a relationship. Other inmates are always 
trying to mess things up and get your girl to cheat. This is 
what causes the problems between couples and other inmates. 

None of the subjects who were family members expressed the need to 

be in a sexual relationship to gain materially, such as extra food, hygiene 

products, or the like. However, all six did say that in a relationship, 

sharing became a natural part of the relationship and having a partner 

helped when you needed extras. 

Ultimately, when examining how sexual relationships may or may 

not be an important aspect of being a member in a pseudofamily group, 

the subjects who were interviewed and were members of a family group all 

indicated that sexual relationships were not important to the family 

dynamics. However, all six did express that their sexual relationships had 

been important to them while incarcerated. Nonetheless, four did state 
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that they regretted having sexual contact with some of the people they 

had become involved with and if they had it to do over, they would not 

become sexually involved with these same inmates. This suggests that 

some of the inmates might have had a difficult relationship or that the 

relationship had created additional problems with correctional officers or 

the institution itself. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, the inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself which includes any 

correctional officers?" Of the thirty inmate subjects interviewed, fifteen 

had, during some period of their incarceration, been involved in a sexual 

relationship. Of this fifteen, the majority (10) were involved in sexual 

relationships both in the past and presently. The remaining five subjects 

stated they had been involved in this type of relationship only in the past. 

In addition, only two of the fifteen had been part of a mock marriage 

ceremony with another inmate. 

However, the majority (80%) of subjects noted that the term "sexual 

relationship" is somewhat misleading. Subjects explained that actual 

sexual contact, as defined by this study, was not common. Instead, sexual 

contact tended to occur only occasionally when the " ... situation and 

timing is right which just does not occur on a regular basis." In fact, of the 

fifteen inmate subjects who were involved or had been involved in a sexual 
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relationship, only five stated they had sexual contact more than two or 

three times in a three-month period. 

On the other hand, several (8) of the subjects who had not been in 

such a relationship indicated that actual sexual contact, as defined by this 

study, occurred frequently in the day room while other inmates were 

watching television or talking to each other. One inmate explained that 

... ·some of the inmates in my pod have sex right 
there in the day room where anyone who wants to look 
can. They do it right there on the bench while everyone is 
watching 1V. These girls have no respect for themselves or 
for anyone that knows this kind of behavior is wrong. 

Five of the subjects who were involved in sexual relationships also 

stated that some of the inmates do get " ... nasty and do things sexually 

that should be reserved for when they are in one of their own cells with the 

door closed." However, having an inmate in your cell who does not live 

there and with the door closed is a violation in and of its elf. Therefore, if 

the inmates are caught having sex and being in the wrong place at the 

same time, the result will most likely be a major disciplinary case with 

serious consequences. Major disciplinary cases can result in some of the 

following punishment: having your line taken (the line level an inmate 

has determines the type of privileges she may receive); being put in to 

medium or closed-custody, not being able to make commissary; losing good 

time, cell confinement, or any combination of these. Consequently, 

having sex whether in or out of the other inmates' visual sight may result 
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in a case and the repercussion may be more than the inmate is prepared to 

receive. 

As stated earlier, members of family groups had indicated that 

material gain was not directly one of the reasons they were involved in 

such a sexual relationship. The concept of sharing was important, but this 

did not mean the sharing was forced or was done to manipulate the 

partner. The same can be said of the majority of the subjects (12) who 

were involved in such relationships. Sharing commissary and/or other 

things was just one of the benefits of having a partner. 

However, numerous subjects who had not been in this type of 

relationship or family group viewed the sharing as a manipulation of one 

inmate by another. One inmate indicated that " ... 89 percent of inmates 

involved in sexual relationships or these families are in it for the money, so 

they can make store [commissary]." Another inmate stated " ... that 

relationships are all about commissary and this is referred to as a 

commissary trick." In addition, at least six of the subjects who had not 

been involved in a sexual relationship and three who had been involved in 

this type of relationship stated that " ... black inmates try to get over on 

the younger white inmates." These subjects went on to say that black 

female inmates often took advantage of white inmates who were younger 

and had money on their accounts. 

Nevertheless, such sharing could occur only when both members of 

the relationship are in the same setting or unit. For example, the subjects 

discussed that if one of the partners was put in closed-custody, then, no 
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contact was allowed and neither partner would be able to rely directly on 

the other. If a partner who was not in closed-custody did not have money 

on her account, then, this fact could make it difficult. However, if she was 

in a family group, other members of the group would help her until the 

partner returned to the general population or the inmate not in closed

custody received money on her account. In some incidents, money on 

one's account sometimes came from the partner's family or whoever was 

supplying funds to the inmate. Therefore, the inmate who was not in 

closed-custody and had no money on her account could still be helped by 

the partner's source of funding. 

By the same token, seven of the fifteen subjects involved in a sexual 

relationship stated that if their partner was sent to closed-custody then 

they too would try to get a case in order to be sent to closed-custody. One of 

the subjects had actually gotten a major case in order to be with her 

partner who was being held in closed-custody. In this way, she and her 

partner could periodically see each other and talk to each other. 

However, talking to each other in this situation was not the same as in 

other parts of the unit; instead this "talking" meant that they would yell 

from one cell to another. Furthermore, the yelling could be both loving 

and at times very hateful. 

As it happens, the researcher was able to witness the display of such 

an occurrence while in the closed-custody pod. The researcher had been in 

the closed-custody area in order to give these inmates the opportunity to 

complete the study's questionnaire. During the several hour period the 
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researcher was in this pod, numerous inmates were talking to each other 

by yelling from one cell to another. Two inmates were having a 

disagreement and were screaming, from one cell to another, a variety of 

offensive names and obscenities. One of the correctional officers was asked 

what was the problem between these two inmates. The officer replied that 

the inmates were "lovers" and they " ... were having a lovers' spat." The 

officer went on to say " ... this type of exchange occurs on a regular basis 

and in an hour or two, these two inmates will be saying how much they 

love each other." 

When the subjects were asked what percentage of inmates at their 

unit were involved in sexual relationships, the majority (83.3%) of the 

subjects indicated these types of relationships were very common (50% or 

higher). Still, percentages ranged from a low of 20 percent to a high of 90 

percent of the inmates in their perspective unit being involved in such 

relationships. 

Subjects were also asked if those . in sexual relationships had problems 

with jealousy and fighting. All but one of the thirty subjects answered in 

the affirmative to these two questions. The subjects indicated that 

jealousy stems from many of the inmates' not staying in one relationship 

for very long and, this in turn, occurs for a number of reasons. According 

to various inmates, the majority of the relationships are short-lived 

because of the constant changes the inmates must endure. These could 

include: the change in living quarters within the same unit, the change 

in moving from one unit to another for a particular program, or changes 
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in treatment for numerous reasons. In addition, the change in work 

assignments where those working in the same area live together, the 

changes that occur in the individuals themselves because of alterations in 

their sentence (good or bad), and the changes in their free world family 

situations can all cause disruptions within the inmate's relationship. 

Such changes create tension and distance between partners which can 

ultimately cause many of the relationships to have major problems and, 

as a consequence, those involved begin look to other inmates for what they 

want or need. 

Furthermore, according to those subjects interviewed, other aspects 

that created jealousy among couples involved the money or the lack of 

money one partner or another had on her account. In addition, there were 

differences in attitudes and expectations about being monogamous; there 

were racial differences and/or individual insecurities; there were gender 

differences and obvious differences in expectations as related to the roles 

that partners played within a relationship which all could cause severe 

repercussions in the relationship. Ultimately, subjects stated that jealousy 

was the main "killer" of even a good relationship, as jealousy never 

resulted in a "good end for the inmates or the relationship." 

Furthermore, according to over half the subjects, the majority of the 

fights that occurred on their unit were caused by jealousy between 

partners. Needless to say, these fights usually involved the partners in 

the relationship or one partner and another inmate or inmates. Ten of the 

subjects stated they had cases that involved fighting with either their 
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partner or with other inmates over their partner. However, subjects also 

indicated that a large percentage of these fights were never detected by 

the correctional officers. In fact, one subject stated that " ... officers 

sometimes just look the other way, particularly if the fight involves 

someone they do not like or [someone] has been disrespectful to them in the 

past." 

Whether some of the fights are detected by correctional officers or 

not, more than 75 percent of the subjects stated fights occur regularly. In 

addition, many of the fights do result in major cases being given to the 

inmates involved. Cases, as indicated earlier, can create additional 

problems for the inmate within the correctional institution and can even 

result in their chances for parole being temporarily denied. 

Therefore, the impact of sexual relationships for those involved, those 

not involved, and the correctional institution appears to be principally 

negative. However, those involved in these relationships, as was the case 

with the findings from the survey, seemed to be less likely to agree that all 

of these relationships are ultimately damaging to them as inmates. As one 

subject explained: 

My relationships have been very helpful to me in the way I 
have done my time. I honestly believe that if the prison 
would pay less attention to these relationships then there 
would not be as many problems associated with the inmates 
involved. 

However, those not involved in these relationships felt they were having 

to deal with all the adverse results of the jealousy and fighting that 
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occurred between partners. In addition, several of the subjects felt it was 

wrong to be subjected to inmates' having sexual contact in front of them, 

particularly for those who viewed homosexuality as morally wrong and/ or 

a mortal sin in their eyes. 

As to the impact on the correctional institution and the officers, the 

majority of the subjects did state that fights happened frequently which 

meant that correctional officers and the institution itself had to deal with 

the inmates who were caught fighting and those who were possibly injured 

on a regular basis. Therefore, the time and resources it took in writing up 

cases, processing the cases and carrying out the punishment could, in fact, 

create substantial stress on the system as a whole. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 

other inmates and the prison officials?" As stated in discussing research 

question 1, members of family groups expressed the belief that inmates 

and staff members treated them differently because of the perception that 

membership in a family group equated to homosexual behavior and that 

numerous problems between family members and other inmates were 

constantly created. 

Part of the problem seemed to be that non-members and staff often 

did not comprehend the reasons for inmates' becoming involved in such 

groups and the reality of what was actually taking place within the family 
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group. While talking to several of the subjects who were non-members, 

the researcher noticed that these inmates seemed angry and/ or hurt when 

discussing the family groups. The body language and the negative words 

they used to describe such groups clearly indicated to the researcher that 

many of the non-members had serious misgivings and almost hostile 

feelings toward these groups and their members. 

The attitude of the non-members may be explained by the fact that 

eight of the non-member subjects indicated that the inmates who were 

involved in family groups frequently gave other inmates a difficult time 

about not becoming a member of a family group and/ or would "hassle" 

other inmates about a variety of different situations that non-members did 

not view as important. Some of the non-members felt this was 

harassment and was part of the game of being in a family group. 

According to these eight non-members, these family members were 

basically showing what they believed to be strength and dominance over 

other inmates, particularly "the weaker and more fragile" inmates who 

were either "newbies" (inmates who had just been sentenced to prison for 

the first time), were naturally timid, were mentally slow and/or 

uneducated. For many of the non-member subjects, this type of 

harassment was not looked upon favorably. 

The findings suggest that in terms of non-members' attitudes and 

feelings regarding pseudofamily groups and the individuals in these 

groups, the most obvious consequence appears to be that members and the 

groups 
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themselves are thought of in a very negative mode and most likely are 

treated negatively by some of the non-member inmates. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily groups have 

on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

In order to measure the extent of the impact of pseudofamily groups on the 

the correctional institution as a whole, the subjects were asked various 

questions concerning situations and events which could result in the 

institution's having to delegate more resources and manpower to those 

involved in these adverse occurrences. Events and situations could 

include any incident that resulted in a correctional officer's writing a 

disciplinary case on one inmate or a number of inmates. For example, a 

disciplinary case might be written for the following: fighting with 

another inmate or staff member, the possession of any type of contraband, 

the occurrence of intimate contact between inmates, the use of 

drugs/alcohol while incarcerated (including tobacco), the disobedience of 

direct orders given by correctional staff, the refusal to work, the 

occurrence of being out of place, the tattooing of another inmate, the 

solicition of illegal goods, and the creation of any type of disturbance. 

Whether the disciplinary case was a major or minor one would dictate the 

extent of the work involved to process the case by correctional officers. If 

the case was major three or more staff members might be involved in 

processing the case, delegating and carrying the punishment to 
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completion. If the case was minor then fewer individuals would be 

involved. However, all cases do involve some type of administrative 

manpower and human resources. Therefore, subjects were asked the 

number and types of cases they had received since the start of their 

incarceration on their current sentence. Pseudofamily members' 

occurrence of major and minor cases were compared with those who were 

non-members to examine the differences between the types (major or 

minor) of cases each group was likely to have received while incarcerated. 

Of the thirty subjects who were interviewed, only five of the non

members and one member of a family group had not received any type of 

disciplinary case while incarcerated on their current conviction. 

Therefore, 79.2 percent of non-members and 83.3 percent of members had 

received disciplinary cases. Table 26 describes the numbers and types of 

cases by both members and non-members of family groups. 

As is indicated from the table below, members of family groups had 

more cases overall as well as more major cases. Nevertheless, the 

percentage of non-members who had minor cases (47.4%) was higher than 

members of family groups (40%). Although more than twice as many 

non-members had received from one to two cases, the members of 

family groups were twice as likely to have received three to six cases than 

were non-members. As to the type of disciplinary case members or non

members had received, the members were more likely to have received 

cases for fighting, for contraband, and for sexual misconduct while non-
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members were more likely to have received cases for weapons, for 

insubordination to an officer, or for some other type of case. 

TABLE 26. Number and Type of Disciplinary Cases of Interviewed 
Members and Non-Members of Family Groups 

Have Disciplinary Cases 

Major Cases 
Minor Cases 

Number of disciplinary cases 
1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7+ 

Type of disciplinary casec 
Fights 
Weapons 
Contraband 
Insubordination 
Sexual Misconduct 
Other 

Membersa 

83.3 
(N=6) 

80.0 
40.0 

20.0 
40.0 
20.0 
20.0 

80.0 
0.0 

20.0 
20.0 
40.0 
60.0 

a Except ,,vhere noted, percentages arc based on members N=5. 

b Except where noted, percentages are based on non-members N =I(). 

c Subjects may be represented in more than one category. 

Non-Membersb 

79.2 
(N=24) 

73.6 
47.4 

52.6 
21.1 
10.5 
15.8 

31.6 
5.2 

15.8 
21.0 
36.8 
73.6 

As was the case with the examination of those inmate subjects who 

had completed the questionnaire, members of family groups were more 

likely to have received more cases and often more serious cases within 

their group. However, when considering the fact that members of family 

groups constituted a smaller percentage of the inmate population at both 
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units, one could draw the conclusion, on the whole, that non-members of 

family groups represented a larger drain on manpower and resources 

when taking into consideration adverse events occurring on the units. 

Therefore, the data suggest that the impact of family groups could be 

viewed as negative particularly if these groups represented a much larger 

percentage of the female prison population. On the other hand, members 

within the family groups may be singled out more often by correctional 

officers due to the preconceived notion that members are trouble makers 

and are involved in unwholesome or questionable behavior. 

Staff Demographic Data 

Five staff members from the Hilltop Unit and five staff members 

from the Hobby Unit were interviewed, for a total of ten subjects. The 

information concerning the respondents' characteristics is reported in 

Table 27. Of the ten staff members who were interviewed for this study, 

70 percent of the staff were white, married females who had either some 

college (30%) or an Associate degree (50%). The mean age of the staff 

sample was 45.7 years with a standard deviation of 7.5 while the median 

age was 44 years. The mean length of time staff subjects had worked for 

TDCJ was 12. 7 years with the shortest time being 5 years and the longest 

being 20 years. The majority of the subjects (60%) stated they liked 

working with female inmates, and the reasons they expressed were a 

feeling of being much safer due to fewer, less serious physical fights 
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as well as the belief that female inmates were more content on the whole 

than were male inmates. 

TABLE 27. Demographic Characteristics of Staff Subjects (N=l0) 

Characteristic Frequency 

Sex of Subjects 
Female 
Male 

Race/Ethnicity 
White 
African American 
Hispanic 

Age of Subjects 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 

Martial Status 
Married 
Divorced 
Single 
Widowed 

Highest Grade Completed 
GED 
High School 
Some College 
Associate Degree 

Length of Time at Current Unit 
4-7 years 
8-11 years 
12-15 years 
16-19 years 
20 years 

Like Working With Female Inmates 
Yes 
Sometimes 
No 
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7 
3 

7 
2 
1 

3 
3 
4 

7 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
3 
5 

3 
2 
2 
1 
2 

6 
2 
2 

Percentage 

70.0 
30.0 

70.0 
20.0 
10.0 

30.0 
30.0 
40.0 

70.0 
10.0 
10.0 
10.0 

10.0 
10.0 
30.0 
50.0 

30.0 
20.0 
20.0 
10.0 
20.0 

60.0 
20.0 
20.0 



Of the ten staff subjects, two of the subjects had worked with female 

inmates only. Of the three males, one stated that he would rather work 

with males due to the fact that female inmates communicated much 

differently than male inmates. However, he did state he liked his job and 

working with female inmates had taught him a great deal about how to 

interact with females in general. This subject went on to express that too 

many of the male correctional officers had to learn how to deal with female 

inmates by trial and error. He meant that male correctional officers are 

not given additional training on how best to interact with female inmates 

in order to achieve the intended goal. Female inmates are always asking 

"why and how come" they must do this or that and are not satisfied with 

an answer like "because I told you so." On the other hand, male inmates 

are more likely to just do what they are told and not ask questions. 

Therefore, according to both male and female staff members, working with 

female inmates can be difficult if the correctional officers are reluctant to 

communicate fully when asking the inmate to do a variety of different 

tasks. 

Staff Findings and Research Questions 

The majority (80%) of the staff subjects interviewed were either a 

correctional officer at the time of the interview or had been an officer at 

some period during their employment with TDCJ. The two subjects who 

had not been correctional officers, worked with female inmates directly 

but their jobs did not require continuous interaction with inmates as was 
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the case with correctional officers. Nevertheless, all of those interviewed 

were able to give significant information about the day-to-day existence of 

the average inmate and their own attitudes concerning a variety of 

situations and events. 

The staff subjects frequently revealed a great deal about their own 

biases and feelings about their job and those whom they worked with, be it 

other staff members or the inmates themselves.' Furthermore, considering 

both units were located in rural areas of Texas, and the correctional 

institutions were usually viewed as the best employer in their area, this 

left several of the subjects feeling that working for TDCJ was the only 

opportunity they had for a real future or retirement. In tum, this 

typically made the subject feel less than satisfied with his/her position 

and, in some cases, to even feel trapped in working with a group of 

individuals with whom the general population would consider the least 

desirable for interaction on an everyday basis. Ultimately, the lack of 

enthusiasm for working at a correctional facility appeared to create anger 

and frustration for some of the subjects and, in turn, these feelings were 

commonly projected onto the inmates under their control. 

Therefore, with the above in mind it is not surprising that several of 

the staff subjects spoke harshly about the inmates and expressed little 

empathy for the position some of the inmates found themselves to be in at 
• 

the unit. However, this does not mean that the information obtained was 

invalid but more that the information may appear to be more negative 

than may really be the case under more favorable working conditions. 
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Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/ or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" First, all ten of the staff members 

interviewed were aware of pseudofamily groups. However, the answers 

about how many of the inmates were involved in family groups were 

varied and ranged from very few inmates to a large percentage of the 

inmates. Generally, the staff subjects at the Hilltop unit indicated that 

there were not many family groups on the unit while those at the Hobby 

unit indicated many inmates were involved in such groups. 

Staff subjects were then asked why they thought inmates joined 

these family groups. The majority (70%) stated that inmates joined 

family groups for several reasons. These reasons included support, 

protection from other inmates, and commissary purposes (acquiring food 

items and hygiene products from those who had money on their books). 

The remaining three subjects indicated they felt that the more aggressive 

inmates joined strictly for the purpose of taking advantage of the weaker 

inmates. Five of the subjects indicated that frequently black inmates took 

advantage of inexperienced white inmates for the purpose of getting as 

much of the weaker inmates' commissary goods as was possible. As one 

staff member related, 

The white girls tend to have money on their books more often 
than black girls. This means that in order for these [black] girls to 
have some of the stuff they need to live more comfortably, they 
[blacks]will join a group or become involved with those who 
are most likely to have commissary [goods] on a regular basis. 
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Another staff subject suggested that pseudofamily groups were similar to 

gangs but without the extreme violence usually associated with such 

groups in the free world or those in male prisons. 

When questioned about what the advantages might be for those who 

did not join family groups, eight subjects indicated that it was much better 

for the inmate not to join because the lack of membership created less 

opportunity for disciplinary cases and involvement in fights. These 

subjects agreed that the less involvement inmates had with other inmates 

on a personal level the better off the inmate would be during their 

incarceration. 

According to the staff, the benefits of joining a family group would be 

the opportunity to have friendly support, to have protection against other 

inmates, and to have the chance to obtain commissary items which an 

inmate might not otherwise be able to possess. However, this membership 

did not come without its problems such as creating more opportunities to 

be in fights and/or "catch" a disciplinary case. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is the membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" 

Staff subjects were asked what percentage of inmates took a dominant role 

compared to a more passive role within the family groups. The majority 

(80%) of the staff stated that more inmates played passive roles (typically 
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female roles such as mother, sister, or wife) than played dominant roles 

(typically male roles such as father, brother, or husband). However, none 

of the staff subjects seemed to know actually how the inmates decided what 

roles they would play vVithin the family grouping. .A.s one subject stated, 

It is amazing the changes some of these women go through in their 
appearance. A new inmate may come in looking very much 
like you would expect most women to look like. She might be 
wearing make-up, have long hair or a haircut that is attractive, 
and behave in a feminine way. Then in a month or two this 
same inmate has her hair cut like a man's, she walks like a 
football player, and wears shoes that look like combat boots. 
This inmate has gone totally opposite to what she was when 
she first came on the unit. Then, during visitations with her 
family, kids, husband and/ or boyfriend she once again has her 
make-up on, her hair done, and acting very much like she did 
when she first came on the unit. If her boyfriend or husband 
is here, she will be kissing and hugging on him. Then five 
minutes after everyone leaves she is right back acting like a guy 
which may include flirting and hanging all over her girlfriend. 
It is just bizarre to watch sometimes. 

Other staff subjects made very similar observations about the inmates. 

However, the majority of these comments were reserved for those inmates 

who acted masculine as compared to acting feminine or, in other words, 

violated traditional sex-role norms. Nevertheless, subjects did express 

the fact that they were amused when an inmate who played "the 

female part in a family group" would act very much the same vVith her 

husband/boyfriend as she did with her girlfriend, meaning that the 

inmate would be very physically "cozy" with both her male partner(s) 

from the free world and her female partner on the unit. 
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Consequently, subjects did give the impression that more of the 

family members played passive roles (mother, sister, wife) than more 

dominant roles (father, brother, husband) but also the subjects were not 

completely sure how these roles were decided within the groups. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Frequently, the staff 

subjects used similar comments about the family groups and the sexual 

relationships, relating one with the other. At least seven of the ten staff 

subjects indicated that family groups and sexual relationships went "hand 

in hand." However, subjects did realize that the number of inmates 

involved in sexual relationships (who most considered a larger percentage 

of the total inmate population) were not only confined to those in family 

groups but were quite prevalent in the population of non-member 

inmates. Nevertheless, four of the staff subjects indicated that as many as 

90 percent of the inmates were either involved in a sexual relationship 

and/or a family group. Five other subjects said that the percentage of 

inmates involved in both sexual relationships and family groups was high 

but did not want to report just how high they thought the percentage 

might be among members. Furthermore, 40 percent of the staff subjects 

found the idea of sexual relationships between female inmates as 

repulsive. 
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Therefore, most of the staff appeared to believe that an inmate who is 

involved in a family group is most likely involved in a sexual relationship 

too, be it with another family member or a non-member. In the long run, 

the attitude of the staff members that family membership equates to 

sexual relationships is very much the same idea as presented in numerous 

studies relating to family groupings (Ward and Kassebaum 1964; 

Giallombardo 1966; Propper 1982; Leger 1987). Each of these studies 

indicated that family membership also meant having sexual relationships 

with those within the group. However, according to the inmates who were 

members in this particular study, this was not necessarily the case. Of 

those inmates interviewed, only one of the six members had a relationship 

with someone who was in her family group. The remaining five had been 

involved with inmates who were not members of her family group. 

Therefore, the perception of the staff about the importance or prevalence of 

sexual relationships within family groups may very well be an 

assumption that is wrong to a great extent. 

Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, the inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself which includes any 

correctional officers?" Frequently, when discussing family groups and the 

likelihood that members were also involved in sexual relationships, the 

reasons for inmates' becoming involved in sexual relationships were often 
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expressed. Three of the subjects suggested that the relationships were 

nothing more than a game that created a great deal of conflict between 

various inmates. In addition, five of the staff indicated, once again, that 

many of the black inmates became involved in order to take advantage of 

those inmates who "made commissary every week." As stated earlier, the 

staff subjects particular believed that white inmates were regularly 

manipulated by black inmates. One of the staff stated 

A large percentage of black girls in these relationships are 
bull-dykes while white inmates tend to be straight but get 
caught up in the game and the need for someone to care 
about them. Therefore, the black girls will become involved 
with white girls who have money on their books and can give 
them [black inmates] the things they can't purchase for 
themselves. In addition, some of these inmates [black inmates] 
will go from one relationship to another depending on who they 
[black inmates] can take the most advantage of. 

Therefore, according to half of the staff subjects, the involvement in sexual 

relationships was not just for sexual pleasure, companionship, or 

protection but was also for the material comfort that commissary goods 

brought to their lives. 

Staff subjects were then asked their opinion about the problems that 

sexual relationships caused the prison as a whole. All ten of the subjects 

indicated that "coupling" was a major problem for the correctional 

institution. In fact, more than half (7) indicated that sexual relationships 

both directly and indirectly created the majority of the problems the staff 

had with inmates. Some of these problems included fights between 

inmates (due to jealousy); illicit economic activities (including items that 
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had been sold, loaned, traded, or given as a gift to another inmate whether 

freely or by manipulation); the inmates being out of place or where they 

did not belong; and, of course, the variety of sexual activities that took 

place between inmates. However, it is important to mention that six of the 

staff subjects indicated that only a small percentage of inmates were 

caught actually having sexual conduct as defined by this study. The 

majority of sexual misconduct was kissing, hugging, and various acts of 

touching that one staff subject expressed was similar to what some people 

might refer to as "heavy petting" (touching or caressing of sexual body 

parts in an intimate way). 

The researcher did find it interesting that one of the subjects stated 

that the majority of problems the correctional institution faced with 

inmates were indirectly the result of correctional officers' treatment of 

inmates. This staff subject indicated that correctional officers, whether 

knowingly or not, created problems between inmates by sometimes 

instigating conflict between the inmates who were intimately involved 

with each other or with other inmates, thereby ignoring problems 

occurring between two or more inmates which eventually resulted in 

serious conflicts or fights. Sometimes the correctional officers would pit 

two or more inmates against each other for various reasons (i.e., 

correctional officers liking one or more inmates and disliking others and, 

therefore, saying things or doing things that were obviously biased toward 

one group or another) and/or creating an atmosphere of distrust between 

different individuals and/or groups. 
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illtimately, according to staff subjects, the impact of sexual 

relationships on the inmates and the correctional institution as a whole 

was negative. Furthermore, some of this negativity may be indirectly 

caused by the attitudes projected by correctional officers toward those in 

sexual relationships with the resulting creation of conflict caused by 

jealousy between inmates and the correctional officers' biases toward 

various individuals or groups. 

Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 

other inmates and the prison officials?" Specific questions were not 

directed to staff subjects concerning this particular research question. 

However, the language used to describe such family groups and their 

members indicated to the researcher that such groups and individuals 

were not looked upon favorably by the staff members interviewed. 

Therefore, the negative repercussions toward the members of such family 

groups may result from staff members' adverse attitudes and beliefs about 

the members themselves and the groups as a whole. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily groups 

have on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

Staff subjects were asked to rank the impact of pseudofamily groups on the 

correctional facility on a scale from 1 (very negative) to 7 (very positive). 
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Of the nine subjects who answered this question, six indicated that if one 

included the sexual contact that was frequently part of these groups then 

the impact was between a 1 (very negative) and 2 (moderately negative) 

on the above scale. However, if the pseudofamily groups were viewed as 

nothing more than a "group of inmates playing house" then the impact 

was less negative and would be ranked closer to a 3 (only slightly 

negative). Two subjects indicated that pseudofamily groups were not that 

common and, therefore, most likely ranked as a 3 (only slightly negative). 

One subject stated that the groups could be positive and, therefore, were a 

5 (slightly positive) or 6 (moderately positive). Thus, according to most of 

the staff, pseudofamily groups were frequently viewed as causing 

problems for the correctional facility. 

Summary of Qualitative Findings 

The following section is a brief discussion of the combined findings of 

inmates and staff members for the qualitative part of this study. A 

general discussion of the subjects interviewed will be followed by a 

discussion of each research question as it relates to the combined findings 

for both inmates and staff members. 

Findings Related to Inmate and Staff Interviews 

Inmate Subjects 

Of the thirty inmates interviewed for this study, the largest sample 

group was white inmates (46.7%) who were single (36.7%); had less than 
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a high school education (60%); and had from one to two children (54.5%). 

The mean age of the inmate subjects was 36.2 years, and more than half 

of the subjects were heterosexual (56.6%). In addition, of the sixteen 

subjects who have/had family members incarcerated, the most common 

member was a sibling. 

When examining the subjects' criminal history, 50 percent of the 

inmates had been convicted of up to six misdemeanors and 76.6% had 

been convicted of four or more felonies. The mean age of the inmate 

subjects' first conviction was 26 years and 63.3 percent had not been 

incarcerated in prison prior to their current conviction. Of the thirty 

inmate subjects, 50 percent had already served at least nine years of their 

sentence while half had sentences of seventeen years or more. The most 

common crimes committed by these subjects were drug/alcohol offenses or 

violent crimes (26.7% each) with property crimes only slightly less 

common (23.3%). 

Almost three-quarters of the subjects interviewed had been either 

sexually or physically abused or both during their lifetime. In addition, as 

a child, sexual abuse was more prevalent while, as an adult, physical 

abuse tended to be the most common type of abuse that occurred. The 

perpetrators of the above mentioned abuse were most often family 

members. In fact, mothers were most often the person who physically 

abused the subject as a child while husbands were the most common 

abuser when the subject was an adult. Of those who were sexually abused, 

siblings, uncle, and/or strangers were the most common perpetrators. 
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Of the thirty inmate subjects interviewed, only six (20%) were 

members of a family group. The majority (50%) of family members were 

white heterosexuals who had at least one child (83.3%) and had 

committed either a violent crime or a drug/offense (50% respectively). All 

of the six members had at one time or another been involved in a sexual 

relationship during their incarceration. Furthermore, of the thirty total 

inmates interviewed, 50 percent had at one time been involved in a sexual 

relationship. 

Staff Subjects 

Of the ten staff members interviewed, 70 percent were white, 

married females. The mean age of the staff subjects was 45. 7 years. 

Eighty percent of those interviewed were or had been a correctional officer 

during some period of their employment with TDCJ and the average 

length of employment with TDCJ was 12.7 years. Fifty percent of the staff 

had an Associate degree while only one of the staff had a GED. 

Sixty percent of the staff subjects expressed that on the whole they 

liked working with female inmates compared to male inmates. The main 

reason given for such an identity with female inmates over male inmates 

was due to the feelings of safety. The feeling of being safer was due to the 

perception that female inmates were less likely to assault a correctional 

officer and the physical fights that did take place were usually considered 

less serious than those experienced at male facilities. However, those who 
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preferred to work with male inmates stated that female inmates were very 

difficult to communicate with and this made their job frustrating. 

Research Question 1 

Research question 1 asks, "What are the perceived positive and/or 

negative aspects of participation for members in pseudofamily groups 

when compared to non-members?" All six inmate subjects who were 

members of a family group stated that membership had been a positive 

experience. The reasons given for a positive evaluation were the members 

had other inmates whom they felt they could trust and it was beneficial to 

feel they were part of a family unit. Seventy percent of 

the staff subjects interviewed stated that membership did have 

its benefits because inmates often joined family groups for emotional 

support and physical protection from other inmates. 

Five of the six pseudofamily members also identified negative aspects 

to membership. These negative aspects included the staff and some 

inmates' having the misconception that members were playing "house"; 

that members disliked their free world families and/ or that members were 

nothing but lesbians who engaged in continual homosexual activities with 

each other. Ultimately, these misconceptions resulted in many of the 

members of family groups (67%) stating they felt harassed and "put

down" by correctional officers as well as by some inmates who were not 

members of such a group. 
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To some extent, the idea of members being treated differently by 

correctional staff was supported during the interview process as staff 

subjects· did voice more negativity about inmate membership. The 

negativity was particularly evident when staff expressed the idea that 

family groups were "havens for sexual activity" and that more aggressive 

inmates frequently took advantage of the weaker inmates. The staff 

subjects indicated that, in their opinion, the inmates would do much 

better if they stayed away from any type of intimate relationship (be it in 

a family group or a sexual relationship) with other inmates on the unit. 

Of the 24 non-members of a family group, 75 percent stated that 

joining such a group would cause them additional problems with the 

correctional officers and, this fact alone, would make their time 

incarcerated more difficult. According to non-members, the best way to 

receive a disciplinary case was to be known as a member of a family group. 

In addition, many of the non-members expressed the fear of being 

taken advantage of by other inmates in a family group. Several non

members stated that some of the family members took advantage of other 

members who had money on their accounts and were able "to make" 

commissary (buying items that the prison does not supply or supplies in 

small quantities) on a regular basis. Non-members also indicated that 

blacks most often took advantage of whites within these family groups. 

Similarly, the idea that blacks frequently took advantage of whites was 

also verbalized by half of the staff subjects during their interviews. 
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Therefore, generally speaking, both non-members and staff subjects 

did not view membership in a pseudofamily group as a positive aspect of 

prison life. However, the members of family groups did believe the 

benefits outweighed the negative aspects. 

Research Question 2 

Research question 2 asks, "How is the membership in pseudofamily 

groups initiated; how are the role(s) within these groups created; and are 

dominant or passive role(s) more prevalent among members?" Of the six 

subjects who were members of a family group, 66.7 percent stated that 

they formed a family group with inmates whom they were able to get 

along with and whom they trusted. 

Furthermore, 66. 7 percent of the family group members said they 

had chosen roles that would typically be seen as masculine roles (father, 

brother, husband) which, in this case, were the more dominant roles. 

However, all six of the subjects who were members of a family groups 

stated that the majority of members took on more traditionally feminine 

roles (mother, sister, wife) or in this study what is considered passive roles. 

In addition, all six of the family members indicated that 

the role(s) they played were of their own choosing and the type of role(s) 

they chose to portray (passive/feminine or dominant/masculine) were 

based their feelings of comfortable with the role(s). 

The sexual preference in this sample of inmates did not seem to have 

a bearing on which role(s) the inmate chose to play as of the four inmates 
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who played a masculine/ dominant role, two were bisexual and two were 

heterosexual. Of those subjects who played masculine role(s) three of the 

subjects had committed violent crimes while one had committed a drug 

offense. 

Inmates who played a masculine role(s) stated there were both 

positive and negative aspects about these roles. The positive aspects were 

the inmates who played feminine roles usually catered to those playing 

masculine roles. However, those choosing masculine roles were also 

expected to provide a certain amount of protection to those portraying 

feminine roles. In turn, this could result in more disciplinary cases (due to 

subsequent fighting) for those in masculine type roles. 

Staff subjects who were asked questions about family group 

membership and the roles inmates played in such pseudofamily 

groupings, indicated they were not totally aware of how membership in a 

family group was initiated or how inmates chose the roles they played. 

However, they did confirm that more family members seemed to play 

traditionally feminine roles rather than traditionally masculine roles. 

Research Question 3 

Research question 3 asks, "Are sexual liaisons between inmates 

important to the dynamics of the group as a whole?" Of the six subjects 

who were members of a family group, only one of the subjects had become 

involved sexually with a member of her family group. The remaining five 

had sexual relationships with other female inmates, but none of the 
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relationships had been with family members. All six of the members 

stated that sexual relationships were not an important dynamic of 

family group life. However, each of them indicated that their sexual 

relationships had been important to them at the time of the relationship, 

but four stated they regretted having had sexual contact with some of the 

inmates during their incarceration. 

In addition, none of the six members of a family group indicated 

that material gains had been a reason for becoming involved with another 

inmate. Sharing was a natural part of having a partner but those in a 

sexual relationship did not regarded their association as having a 

"commissary trick," meaning they were not having a sexual relationship 

for the commissary they might obtain due to their involvement with 

another inmate. 

The staff subjects had a very different view of these family groups 

as well of as those in sexual relationships. Seventy percent of the ten staff 

subjects suggested that sexual relationships were an important aspect 

of pseudofamily life and the two went "hand in hand." However, 

50 percent of the staff members did not want to estimate the percentage 

of inmates involved in these relationships while 40 percent indicated 

that the number was as high as ninety percent of the inmate population 

were involved in either a family group, sexual relationship, or both. 
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Research Question 4 

Research question 4 asks, "What impact do sexual relationships 

between inmates have on the inmates involved, the inmates who are not 

involved, and the correctional institution itself which includes any 

correctional officers?" Of the thirty inmate subjects interviewed, 83.3 

percent suggested that more than 50 percent of the inmate population was 

involved in sexual relationships. In fact, half of the subjects interviewed 

stated they had been involved in a sexual relationship during their 

incarceration. However, the majority (80%) of those who had been 

involved in a sexual relationship expressed the idea that even though 

these relationships were defined as sexual, sex was not a common activity 

among those involved. Instead, sexual contact was sporadic and difficult 

to engage in on a regular basis. On the other hand, the inmates who had 

not been involved in a sexual relationship indicated that sexual contact 

occurred frequently and that the contact was often very visible to other 

inmates. 

Twenty-nine of the inmate subjects stated that jealousy and physical 

fighting were common among those involved in sexual relationships. 

Furthermore, 75 percent indicated that fights occurred on a regular basis 

and the cause of the fighting was most often the jealousy between the 

inmates involved in sexual relationships or between the inmates who were 

flirting with those in other sexual relationships. However, the inmates 

who had been involved in these relationships did not feel that these 

relationships were damaging to the inmates or the correctional facility on 
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the whole. In fact, several of the inmates stated that the correctional staff 

put too much weight on these types of relationships and that much of the 

disciplinary problems stemmed from the attitudes of the other inmates as 

well as those of the correctional officers. 

Nevertheless, this view was not supported by those who had not 

become involved in these relationships or the staff members themselves. 

The staff subjects tended to view the sexual relationships between inmates 

as either "games" or an opportunity for aggressive inmates to take 

advantage of some of the weaker and less assertive inmates. Again, black 

inmates were viewed as the most likely inmates to take advantage of the 

less experienced or weaker white inmates. Furthermore, ten of the staff 

subjects suggested that sexual relationships were a major problem for the 

correctional facility, while 70 percent stated these relationships created 

most of the problems the staff had with the inmates on the unit. 

However, the staff subjects expressed the fact that most of the 

inmates who were involved in these relationships were never caught 

actually having sexual contact. Instead, such contact tended to be limited 

to hugging, kissing, and 0th.er types of intimate touching but not what was 

defined by this study as sexual contact. Therefore, the staff and those 

inmates who were not involved in sexual relationships viewed these 

relationships as very negative for both the inmates and the correctional 

facility as a whole. 
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Research Question 5 

Research question 5 asks, "What repercussions, if any, does 

membership in pseudofamily groups have for inmates when dealing with 

other inmates and the prison officials?" The inmate subjects interviewed 

indicated that non-member inmates and staff frequently treated members 

in a very negative fashion. These members believed that the problem was 

due to the lack of understanding pseudofamily groups meaning the reasons 

inmates became members as well as the perception that membership did 

not necessarily equate to definite homosexual activity. 

While interviewing inmate subjects and staff subjects, the researcher 

did take notice of the reaction that non-members and staff projected when 

discussing family groups and the inmates involved in these groups. 

Generally speaking, the subjects (both non-members and staff) displayed 

hostile body language and verbal responses that indicated to the 

researcher that family groups and their members were not viewed in a 

positive light. In fact, the non-member inmates expressed they frequently 

felt like the members of family groups harassed them for a variety of 

reasons that seemed petty and unimportant. Several of the non-members 

also felt that these family groups tended to believe that they had 

dominance over non-members because of the number of inmates in a 

family grouping. According to eight of the non-members, the bigger the 

family group the more likely the family would harass inmates who chose 

to be by themselves or who did not have the support of other inmates 

around them. Furthermore, half of the non-members and 40 percent of 
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the staff members expressed a general dislike of the homosexual conduct 

and suggested that members of family groups would frequently engage in 

this type of behavior which they viewed as "repulsive." 

Therefore, according to the attitudes projected by both non-members 

of family groups and the majority of staff subjects, membership in a 

family group did have negative repercussions for its members. 

Research Question 6 

Research question 6 asks, "What impact do pseudofamily groups 

have on the correctional institution itself, including correctional officers? 

The likelihood of family members being involved in events that_ resulted in 

disciplinary cases was used to measure the extent of the impact that 

pseudofamily groups might have on correctional officers and the 

institution itself. Of the six members interviewed, only one had not 

received a disciplinary case due to some type of illegal behavior or 

misconduct. Nevertheless, 83.3 percent of members, compared to 

79.2 percent of non-members, had received disciplinary cases. 

Furthermore, overall the members had more cases than non-members and 

this included more cases that were designated serious by the correctional 

institution. Disciplinary cases for members frequently included fighting, 

possession of contraband, and sexual misconduct. 

Therefore, if these disciplinary cases indicated additional manpower 

and resources which must be allocated to an individual inmate or a group 

of inmates, then, one could conclude that members of family groups do 
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have a negative impact on correctional officers (who must take the time to 

write-up the case and defend such disciplinary actions) and the institution 

(which must carry out the prescribed punishment). Furthermore, when 

staff subjects were asked the degree of the impact that. pseudofamily 

groups had on the institution, the majority (60%) indicated that the 

impact was moderate to very negative. 
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Chapter VII 

THEORETICAL FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This chapter will discuss the inmate findings as they relate to 

research question 7. Specific data obtained from both the survey and 

interviews with female inmates at the Hilltop and Hobby units will be 

examined. The chapter is organized in the following manner: a brief 

discussion of the three theoretical perspectives used in this study will be 

given; then, the findings on the inmate subjects will be discussed; followed 

by a complete discussion of the study's three theoretical perspectives 

(deprivation, importation, and Goffman's total institution) and how each 

perspective may or may not be supported by the findings. 

Three Theoretical Perspectives 

Studies which relate to subcultures formed in both female and male 

prisons have used either deprivation theory or importation theory to 

explain such groups and/or inmate homosexual behavior. Deprivation 

theory views such subcultures in prison primarily as an outgrowth of the 

inmates' living conditions. Consequently, Clemmer (1938) suggested that 

deprivation is a part of prison life that can create the need for some type of 

compensation for what inmates feel they are missing. Furthering this 
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point of view is Sykes (1958) who goes on to state that such deprivation 

most often includes the loss of liberty, the loss of freedom of movement, the 

loss of civil rights, autonomy and individualism, the loss of emotional and 

sexual relationships, the loss of freedom and privacy of mail, the loss of 

visits from whomever the person chooses, and the loss of feeling secure in 

one's environment. Consequently, the individual may believe that 

his/her existence is completely dependent on the penal institution; 

however, inmates can reduce the stress that such deprivation causes by 

creating a social system that is uniquely their own which, in this study, is 

referred to as pseudofamily groups. 

Irwin and Cressey (1962) provide an alternative to the deprivation 

theory by proposing that importation theory may be a better explanation 

of the formation of subcultures in the prison setting. Importation theory 

holds that the subculture is brought into the prison system from the 

outside in the form of previous behaviors, values, and actions. For 

example, several studies have shown that those who have participated in 

prison homosexuality have had past experiences with same-sex 

relationships in the free world (Akers, Hayner, and Gruninger 1975). 

Furthermore, several theorists have suggested that women form 

pseudofamily groups because of traditional roles which allow women to 

relate within a family system. Therefore, the creation of a pseudofamily 

fulfills the need of female inmates for specific and identifiable roles which, 

in turn, helps to create a self-identity within the prison system (Ward and 

Kassebaum 1964; Giallombardo 1966). 
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However, Goffman's (1961) perspective addresses the inmate's 

entrance into an institution and the subsequent process that all new 

inmates must follow upon entering a controlled environment such as a 

prison. According to this perspective, the process begins with stripping 

away the individual's self-identity which is then replaced with what the 

institution hopes will be a more cooperative group identity. Mortification 

is the process used by the institution to accomplish the change from one of 

self-identity to a cooperative group identity. Therefore, mortification 

creates an atmosphere where the inmates are denied common pleasures, 

comforts, and personal autonomy that were once part of their past lives in 

the free world. Furthermore, according to Goffman, the process of 

mortification is accomplished by several different methods, such as taking 

away personal possessions; having a standard uniform, bedding, and/ or 

any other equipment or personal items needed; having one's self-image 

attacked by the use of name calling or treating the inmate as if she were a 

child; being subjected to humiliation in the form of verbal comments or 

physical actions; experiencing a loss of privacy; and losing one's ability to 

make choices and any feelings of personal freedom. 

The process of mortification does not have a set pattern, and 

individual inmates will react differently during each phrase. However, 

the process may be enhanced by the institution utilizing a system of 

rewards and punishments that offers a "framework for personal 

reorganization" (Goffman 1961, p. 48). Consequently, the institution 

provides the inmate with necessary instructions on how she can be 
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rewarded and/ or punished. Goffman indicated that inmates may react to 

the process of mortification and/ or the privilege system in several 

different ways which include: 1) the inmate can withdraw his/her 

attention away from their immediate environment and react only to 

themselves; 2) the inmate can intentionally refuse to cooperate with the 

staff; 3) the inmate can incorporate his/her experiences from the outside 

world with his/her new environment and begin to see the institution as a 

place where they might want to stay indefinitely; and/or 4) the inmate 

can take on the appearance of the perfect inmate and act like those who 

are in charge (pp. 61-63). Therefore, the influence of total institutions 

will often result in the resocialization of inmates to the norms and roles of 

being a model inmate. This, in turn, may further explain the process of 

women feeling the need, early in their sentence, to form some type of 

subculture and, later, after years of incarceration not wanting to be 

involved in family groups or, for that fact, any type of relationship with 

any other inmates. 

Research Question 7 

Research question 7 asks, "Which of the existing explanations of 

pseudofamily groups (deprivation theory, importation theory, and/or 

Goffman's perspective on total institutions) are best supported by the 

findings?" The following sections will discuss data obtained from the 

inmates. These particular findings will be instrumental in determining 
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which of the three perspectives, if any, can best explain the existence of 

family groups in the two female prisons utilized for this study. 

Inmate Findings 

Of the 214 inmates, 87.9 percent were housed in the general 

population including 6.9 percent from the trustee camp of both units. The 

remaining inmates were housed in medium security housing (10.7%) or 

closed-custody housing (1.4%). The inmates were asked on the 

questionnaire and during the interviews a variety of questions which 

related to their everyday existence while incarcerated. Table 28 describes 

the variety of evenfs which occurred on a weekly or monthly basis. The 

data shown are from the questionnaires completed by the inmate subjects. 

Table 28. Weekly and Monthly Events of Inmates (N=214) 

Events Frequency Percentage 

Letters Received from Family Per Week 
0-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10-12 
13 + 

Letters Received from Friends Per Week 
0-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10-12 
13 + 
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14 7 
37 
10 
8 

12 

98 
71 
26 
4 

15 

68.9 
17.3 

4.6 
3.7 

5.6 

45.8 
33.2 
12 .1 

1.9 
7.0 



Table 28. Continued 

Events 

Letters Sent to Family /Friends Per Week 
0-3 
4-6 
7-9 
10-12 
13 + 

Monthly Visits from Family 
0-1 
2-3 
4-5 
6+ 

Monthly Visits from' Friends 
0-1 
2-3 
4-5 
6+ 

Frequency Percentage 

68 
79 
38 
11 
18 

169 
34 
9 
2 

19 6 
16 
1 
1 

31.2 
36.9 
17.8 

5.5 
8.6 

79.0 
15.8 

4.2 
1.0 

91.6 
7.4 

.5 

.5 

As is evident in the above table, the majority of inmate subjects 

received fewer than three letters a week from family members (68.9%) 

and had fewer than two visits per month from family members (76.2%) 

and friends (86.9%). However, the inmates' friends tended to write more 

often than did family members since 54.2 percent of friends wrote four or 

more letters a week. Furthermore, 68.8 percent of the inmates wrote four 

or more letters to their family members and friends per week with 8.6 

percent writing thirteen or more letters per week to family and friends. 

According to the inmate subjects interviewed, 30 percent of the 

thirty subjects had not had a visit from a friend or a family member in the 
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last year while 13.3 percent had not had a visitor in over two years. Ten 

(33.3%) of the thirty inmates interviewed had visits at least once every 

three months from either family members or friends while the remaining 

seven subjects (23.4%) stated they had no more than two visits during the 

previous year. The absence of visits was often difficult for the inmates to 

discuss, particularly for those who had not had a visitor in the last six 

months (approximately 67%). Many of these subjects expressed how hurt, 

frustrated, and sometimes angry they were with family and friends who 

chose not to visit. More importantly, the lack of visition by the subjects' 

children was particularly difficult to accept, and many inmates could not 

understand why family members would not bring their children to 

scheduled visitations. 

Furthermore, the inmates with sick parents or spouses found it very 

hard to not be able to see and visit with these family members. Five of the 

inmates interviewed had lost one or more family members while being 

incarcerated. As noted earlier, one of the inmate subjects had lost her two 

sons and husband in a fire three weeks prior to her interview. She was 

not allowed to go to the funeral even though she was incarcerated for a 

non-violent offense. At the time of their deaths, this subject had not seen 

her husband or children for over a year because of they lived in a nearby 

state and did not have the financial means of traveling to the prison. 

-The inmate subjects also expressed frustration with the number of 

letters they received from family and friends. The majority of the inmates 

( 63.4 % ) wrote letters every day to their family, friends, or inmate friends 
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in other correctional institutions. Furthermore, as stated above, the 

friends did write more than did family members. However, a portion of 

these letters, according to those interviewed, were actually from men 

whom they had met through an Internet service. 

The inmates interviewed indicated a significant lack of 

communication particularly with their family members. Subjects noted 

that if they were in good standing (no disciplinary cases or any other 

problems), then they were allowed a five-minute phone call every three 

months to someone in the free world. 

On further exa~ination, it may be beneficial to compare the data 

collected from members of family groups with the data from those who 

were non-members. For example, 77.1 percent of family group members 

received fewer than three letters per week from their free world family 

compared to 47.7 percent of non-members. Similarly, when inquiring 

as to the number of letters members received from their friends, 

83.6 percent of them received fewer than seven letters a week from friends 

as compared to 55.2 percent of non-members. Furthermore, 80.3 percent 

of members had fewer than two visits per month from free world family 

members as compared to 53.3 percent for non-members, and 88.5 percent 

of members had fewer than two visits per month from friends as compared 

to 61.7 percent of non-members. Therefore, it becomes obvious that 

family group members have substantially less contact with their family 

and friends in the free world, and this fact alone may help to create an 

atmosphere whereby the formation of family groups is desired. 
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Table 29 describes many of the day-to-day activities that inmates 

took part in during their incarceration. According to one inmate subject 

interviewed " ... time is always on hand, and the day is spent just trying 

to get through it without incident or hassles." Many of the activities listed 

in the table below account for only a small portion of the inmate's day 

which means that many of the inmates spend the remaining hours either 

idle or having to think of ways to be productive. In fact, each of the thirty 

subjects expressed their opinion that boredom was a real problem among 

many of the inmates and was frequently the cause of fights, arguments, 

and such. 

Table 29. Daily Activities of Inmates (N =214) 

Type of Activity Frequency Percentage 

Sleeping 
4-6 hrs 114 53.3 
7-9 hrs 67 31.3 
10-12 hrs 19 8.9 
13-15 hrs 8 3.7 
16+ hrs 6 2.8 

Watching Television 
0-1 hrs 117 54.7 
2-4 hrs 73 34.1 
5-7 hrs 17 7.9 
8+ hrs 7 3.3 

Reading and Writing 
0-1 hrs 48 22.4 
2-4 hrs 115 53.7 
5-7 hrs 35 16.3 
8+ hrs 16 7.6 
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Table 29. Continued 

Type of Activity Frequency Percentage 

Recreational Activities 
0-1 hrs 103 48.1 
2-3 hrs 77 36.0 
4+ hrs 34 15.9 

Socializing with Other Inmates 
0-1 hrs 80 37.4 
2-4 hrs 87 40.6 
5-7 hrs 28 13 .1 
8+ hrs 19 8.9 

Attending Religious Meetings/Ceremonies 
0-1 hrs 13 6 63.6 
2-4 hrs 66 30.8 
5-7 hrs 10 4.6 
8+ hrs 2 1.0 

Attending Education Classes 
0-1 hrs 135 63.1 
2-3 hrs 35 16.3 
4-5 hrs 27 12.6 
6+ hrs 17 8.0 

Attending Vocational Training 
0-1 hrs 16 3 76.2 
2-3 hrs 32 15.0 
4-5 hrs 9 4.2 
6+ hrs 10 4.6 

Working within Prison 
0-1 hrs 20 9.4 
2-4 hrs 61 28.5 
5-7 hrs 58 2 7 .1 
8+ hrs 75 30.0 
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Inmates who completed the questionnaire and were interviewed 

indicated that sleeping was difficult at best. The majority (53.3%) of the 

subjects slept six hours or less in a 24-hour period. The inmates who were 

interviewed stated that sleeping was difficult because of the noise and the 

number of lights that were left on all night. Furthermore, during the 

summer months, sleeping was particularly difficult since none of the 

buildings is air-conditioned, and the temperatures in these buildings often 

stay in the eighties and nineties at night. Winter was not much better as 

the heating was often inadequate, and the inmates were given a 

minimum number of blankets in order to keep warm. 

Those inmates who worked at night and slept during the day stated 

that during the summer building temperatures could reach up to and over 

100 degrees, and, if one did not have a personal fan, the heat was more 

than one could bear. Furthermore, the inmates were not allowed to lie on 

their concrete floors (even though many of them said they did and with as 

few articles of clothing on as possible) which some stated was cooler than 

lying in their bunks. 

In fact, this researcher visited several of the buildings during the 

months of July and August, and the temperature in these buildings was 

extremely high. The situation in closed-custody was particularly difficult. 

The day this researcher was in this part of the institution (for about two 

hours) the temperature outside was over 100 degrees and, inside the 

building, the temperature felt around 110 degrees. However, in this pod, 

there was a large industrial-type fan blowing, but the noise from this fan 
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was so loud that while talking to the inmates and/ or correctional officers it 

was necessary to be as close to the person as possible and, at times, yelling 

at the person being interviewed in order to be heard. In addition, 

the majority of the inmates in their cells had little more than their 

undergarments on so they could be cool. Therefore, it would appear that 

sleeping or, for that fact, anything more than just lying around would 

seem to be difficult and exhausting. Of course, the correctional officers 

were forced to endure this same heat and the noise from these large fans 

while still expected to perform their jobs. 

When comparing the number of hours a subject slept between those 

who were members of a family group or those who were not, 4 7.5 percent 

of members slept six hours or fewer as compared to 39. 7 percent of non

members. Therefore, non-members frequently slept more hours during a 

24-hour period than did members. 

Other daily inmate activities included watching television with only 

45.3 percent of the subjects watching more than an hour a day. A much 

larger percentage of subjects spent their time reading and writing as 70 

percent of the subjects engaged in this activity from two-to-seven hours a 

day. According to those interviewed, much of their free time was spent 

writing their families and friends. In addition, the majority of the subjects 

said they enjoyed reading which included a large percentage who liked to 

read 'romance novels. Watching television and the time spent reading and 

writing were similar activities between members and non-members of 

family groups. Generally, non-members, at a slightly higher percentage 
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(46.4% v. 42.6% for two or more hours a day), watched television more 

than did members. 

An activity not addressed on the survey but one that many of the 

interviewed subjects talked about was music. More than 75 percent of 

those interviewed had radios and listened to them on a regular basis. 

Almost half of the thirty inmates interviewed indicated that religious 

music was the main type of music listened to on a regular basis. Others 

spoke of country, classical, and the oldies as the music they most enjoyed. 

However, according to prison rules, the inmates had to have earphones in 

order to listen to the music. Those inmates who were indigent found 

buying a radio and earphones at the commissary difficult and, therefore, 

many inmates missed the opportunity of being able to listen to their 

favorite music or radio show. Unfortunately, the inmates who were 

paroled and had a radio were not allowed to give them to inmates who had 

no radio. Instead, the radio, if not taken with the inmate was thrown 

away. 

The time spent on recreational activities for most of the inmates was 

limited; 48.1 percent of the subjects stated they spent from zero to one 

hour a day doing some type of recreational activity. According to several 

of the inmates interviewed, recreational activities included time spent 

making craft items which at least 40 percent of those interviewed did, 

making a variety of such items for their own use or to give as gifts. 

However, this recreational time could also include time spent on the yard 

playing a variety of games or just talking with other inmates. 
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However, those inmates interviewed indicated that the recreational 

yard was a good place to get into trouble. As one subject said, "The yard is 

for those inmates who are in a relationship or want to constantly be 

involved in all the gossip. These gals just end up getting in trouble with 

the COs and it is not worth it." When comparing members to non

members of family groups, the hours spent doing some type of recreational 

activity was very similar (two or more hours for 52.5% of members v. 

51.6% for non-members). 

Socializing with other inmates was another activity which often 

included spending time on the recreational yard. In addition, inmates 

socialized with other inmates while watching television or just having 

conversation with either a single inmate or a group of inmates within 

their common living areas. The majority of inmates (53.7%) socialized 

between two and seven hours a day. The members of family groups 

socialized at a higher rate than non-members; 62 percent of members 

socialized for two to seven hours a day as compared to 50.3 percent for non

members. 

However, the inmates who were interviewed who were non-members 

of a family group indicated that social time for them was kept to only a few 

hours a day since they preferred to stay by themselves in order to keep out 

of trouble. Furthermore, many of the non-members (62%) expressed the 

feeling that the less you knew about the inmates, the less you would be 

drawn into their games, their personal problems, and so forth. Staying to 
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oneself was the advice that all thirty of the interviewed inmates gave 

when asked "What is the best way of completing your time incarcerated?" 

The attendance at religious meetings and ceremonies was another 

way of socializing for some inmates. Being involved in religious activities 

was viewed as a way to make your time easier and more fulfilling. 

However, only 36.4 percent of the inmates stated on the questionnaire 

that they spent two hours or more a day attending religious meetings or 

ceremonies. On the other hand, for some, this allocated time meant they 

spent as many as ten plus hours a week attending these types of meetings 

and/or ceremonies. Furthermore, non-members of family groups spent 

much more time attending religious meetings and/ or ceremonies than 

members as 41.8 percent of non-members spent two or more hours a day 

attending such events as compared to 23.6 percent of members. 

The subject of religion was discussed a great deal during many of the 

interviews. Several of the inmates stated they had turned their lives 

around because they found God. However, other inmates and the staff 

referred to this new found religion as "jailhouse religion," which meant 

that an inmate believed that family, friends, and, most importantly, the 

parole board all wanted to know that she had "mended her evil ways." 

The inmates who were particularly adamant about their new 

religious beliefs seemed to be less tolerant of their fellow inmates who were 

not considered religious or who were not religious enough. The inmates 

who viewed themselves to be "born-again Christians" ( 46.6%) talked 

about other inmates in very much the same rhetoric as the general public 
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does about the difference between those who are criminals and those who 

are not. There appeared to be a social boundary that separated the 

religious, since these women saw themselves as being on the right track 

and once again "good," as opposed to those who were not overly religious or 

not religious at all. The inmates who were lacking a certain level of 

religious fervor were viewed as still on the path of sin and disobedience. 

Therefore, the religious inmates were able to set themselves apart from 

those whom they viewed as agnostic. 

The educational classes and vocational training were attended by 

only a small percentage of the inmate subjects. In fact, only 20.6 percent 

of the inmates attended educational classes more than three hours a day, 

and only 8.8 percent attended any type of vocational training classes four 

hours or more a day. The subjects interviewed indicated that both the 

Hobby unit and Hilltop unit did not provide extensive educational classes 

past the level of a GED. In addition, over 53 percent of the inmates 

surveyed had their GED or high-school diploma at the time they 

completed the questionnaire. Therefore, the 63.1 percent of the inmate 

subjects who stated they attended educational classes for one hour or less 

(from Table 29) were most likely not attending educational classes at all 

because they had either already obtained their GED, had a high-school 

diploma prior to their incarceration, or were not able to partake in classes 

due to various reasons, such as having major disciplinary cases. Of the 

thirty inmates interviewed, 57 percent had received their GED in 
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prison while 17 percent had not attended any GED classes since the 

incarceration. 

The vocational training at both units was limited to what would 

typically be classified as blue-collar vocations. Many of the inmates 

interviewed stated they had attended and passed classes in plumbing, 

electrical wiring, carpentry, and welding. According to these women, 

their vocational training was done at a very basic level, and the majority 

did not believe they would be able to obtain employment in their 

particular area of training. 

When comparing members to non-members of family groups in 

terms of the number of hours attending educational or vocational classes, 

family group members tended to spend less time in these classes than did 

non-members. Seventy percent of the members of family groups 

compared to 60 percent of non-members spent one hour or less in 

educational classes. In addition, 78.7 percent of members as compared to 

74.2 percent of non-members reported spending one hour or less in 

vocational training. 

According to TDCJ, inmates are required to work if physically able. 

Therefore, the majority did work, and 55.6 percent worked from five to 

seven hours a day. This included both members of family groups as well as 

non-members of family groups (59% v. 54.5%). Of the inmates who were 

interviewed, the majority (70%) worked from four to six hours a day. 

Furthermore, the majority of the subjects interviewed worked in either 

the laundry (33.3%), the kitchen (16.8%), or cleaning various areas of the 
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prison (16.8%). Forty percent of the subjects stated they had at one time 

worked on the "Hoe Squad" and expressed that in most instances, this was 

the worst job in the institution. The "Hoe Squad" is a group of inmates 

who go out to the farms and use a hoe or other types of hand-operated 

farming tools to work the fields. The majority of these inmates would work 

for up to eight hours a day. Frequently these same inmates spoke about 

how hard the work was and that many of the "bosses" in the field were 

very disagreeable and frequently called the inmates disgusting names. 

This field work was regularly given to those inmates who were 

disciplinary problems or were viewed as trouble makers. The work could 

be exhausting and, depending on the weather, very grueling. 

The inmates were asked additional questions regarding their prison 

life. They were asked how they obtained the money for their prison 

accounts. Of the 214 inmates surveyed, 87. 7 percent stated the money on 

their accounts came from family or friends. When comparing members of 

pseudofamily groups with non-members, the percentage of members who 

relied on family and friends for money on their accounts was almost 

identical to non-members (87.2% v. 86.3%). 

In addition, 28.2 percent of the inmates stated that they relied on 

other means to either get money on their accounts because family and 

friends did not help or they needed to supplement the money already on 

their· accounts. Other means of acquiring money on these accounts or the 

equivalent included: 1) craft shop sales, which was a legal form of 

obtaining money on their accounts and represented only 5.1 percent of the 
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inmates; 2) washing clothes for other inmates (7%) which was an illegal 

method of obtaining goods (the inmate having the work done would give 

the other inmate part of the commissary products she brought); 3) giving 

another inmate a tattoo (1.4%) or doing other inmates' hair (2.8%). Both 

of these were also illegal methods of obtaining needed items and goods but 

represented 4.2 percent of the inmate subjects who used these means by 

which to acquired the necessary items or goods. When comparing 

members of family groups to non-members in this area, the members 

relied on other means of obtaining money or goods at twice the rate as non

members (43% v. 21%). 

The inmate subjects were asked to rate 23 items about life in prison 

on a scale from 1 (not a problem) to 5 (a serious problem now). Table 30 

describes these items and the percentage of inmates who scored the items 

as either a 4 (a problem that is becoming serious) or 5 (a serious problem 

now) on the scale. According to Table 30, at least 40 percent of the 

inmates felt the separation from her family and children, the noise levels 

within the prison, the overcrowded conditions, the stress of being 

incarcerated, and the fear of becoming ill and not being treated 

adequately were either becoming a serious problem for them or was a 

serious problem for them at the present. It is interesting to note that 

the subjects felt their property was in more danger of being stolen by staff 

members than by the other inmates. 
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TABLE 30. Problems Ranked as Most Serious by Inmates (N=214) 

Problem: Frequency 

Separation from Family 11 6 
Separation from Children 114 
Noise Levels 11 2 
Overcrowded Conditions 10 3 
Fear of Becoming Ill and Not Being Treated 96 
Stress Due to Incarceration 90 
Boredom 83 
Fear of False Disciplinary Charges 68 
Fear of Not Receiving Proper Medication 66 
Separation from Significant Other 57 
Fear of Property Stolen by Staff 45 
Feelings of Loneliness 40 
Fear of Harassment from Staff 36 
Fear of Racial Violence or Racial Problems 35 
Fear of Solitary Confinement 35 
Fear of Violence from Staff Members 35 
Fear of Property Stolen by Inmates 34 
Fear of Violence from Other Inmates 23 
Fear of Being Labeled Mentally Ill 20 
Fear of Being Labeled a Homosexual 20 
Fear of Sexual Assault (Staff) 15 
Fear of Sexual Assault (Inmates) 10 
Fear of Becoming a Homosexual 10 

Percentage 

54.2 
53.3 
52.3 
48.1 
44.9 
42 .1 
38.8 
31.8 
30.8 
26.6 
21.0 
18. 7 
16.8 
16.4 
16.4 
16.4 
15.9 
10. 7 

9.3 
9.3 
7.1 
4.6 
4.6 

The inmate subjects who were interviewed stated their biggest fear 

was none of the fears mentioned in Table 30 but instead their biggest fear 

was they would never "get out of prison"! The idea of not being able to 

leave the prison was overwhelming for approximately 80 percent of the 

subjects interviewed. More than one of the subjects discussed the horrible 

nightmares they often had about being told by TDCJ officials that they 

would never be paroled. This was particularly a strong feeling for those 
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inmates who had been to one or more parole hearings and had been refused 

parole. Fears such as this and others mentioned in Table 30, are common 

feelings that inmates must deal with on an everyday basis. Stability and 

assurance of what will happen from one day to another are non-existent in 

an institutional setting such as prison. 

The subjects interviewed also discussed missing their families, 

friends, and particularly their children. In reality, approximately 

two-thirds of these women were not living with their children prior to 

their incarceration. Frequently, their children were either with the 

child's father, the inmate's mother, or some other relative. In fact, several 

of the children had been removed from the subject's custody and had been 

placed in foster care or with the state in some capacity. In addition, the 

majority of these subjects stated they were having major problems with 

one or more family members prior to their incarceration. Most often the 

problem was related to the subject's drug or alcohol addiction. Therefore, 

one could conclude that many of the subject's had been missing their 

family and children long before their incarceration began and, 

subsequently, the fact they currently lacked contact with members of 

their family was obviously not a new problem. 

The subjects also discussed the stress of incarceration as a major 

problem. Such stress included the high level of noise that was a constant 

factor that all inmates must deal with on a regular basis and the frequent 

issue of overcrowding that is evident throughout the Texas prison system. 

In addition, some of the older inmates or those who were of ill health 
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expressed concern over the type of medical care they frequently received. 

Several inmates stated that medical care was inadequate, and they were 

afraid that if they became seriously ill, the correctional facility would not 

treat them satisfactorily. Five of the inmates interviewed told stories of 

how other inmates had become ill and were not taken seriously by the 

medical personnel at their facility. Consequently, these inmates became 

so ill over time that they had to be transferred to a medical unit in order 

for the inmate to survive. Therefore, health issues were a major concern 

for at least 25 percent of the inmates interviewed. 

Table 31 describes the most obvious items that affected the members 

differently than non-members. As is indicated in this table, a larger 

percentage of members (60% or more) appeared to feel that separation 

from family, children and significant others was more of a serious 

problem than non-members (50% or less). In addition, a higher 

percentage of members than non-members ranked the fear of becoming ill 

and not being adequately treated (54%), plus the fear of not receiving 

proper medication (41%), as becoming a serious problem or as currently 

being a serious problem. The stress of incarceration was another area 

where a greater percentage of members (54%) compared to non-members 

(37%) ranked this as either becoming serious or is currently serious. 

Furthermore, close to twice as many members (28%) as non-members 

(15%} felt loneliness was a serious problem. 

Several of the items in Table 31 show that members may have 

actually felt they had a harder time with the staff than did non-members. 
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TABLE 31. Problems Ranked as Most Serious by Members and 
Non-Members of Family Groups by Percentages 

Members 
(N=61) 

Non-Members 
Problem: 

Separation from Family 
Separation from Children 
Stress Due to Incarceration 
Fear of Becoming Ill and Not Being Treated 
Fear of Not Receiving Proper Medication 
Fear of False Disciplinary Charges 
Separation from Significant Other 
Feelings of Loneliness 
Boredom 
Fear of Harassment from Staff 
Fear of Solitary Confinement 
Fear of Violenc·e from Staff Members 
Fear of Being Labeled Mentally Ill 
Fear of Violence from Other Inmates 
Fear of Sexual Assault (Staff) 
Fear of Sexual Assault (Inmates) 
Fear of Becoming a Homosexual 

67.2 
60.1 
54.1 
54.1 
41.0 
3 6 .1 
36.1 
27.8 
22.9 
26.2 
19.6 
14.7 
14.7 

8.2 
4.9 
3.3 
1.6 

(N=153) 

49.0 
50.3 
37.3 
41.2 
26.8 
30.1 
22.9 
15.0 
45.8 
13.7 
15.0 
17.0 

7.2 
12.0 

7.8 
5.2 
5.9 

For example, members were twice (26%) as likely as non-members (13%) 

to state they feared harassment from the staff, and members were twice 

(15%) as likely to fear being labeled mentally ill as were non-members 

(7%). In addition, a higher percentage of members (36%) feared 

false disciplinary cases and solitary confinement when compared to non

members (30%). 

On the other hand, twice as many non-members (46%) stated 

boredom was a serious problem when compared to members of a family 

group (23%), possibly because of making themselves more isolated from 
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other inmates. In addition, almost twice as many non-members as 

members expressed the fear of violence from other inmates and/ or the fear 

of sexual assault from both staff and other inmates. This fear may result 

from the feeling of being on their own and not having the security of other 

inmates' helping in times of trouble. Only a slightly larger percentage of 

non-members feared violence from staff members when compared to 

members. However, almost four times as many non-members were afraid 

of becoming a homosexual (6%) as compared to the members of a family 

group (1.6%). This percentage may reflect the lack of understanding that 

non-members have about pseudofamily groups. 

The inmates who completed the questionnaire were asked to identify 

three people they missed the most and three things they missed the most 

while incarcerated. In addition, the inmates were asked to rank their 

answers from 1 to 3 with 1 being the person or thing you missed the most. 

The largest percentage of inmates (46.7%) stated they missed their 

mother/father the most while 37.4 percent stated they missed their 

children the most. Siblings were mentioned by 35.1 percent of the 

inmates as the second most missed person along with 25.2 percent stating 

they missed their mother/father second. The third most missed person 

was equally divided between children and siblings (19.6%). Furthermore, 

there seemed to be only a slight difference between the persons most 

missed by the members and the non-members of family groups. 

The subjects identified a variety of things they missed while being 

incarcerated. Overwhelmingly, the inmates (55.6%) stated they missed 
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the interaction with their family and friends most while being 

incarcerated. Another 23.4 percent stated the most important thing 

missed was their freedom. The interaction with family and friends was 

also the second (32.2%) and third (22.3%) thing missed the most by the 

inmates surveyed. However, 10 percent stated the second thing most 

missed was the ability to make their own choices and the lack of personal 

freedom. Good food was mentioned as the second thing most missed by 9 

percent of the inmate subjects. Other items missed and ranked third were 

the lack of freedom (11%), having a paying job (8%), and the ability to 

make their own choices (7%). Additional items mentioned by inmates 

were the not having any privacy, not being able to take a bath, not 

having a comfortable bed, not being able to drive a car around, not being 

able to shop, and not being able to smoke. 

Those inmates interviewed were asked "What is the first thing you 

are going to do when you leave prison?" The majority (86.7%) stated the 

first thing they would do (besides seeing their family /friends) was to have 

a "really good hot meal." The second thing the majority (60%) of the 

inmate subjects said they would do was to "go somewhere to be alone with 

their own thoughts and to sleep in a nice, big comfortable bed without 

being disturbed by loud noises or bright lights." The subjects also discussed 

going shopping, getting their hair done professionally, and spending time 

outside without having to be guarded or without fences surrounding them. 

When examining the data obtained from members and non-members 

of family groups, both of these groups indicated they generally missed the 
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same things. A slightly larger percentage (24.2% v.20.1%) of non

members seemed to miss their freedom more than members of family 

groups; otherwise, both groups were within a percentage point on the 

other items mentioned. 

Deprivation Theory 

Deprivation may be defined as taking away the necessary elements 

of life or lacking the things the are most important in one's life. The 

imprisonment of human beings can be said to fulfill this notion of 

deprivation since those who are incarcerated in a correctional institution 

are indirectly deprived of at least parts of the necessities of life and 

certainly of the things we often cherish most. In addition, deprivation, in 

terms of prison life, has been defined as the necessary "pains of 

imprisonment" as deprivation has replaced physical brutality and 

neglect which was so common prior to the 20th century (Sykes 1958). 

Nevertheless, according to many in the general public, those in political 

office, and even those in the criminal justice system, deprivation should 

not only be expected by those who break our social rules and legal laws 

but, in fact, should be increased substantially as our society has become 

"soft on punishment." However, if one looks closely at the findings from 

this study, deprivation as a condition of imprisonment may be, in fact, 

just ~ continuation of the lack of many of the necessities of life as well as 

the lack of healthy environmental influences that is so common among 

those in the correctional institutions of today. 
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Sykes (1958), who-is instrumental in developing the theory of 

deprivation, indicates that deprivation within a correctional setting 

includes the loss of liberty, the loss of goods and services, the lack of 

heterosexual relationships, the loss of autonomy, and the loss of security 

(pp. 65-77). Sykes (1958) and others who support this theory believe the 

stresses of deprivation can be reduced by the formation of subcultures such 

as pseudofamily groups. By forming these subcultures within the prison 

setting, the inmate may feel he/she has at least some control over their 

existence, and the dynamics of the subculture can replace some of the loss 

felt by incarceration. For example, pseudofamily groups may help female 

inmates deal with the loss of emotional and physical intimacy, the loss of 

emotional and physical support, as well as the need to feel part of a family. 

In addition, the family group may help to make the female inmate feel 

some normalcy within her environment. 

However, if one examines the findings of this study, some of the losses 

proposed by deprivation theory were present prior to the subject's 

incarceration and, therefore, not necessarily a result or a creation of the 

prison environment. For example, Sykes speaks of the small world the 

inmate now inhabits with all the restrictions of movement and the 

necessity of having to ask to go from one area of confinement to another 

(p.65). This was certainly the case in the correctional institutions this 

study is based on. Almost 24 percent of the inmates indicated that their 

freedom was the most important thing they missed while being 

incarcerated. However, quite possibly other factors prior to many of the 
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inmates' incarceration created this same type of scenario since 43.3 

percent of the inmate subjects interviewed expressed the fact they lacked 

any permanent means of transportation prior to their incarceration. In 

addition, 36. 7 percent stated they lived in small towns where they often 

felt confined and/or lacked the ability to escape their living arrangement 

prior to committing their criminal offense. These living arrangements 

frequently included having a partner that was abusive; of the 123 

subjects surveyed who stated they had been physically abused as an adult, 

90 percent stated the abuse was by either a boyfriend or a husband. 

Furthermore, research on the issue of family violence has indicated that 

abusive partners often limit the movement of their victims (Strauss and 

Steinmetz 1980; Gelles 1993). Therefore, many of these subjects had 

already lived in a confined situation which had limited their movement 

and, most likely, a number of the subjects had to ask for permission to 

leave their home and/ or the immediate surroundings. 

Sykes (1958) discusses the loss of contact with family and friends. He 

indicates this loss is much more serious than the loss of movement. As 

was evident from this study and many of the findings within the first 

part of this chapter, Sykes (1958) states that the longer an inmate is 

incarcerated, the less frequent visits and letters from family and friends 

become on the whole. Furthermore, he refers to the lack of contact with 

family and friends as the loss of "emotional relationships" and "isolation" 

(p. 65). Needless to say, this loss of emotional relationships could result in 

the need to create some type of substitute family group particularly for 
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female inmates. However, one must question whether their isolation is 

totally the result of being incarcerated? Over half of the subjects 

interviewed indicated they had a very poor relationship with their family 

and children prior to their incarceration. In fact, only slightly more than 

half of those surveyed stated that separation from the family was a serious 

problem. In addition, only one-fourth of the inmates interviewed stated 

they had custody of their children at the time of their arrest and 

incarceration. 

According to numerous subjects interviewed, the poor relationships 

with family were often the result of abuse by parents and/or family 

members when the subject was a child. As previously stated, 42 percent 

of the surveyed subjects had been sexually abused as a child (21.3% by 

relatives and 20.9% by their fathers) as well as 38 percent physically 

abused as a child (32% by their father and 31% by their mothers). 

Furthermore, the instance of drug addiction by both family members of 

the subjects and the subjects themselves created additional problems 

between the families and the subjects' children. Other problems which 

created poor relations within the family unit were the number of times 

some subjects had been incarcerated in jail and prison (17% in jail nine or 

more times and 20% in prison three or more times) as well as the 

percentage of family members (including the subjects' children) who had 

been· or were incarcerated in jail and prison (34% of the subjects' mothers 

or fathers and 60% of their siblings). 
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Therefore, much of the social isolation female inmates might feel had 

already been a substantial part of their free world existence and not just 

created as part of their incarceration. Furthermore our society, through 

education and the media, puts a great deal of emphasis on family, the 

inculcation of family values, and the sanctity of the two-parent household. 

These attitudes are prevalent even though, according to the U. S. Bureau 

of the Census (1998), married couples with children living in the home 

represented only 25 percent of the households in the U. S. in 1997 while 

female-headed households with children living in the home represented 27 

percent of all households. Consequently, a large percentage of the female 

inmates in prison may need to project the idea that family and their 

children are the most important people in their lives because if they did 

not, then, others would see them as selfish, self-centered, and not following 

the traditional roles of being a good mother and wife. Therefore, these 

women must take the view that family and children are important 

(whether consciously or not) or risk further contempt by other inmates, 

staff members, and even the parole board for not following the socially 

accepted ideas of family and motherhood. 

Sykes (1958) further indicates that deprivation includes the lack of a 

typical free world standard of living while incarcerated. He describes the 

inmates' standard of existence as a "harshly Spartan environment" (p. 

68).' Sykes (1958) admits that the correctional institution meets the 

inmates' basic needs of survival but the inmates are still lacking 

substantially in the "goods and services" he/she might otherwise be able to 
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obtain in the free world. However, he is speaking more about male 

inmates than female inmates, who while out in the free world, were part of 

the high percentage of female-headed households living below the poverty 

line. Almost 60 percent of the subjects interviewed worked as restaurant 

or bar waitresses, topless dancers, prostitutes, and/ or a variety of other 

jobs which were very low-paying or low-skilled. In addition, the majority 

of this group of subjects jumped from one job to another and were never 

able to sustain any long-term employment. Five of the subjects 

interviewed had been homeless or very near homeless more than once in 

the last several years prior to their incarceration. Another 31 percent had 

been unemployed for at least six months prior to their arrest and 

incarceration. Furthermore, of the thirty subjects interviewed, only four 

stated they had been employed in jobs where they were able to sustain a 

working-class existence. Therefore, while the majority of the women did 

feel they were poor inmates; they also stated this was no different from 

their lives when in the free world. 

Deprivation theory includes the loss of heterosexual relationships 

which was certainly a loss greatly felt by the majority of subjects in this 

study. Over 60 percent of the subjects in this study were heterosexuals, 

and the subjects who were interviewed and were heterosexual or even 

bisexual · indicated they missed male companionship and sexual intimacy 

with a male. In fact, approximately 42 percent of the inmates surveyed 

stated they believed inmates became involved in sexual relationships due 

to a desire for sexual pleasure. Furthermore, a small percentage of the 
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subjects interviewed did state that the reason they were intimately 

involved in a sexual relationship was to fulfill a need for such sexual 

pleasure. Only one of the subjects who was interviewed and was a member 

of a family group stated she had become sexually involved with another 

member of her family group. However, according to all the members 

interviewed, the need for sexual intimacy was not one of the reasons for 

becoming a member of a pseudofamily group. 

Another proposition included in the theory of deprivation is the loss of 

autonomy which relates to not being able to make one's own choices and 

being told what and when to do a variety of activities. Sykes (1958) states 

that the hardest aspect of the loss of autonomy is continually being 

directed by rules and regulations (p. 73). These rules and regulations are 

the cornerstone of the correctional experience, and, as within TDCJ and 

most correctional institutions, there are dozens of rules and regulations an 

inmate must become familiar with and follow while incarcerated. In fact, 

the 1998 version of the offender handbook for TDCJ, which explains most 

of the department's rules and regulations for inmates, is 120 pages long. 

Therefore, there are rules which cover every aspect of an inmate's 

existence during their incarceration, and they are constantly being told 

what to do, how to do it, and for how long. 

Some inmates are constantly in fear of breaking a rule and 

"catching" a disciplinary case. Getting a disciplinary case was very real 

for those in family groups particularly, as these inmates surveyed 

received cases at a much higher rate (83.6%) than those not in family 
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groups (56.9%). Furthermore, inmates indicated that they were not able 

to pick and choose their cell mates or the women they had to work with 

side by side, much less those whom they dealt with on a continual basis. 

Many of the inmates stated they were faced with having to live with and 

be surrounded by people whom they would never have contact with if 

living in the free world. In other words, incarceration is forced cooperation 

as well as a certain amount of camaraderie with individuals who may not 

be of their choice. However, those who are members of a family group or a 

partner in a relationship do have a certain amount of freedom when 

choosing the family group they join or the inmate they have a 

relationship with while incarcerated. This decision is not necessarily a 

conscious rebellion against the loss of autonomy but it serves much the 

same purpose. 

Inmates did express some hostility toward the system and all the 

rules they must follow and the fact that they are continually told what to 

do and how they must at times endure individuals with whom they were 

not comfortable. However, during the interviews, these inmates 

frequently stated that the severity of prison and having to become more 

self-disciplined had actually been beneficial. Furthermore, the inmates 

indicated that they hoped that the directions they were receiving while in 

prison would help them to be able to deal with authority and the 

guidelines which one must follow in order to be successful in the free world. 

The last proposition proposed by deprivation theory pertains to the 

loss of (personal) security. As one of the inmates stated in Sykes's (1958) 
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study, "the worst thing about prison is you have to live with other 

prisoners" (p. 77). Security can be a real issue particularly in a male 

prison; however, this is less of a concern in female prisons. As stated 

previously in this chapter, only 10. 7 percent of the 214 subjects surveyed 

stated they feared violence from other inmates. In fact, a higher 

percentage of subjects were more afraid of violence from staff members 

(16.4%), as well as fearing that staff would steal their personal items 

(21%). In addition, 16.8 percent of the subjects surveyed indicated they 

were afraid of being harassed by the staff. 

On the other hand, the inmates interviewed did state that, at times, 

one could not be sure of what would create a situation where an inmate(s) 

would suddenly become aggressive or confrontational. Those in family 

groups expressed that there was a " ... certain amount of security in 

numbers." The inmates interviewed as well as the staff members 

interviewed stated that weapons were not a major problem since weapons 

were seldom found among the female inmates, but this did not mean 

inmates did not get hurt. However, none of the subjects interviewed 

(inmates or staff) indicated there had been anyone seriously injured or 

killed by another inmate. 

The inmates and the staff also stated they were not aware of any 

female inmate(s) being raped or sexually taken advantage of by another 

female inmate(s). There were reports of female inmates who were having 

sexual relationships with staff members, but the majority of these cases 

were thought to be consensual. However, the inmates interviewed did 

248 



indicate that some of the staff members (mainly males) would sometimes 

touch them inappropriately and without their consent. Five of the 

inmates stated there was not really much they could do about the staffs 

inappropriate behavior as it was their word against that of the staff 

member(s). Furthermore, one inmate indicated that she was continually 

harassed sexually by an officer and had tried to report him to prison 

officials but was unsuccessful. 

Therefore, security was an issue in some regards but, on the whole, 

the inmates felt reasonably safe and, in many instances, safer than in the 

free world. As stated previously, 35.5 percent of the inmates had been 

sexually abused as adults (the majority by strangers or boyfriends), and 

57.5 percent had been physically abused (the majority by husbands and 

boyfriends). In addition, if one considers that 71.2 percent of the subjects 

surveyed had used drugs during the six months prior to their 

incarceration and, of that group, 81.4 percent used such drugs at least 

three or more times a week, then one could conclude that these subjects 

had put themselves at considerable risk of being hurt or injured by other 

drug addicts, dealers, and/or police. Consequently, incarceration, for at 

least some female inmates, may actually be safer than life in the streets. 

In the final analysis, the available data indicate that deprivation 

theory does not adequately address the formation of pseudofamily groups 

in the correctional institutions used in this study. However, this 

conclusion does not mean that certain points of this theory do not explain 

experiences and situations within these prisons but conclusive evidence 
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does not indicate that pseudofamily groups are formed solely due to the loss 

of certain factors as proposed in this theory. 

Importation Theory 

When Irwin and Cressey (1962) first put forth their theory of 

importation, their work was based on male prisoners, and their conclusion 

was that prison subcultures were largely based on pre-prison experiences 

and, therefore, the subcultures formed within the prison were the result of 

imported attitudes, values, and beliefs from the larger society. Both 

theorists view the prison subculture as a continuation of characteristics 

which are a part of their past affiliation with the lower-class and/or 

criminal cultures in the free world and which dictates the formation and 

existence of the majority of prison subcultures. For example, the street 

gang mentality and different role types are all thought to be brought into 

the institution setting as a result of previous criminal activities. In 

addition, same-sex contact is seen as a result of past homosexual or 

bisexual activities prior to the inmates' incarceration. 

However, importation theory as applied to subcultures formed in 

female prisons has concentrated on gender expectations and traditional 

stereotypes surrounding female roles (Giallombardo 1966; Heffernan 

1972; Pollock 1990). Many of these roles include the stereotypical myth 

that women should be nurturing, supportive, and be emotionally 

attached to family and their children. Criminal histories and criminal 

characteristics of violence, drug addiction, and aggression are not thought 
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to be part of the traditional idea of womanhood. However, black females 

were thought to bring into the prison setting different role expectations 

than did white females since blacks were thought to be more aggressive, 

and, because of this aggression, they were viewed as being the culprits 

behind most of the homosexual activity that took place in female 

correctional institutions (Freedman 1996). Furthermore, the formation of 

family groups is thought to be a result of both the inmate's need for some 

type of family attachment and an outlet for their homosexual activities. 

In her study of women in prison, Giallombardo (1966) furthers this 

view of traditional sex roles' being imported into the prison setting. She 

states that role expections help to create an atmosphere whereby 

pseudofamily groups are formed due to the inmates' need to continue a 

sense of family and the interpersonal support women are accustomed to 

having in the free world. Furthermore, the roles within the family are 

based on traditional roles such as mother, father, wife, children, and so 

forth. However, even though sex-role expectations did seem to play a 

considerable part in the inmates' overall attitudes, values, and beliefs, 

particularly when examining whom and what they missed the most, the 

findings in this study indicated that other variables were also contributing 

to the formation of pseudofamily groups and even to love and/ or sexual 

relationships. In addition, other factors besides sex-role expectations 

played a substantial role in how the subjects did their "time." 

In this study, sex-role expectations were very evident in the 

discussions that many of the subjects had about their children, as the 
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majority of those who had children expressed the fact that they thought of 

themselves as good mothers. Furthermore, over half of the subjects 

expressed how much they missed their children and how they could not 

wait to see them and take back their position as mother again. However, 

when examining the reality of their attitudes and thoughts about the 

family, much of the discussion about their children and family was 

frequently based on fleeting moments when things appear to be "normal" 

according to societal expectations of motherhood and family. Very often 

these moments were the only thing these women held onto while in 

prison. Unfortunately, these few incidents became the totality of their 

remembered existence with their children and family, and the subject did 

not want to look beyond these memories to see the true nature of their 

relationship with family and/or children. 

Two staff members told a story of one inmate who, upon being 

paroled and leaving the unit, stated the first persons she would spend time 

with would be her two children. These staff members indicated that this 

inmate talked about her children and family relentlessly, and all the staff 

felt sure she had made the needed adjustments in order to make her life in 

the free world productive and meaningful. However, the unfortunate 

reality of her life and her past appeared all too quickly. The inmate was 

paroled and as she left, she told everyone she was finally going to be able to 

see, her children and family (after five years of incarceration). When 

released, she was picked up at the unit by a boyfriend. However, before 

going to see her children, the two decided to stop and celebrate her release. 
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The result of this stop was that six hours after having been released and 

before seeing her children, the inmate was arrested for drunk driving 

which violated her parole and she was jailed and sent back to prison for 

eighteen more months. 

The point of this narrative was that the expectations of motherhood 

she projected as her own were not consistent with her actions. Instead, her 

actions were the result of past-life experiences when she tended not to 

make the right choices, tended not to be able to behave independently and, 

instead, followed the suggestions of her boyfriend (as she reported was the 

case). In addition, the characteristics of her past criminal history played a 

necessary role since this was not the first time she had been incarcerated. 

Therefore, traditional sex roles certainly played a major part in her 

everyday life in prison and how she presented herself; however, once free 

to make her own choices, she appeared to fall back into an old pattern of 

deviant behavior that may have been the result of childhood socialization 

but was not necessarily based on sex role expectations. 

This pattern of past experiences was reiterated in numerous stories 

about the subjects' lives. As stated previously, 19.2 percent of the subjects 

surveyed had been convicted of four or more misdemeanor charges, 25. 7 

percent had been convicted of three or more felonies, and 36 percent of 

these subjects had been imprisoned two or more times. In addition, 

the · majority (51.9%) of these subjects had their first felony conviction 

prior to the age of 24. 
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Consequently, if you look into the inmate's past you frequently find 

an abusive parent(s) and/or family member as well as parent(s) who were 

drug addicts and/ or alcoholics with a variety of family members who were 

incarcerated in jail or prison. Unfortunately, many of the subjects as 

children were left to their own devices to make the transition to adulthood. 

In fact, the percentage of subjects who lacked just a basic high school 

education alone indicated a lack of family support and guidance that is 

thought to be both important and needed in our society in order to succeed. 

In addition, 23.2 percent of the subjects surveyed lived with someone 

besides their parent(s) most of their childhood. Many of these inmates 

lacked the resources as well as the full knowledge of what society 

considered a "traditional family." As one inmate stated, 

My family was certainly not the family portrayed on 
television where the mother is home after you get out of 
school, with a snack waiting and she cannot wait to find 
out how your day went at school. Instead, I went home with 
my brothers and sisters to an empty house where I was 
expected to be both mother and housekeeper. I fixed our 
dinner which was usually macaroni and cheese with maybe 
some lunch meat if we were lucky. Mom would usually drag 
in around two or three in the morning drunk and with some 
guy that would have his way with me if Mom passed out and 
could not do what was expected. 

This type of story was not an isolated incident; more than one inmate told 

stories similar to this one. 

, Further, when examining the reasons subjects gave for forming 

pseudofamily groups and other types of relationships, importation does 

appear to be supported in many cases. In fact, the importation of any type 
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of homosexual lifestyle, prior to the subjects' incarceration, was not given 

as a reason for such groups. Instead, according to the majority of 

members, the reason for the formation of family groups was much less 

complicated since most of the inmates did not want to feel alone, wanted 

someone to touch or to hug, or wanted someone to talk to and share their 

problems while incarcerated. Furthermore, research done in London and 

China both indicate that when women are in a same-sex entj.ronment 

they form "imaginary" families which seem to be the most natural 

outcome for these women because of past socialization in regards to the 

family and female role expectations experienced in both of these societies 

(T'ien 1944; Firth and Djamour 1956). 

Therefore, the findings of this study do support importation of past 

socialization but not just in regards to sex-role expectations. Other factors 

which are not usually associated with female behavior (criminal histories, 

violence, aggression, drug addiction, etc.) appeared to play a substantial 

role in how female inmates in this study did their "time." Furthermore, 

the formation of pseudofamily groups was based on the need for kinship 

structures but, as a point of fact, the family groups were also an indication 

of the need for love, support, and guidance that many of these women 

never received as children. 

Goffman's Perspective on Total Institutions 

Goffman's model of total institutions (1961) is somewhat similar to 

the deprivation theory in that Goffman puts forth the idea that total 
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institutions are a closed-system whereby inmates are subjected to a series 

of degrading rituals with the idea of stripping away all personal identity 

and the majority of outside influences. Furthermore, inmates are forced to 

relinquish most of the comforts and pleasures of their previous lives and 

are instead expected to live and function in a harsh environment. 

However, implicit in this model is the concept that all pre-prison 

identities are extinguished, and a new identity is bestowed and 

continually confirmed. According to Goffman, this process of 

extinguishing pre-prison ·identities and creating a new "convict" identity 

can lead to a temporary "fraternalization" process where the inmates form 

specialized groups to combat the "devastating psychological effects" of the 

mortification process. In addition, "small cliques" or "less stable sexual 

ties" can be formed for similar reasons (pp. 59-60). However, the 

tendencies toward the formation of such groups are limited by the lack of a 

high degree of group solidarity and loyalty. Furthermore, the inmate 

eventually chooses to "play it cool" which involves taking on the 

appearance of being part of the inmate social system. Such behavior 

means acting as if he/she is loyal to that the inmate social system, while, 

at the the same time when in the presence of staff or others of authority, 

he/ she acts as if they are model inmates and loyal to the correctional 

system (pp. 60-61). 

Goffman's model and many of its propositions were certainly evident 

during this study. Each inmate had been reduced, at least in part, to a 

copy of the next inmate. White uniforms were worn by all of the inmates, 
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and each uniform was to appear exactly the same as the next. The 

inmates were allowed to wear jewelry and their hair as they wished. 

However, the inmates who were indigent were particularly subject to 

having nothing more than what the prison issued to all inmates. 

Other than their jewelry, personal possessions were limited to what 

the inmates could buy at the commissary. However, family and friends 

could have publishing companies send books and/ or magazines but no 

other gifts or items were allowed. 

The inmate subjects interviewed and some of the staff members 

stressed the fact that inmates were periodically treated in a degrading 

fashion in the way the staff talked to the inmates or talked about them to 

other inmates. According to several of the staff interviewed, female 

officers tended to be more disrespectful to inmates than were male officers. 

However, male officers tended to be sexually offensive and frequently drew 

attention to female body parts in a degrading fashion. 

According to both inmates and staff interviewed, humiliation 

whether physical, verbal, or both was a common occurrence. The inmate 

subjects discussed how humiliated they could be due to strip searches in 

front of numerous staff members (a male officer was not allowed to be 

present during a strip search unless he had permission) and/ or other 

inmates. These strip searches were done several times a day and were 

done without regard to the physical condition of the inmate (i.e., 

menstrual cycle, illness, or having any type of physical deformity that 

was only visible when their clothing had been removed). 
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Many of the inmate subjects expressed how difficult the lack of any 

privacy, both physical and mental, was to cope with while incarcerated. 

Showers, toilets, dressing areas, and sleeping quarters were under 

constant surveillance. The inmates indicated that even their thoughts 

were constantly interrupted by the continuous noise and chaos which is an 

enduring part of most correctional institutions. In addition, as in 

deprivation theory, the inmates expressed the sentiment that the lack of 

freedom was very hard to handle, and this was stressed by at least 23 

percent of the inmates surveyed when asked what they missed the most 

while in prison. Therefore, the process of mortification was 

unquestionably taking place in the two institutions used in this study. 

With Goffman's model, another process that takes place is the 

"formal and informal instructions about the privilege system" (p. 48). 

This process provides the inmate with the necessary instructions on how 

he or she can be rewarded and/ or punished. Again, this system of rewards 

was very evident in the two units utilized in this study, as rewards were 

given in the form of additional privileges if the inmate followed the rules 

and stayed out of trouble. For example, if an inmate did as she was told 

and did not receive any disciplinary cases, then, each week she could have 

contact visits with family and friends. In addition, she would be able to get 

a better prison job which could include being a trustee with all the added 

ben'efits this group enjoyed, and she would be able to make her quarterly 

telephone call for up to ten minutes. In tum, she would benefit from the 

fact that during her parole hearing, the parole board would be aware of 
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her good behavior which, in turn, might equate to a better free world 

citizen in their opinion. 

Goffman indicated that mortification and learning the privilege 

system described above is a process that inmates must go through in 

stages. One of the stages includes the tendency toward the formation of 

cliques such as the pseudofamily groups found in female correctional 

facilities and/or dyads in the form of love or sexual relationships. 

However, Goffman further indicates that this stage as well as other stages 

are temporary and frequently do not last for very long (p. 61). 

According to the findings of this study, the idea that family groups 

and/ or dyads were somewhat temporary is supported by the data. For 

example, when the length of time currently incarcerated was compared 

with membership in a family group and/or current involvement in a love 

or sexual relationship, those who had been incarcerated for more than five 

years (five years was the highest category for this item on the 

questionnaire) were less likely to be in such groups or relationships than 

those having spent two to four years incarcerated. Furthermore, when a 

comparison of the length of the inmate's current sentence (total number of 

years the inmate was to serve for her offense) and membership in a family 

group and/ or involvement in a love or sexual relationship, then those who 

had longer sentences (thirteen or more years) were less likely to be 

involved in any type of relationship or group. In fact, approximately 54 to 

58 percent of those involved in family groups, love relationships, and/or 

sexual relationships had sentences of five to twelve years. Furthermore, 
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this same group represented 59 percent of the subjects who stated they had 

disciplinary cases and 52 percent of those who had been in physical fights 

with other inmates. Therefore, one may conclude that the privilege 

system does not become fully ingrained until most of the inmates have 

been incarcerated for a substantial length of time (possibly six years or 

more). 

In addition, according to the subjects interviewed, the majority 

(54%) of inmates who had very long sentences (nine or more years) stated 

that during the first several years of their incarceration they were often 

very angry and tended to receive disciplinary cases on a regular basis. 

However, after settling down and realizing the fact that acting out was not 

helping them or making their time incarcerated any easier, they began to 

try and "do the right thing." Furthermore, the majority of subjects who 

talked the most about being religious and being very involved in religious 

activities were those inmates who were serving sentences of fifteen or more 

years. As indicated previously, this same group of religious inmates also 

expressed the least amount of support and understanding for those 

involved in family groups and those particularly involved in a love/ sexual 

relationship. 

Ultimately, Goffman's perspective on total institutions provides a 

reasonable but somewhat limited explanation for the initial formation of 

family groups. The theory is limited in that Goffman discusses the 

i~mate's need to have affiliation with others in his/her predicament but 

does not fully explain the actual process of formation or operation of such 
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groups. However, his perspective does present an extremely logical 

explanation as to why these family groups and/or love/sexual 

relationships tend to be a short-term situation for a large percentage of 

inmates who are serving very long sentences. Furthermore, Goffman's 

model is very instrumental in describing the process that many of the 

subjects find themselves experiencing during the first several years of 

their incarceration and, why after a period of time, the subject comes to 

the realization that to do her time as quickly and as painlessly as possible, 

she must try to be the best inmate she can possibly become. Consequently, 

she must learn to "play it cool." 

Summary 

In the final analysis, of the two theories frequently used to explain 

the formation of prison subcultures and, in this case, pseudofamily groups, 

importation theory is best supported by the findings of this study. 

Furthermore, Goffman's perspective on the initial formation of such 

groups was generally supported by the findings. 

This is not to say that deprivation theory does not provide pertinent 

information regarding possible explanations for the formation of some 

female prison groups and/or relationships, but importation theory 

provides a more plausible theory as to why the groups in this study formed 

and operated in the matter in which they did. However, deprivation 

theory does address a variety of losses the inmates felt while being 

incarcerated, but, as indicated, many of these losses were very much the 
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same as when the inmate was in the free world. Therefore, the 

deprivation that many of the subjects in this study felt while incarcerated 

was a continuation of their free world existence. 

In addition, Goffman's perspective on total institutions provides an 

array of alternative explanations for the life these subjects lived while 

incarcerated. The mortification process as well as the privilege system 

were very much a part of the inmates' experience in this study. However, 

Goffman's model is much better suited to explain why different groups and 

relationships form temporarily but not as affective in explaining groups 

formation as a whole. 

In any event, a broader application of the importation theory using 

factors other than female sex-role expectations appeared to explain in more 

depth the true nature of why female inmates tended to form family 

groups and why they became involved in a love/sexual relationship. 

Consequently, the importation of the inmate's past experiences and 

socialization processes addressed the many reasons subjects gave for the 

formation of such groups and dyads. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

The purpose of this study has been to analyze how pseudofamily 

groups function within the female prison population and how membership 

can affect the inmate's image within the prison system itself. The main 

emphasis has been on the family-like structure of these groups and how 

membership in this type of group can ehher positively or negatively affect 

the female inmate as well as her time spent incarcerated. The study also 

has evaluated the exact nature and frequency of sexual contact between 

female inmates (whether members or non-members of a pseudofamily 

group) and if said contact was due to the sexual orientation of the 

participants or was due to the situational conditions of prison life. 

Finally, the study examined if participation in pseudofamily groups is 

looked upon unfavorably by the prison officials and, if so, what 

consequences inmates might face for having chosen to be members of such 

a group. This chapter will summarize the central findings of the research, 

the theoretical implications, the limitations of the research, and possible 

recommendations for future research. 
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Discussion and Analysis of the Findings 

The formation of pseudofamily groups is a part of the female 

correctional system that is frequently misunderstood by not only the 

correctional institution itself but also by the inmates within the system. 

Past literature has often equated membership in a family group to the 

presence of homosexual behavior or manipulation by those who are more 

aggressive and domineering (Khan 1937; Halleck and Hersko 1962; 

Mitchell 1975). Sexual relationships have been traditional viewed as a 

major component of these family relationships instead of the more familial 

type relationships which can be found in some of the more recent 

literature. In addition, the frequency of membership in family groups 

among female inmates has also been an area of considerable debate since 

numerous studies have indicated that from O to 70 percent of the female 

prison population are members of a pseudofamily group. In addition, 

minorities have been viewed as prime instigators of abuse and sexual 

entanglement with white female inmates who are often thought to be 

weaker and less experienced with the deviant elements of prison life 

(Propper 1981; Freedman 1996). 

These and other issues are addressed in this study. Further, the 

findings often supported the more recent literature on the female inmate 

population while some of the findings from this study seem to indicate a 

co~tinued lack of knowledge by other researchers and the correctional staff 

concerning the true nature of female incarceration and the formation of 

various types of relationships within these institutions. 
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For example, the pseudofamily groups in these two female 

correctional facilities were not extremely prevalent as approximately 28 

percent of the inmates surveyed stated they were members of such groups. 

However, the staff members and the non-members of family groups tended 

to believe that up to 60 percent of the prison population was involved in 

such groups. Furthermore, inmates not involved in either a sexual 

relationship or a love relationship expressed the view that the majority of 

the inmates were actually involved in these relationship. The staff held a 

similar belief about the high percentage of inmates thought to be in sexual 

and/ or love relationships. 

Of the inmates who were members, the majority indicated that 

camaraderie and support were the main benefits of being a member of a 

family group and membership had basically just happened. Family 

groups were not directly thought of as a replacement for the members' 

family on the outside. The inmates stated, on more than one occasion, 

that the family was just a group of inmates who were basically friends and 

the roles they played were those they felt most comfortable portraying. In 

addition, the roles were frequently based on the person's status in the 

prison inmate hierarchy and/or the knowledge and advice they might be 

able to give to another inmate. In other words, the inmates compared 

their roles within the family similar to those found in any traditional 

family system which is based on mother as the caregiver, father as the 

head of the household, and siblings ranked according to whether male or 

female within the family system. 
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The traditional female roles were the most common roles played by 

members with just over a quarter of them playing the more masculine 

role(s). In addition, the majority of inmates who were playing the 

masculine role(s) had been, according to the subjects, free world lesbians. 

The white inmates were just as likely to play either a feminine role or a 

masculine one, and the whites represented over half of the members of 

these familial groups. The non-members and staff members viewed 

minorities as the stereotypical inmates who consistently took advantage of 

the weaker whites and were most often the more dominant persons in the 

family. However, generally speaking these ideas were not the view that 

members of family groups portrayed about their family group or the 

members within the group. 

None of the members surveyed or interviewed indicated they had 

been forced to join or that sexual behavior was a major component of their 

membership. On the other hand, members were more likely to have had a 

sexual relationship with another female inmate as opposed to those 

inmates who were non-members. Nevertheless, over 90 percent of the 

members interviewed who had been or were currently involved in a 

sexual relationship had not been involved with any family member. 

The non-members of a family group expressed the idea that 

membership in such a group would only cause them additional problems 

and any benefit that might be received from having a special group of 

friends for support, love, and/ or protection was not worth the "hassle" 

from the correctional officers. In fact, the idea of getting in more trouble 
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was probably more accurate since members of a family group were much 

more likely to have been in a fight and/ or have a disciplinary case. 

The dyads among inmates were much more common than 

membership within a family group considering that almost 37 percent of 

the subjects stated they had been or were currently in either a love 

relationship or a sexual one. However, the belief that inmates were 

actually involved in sexual contact was overstated by those inmates who 

were not involved in such relationships and by 30 percent of the staff 

members interviewed. Furthermore, the majority of the staff and over 

half of the inmates (members and non-members) indicated that sexual 

relationships caused most of the major problems for the inmates involved, 

for correctional officers, as well as for the institution itself. 

Jealousy was viewed as the main reason for relationships' causing 

such problems. Actually, this should be expected as many of these inmates 

had a great deal of idle time which, in turn, frequently created 

opportunities to socialize with other inmates besides their current 

partners. Life in a penal institution can be extremely unstable and, 

consequently, this instability can create a great deal of uncertainty for 

particularly those involved in love or sexual relationships. For example, 

the living arrangements for the inmates were constantly changing and 

those involved in relationships frequently had to spend a large percentage 

of their time apart which created the opportunity for the two partnered 

individuals to spend long hours with other inmates with whom they 

might become interested. Furthermore, these relationships were very 
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vulnerable to gossip from either other inmates or staff members. 

Therefore, a high level of jealousy between partners was frequently 

observed that resulted in numerous fights between partners and between 

other inmates. In addition, the inmates in these relationships would 

become depressed, suicidal, and basically harder to handle by the 

correctional staff. 

There were definite repercussions for members of a family group 

from non-member inmates and the staff. Both non-members and 

staff members discussed these groups in an unfavorable manner. The 

terms used to describe such family groups were often negative and 

condescending. The non-members believed that family groups and those 

who were involved in sexual relationships caused the majority of problems 

within the facility. Furthermore, the non-members stated they felt they 

were subjected to the unacceptable behavior that took place among 

partners of love or sexual relationships which, in turn, they believed 

usually included the majority of those inmates involved in family groups. 

As a result, the non-members would frequently report to correctional 

officers any illegal actions these members committed and often felt that 

these groups were not punished severely enough. 

The staff members reiterated much the same beliefs as did the 

non-members. Those involved in love or sexual relationships, as reported 

by · two of the staff members, were regularly a target for disciplinary 

actions by correctional staff, and there were occasions when non-sexual 

activity was written up as if it were actual sexual contact. The staff often 
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described family group members and those in other types of relationships 

as disgusting, and these inmates created the need for additional manpower 

and resources because of the fights and disciplinary cases that these 

inmates received. 

Overall, there appeared to be a great deal of emphasis put on family 

groups and the dyadic relationships from the correctional staff and those 

inmates not involved in such groups or relationships. Correctional officers 

and even some of the non-members of family groups made comments that 

often reflected the same sentiments which were evident in research done 

forty or fifty years ago. For example, the idea that minorities were mainly 

in love or sexual relationships and/or members of a family group as a 

means to manipulate the white inmates and, therefore, gain materially. 

Another perception was that minorities were the main members who 

played a masculine role and that the majority of members in a family 

group were involved in homosexual relationships with other members. In 

addition, many held the belief that more than half of the inmate 

population was involved in these family groups and/or homosexual 

activities. However, as discussed in this section, the findings in this study 

did not show that these ideas were valid. Nevertheless, the correctional 

staff in many regards acted as if these impressions were true and, 

therefore, that the female inmate must be handled in such a matter as to 

eliminate, as much as possible, both family groups and most dyadic 

relationships. 
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Theoretical Implications 

The theoretical models used to explain the formation of subcultures 

in female correctional institutions (deprivation, importation, and 

Goffman's perspective on total institutions) each provides some insight 

into the lives of women in prison. However, Goffman's perspective on 

total institutions and, particularly, the importation theory both proved to 

be supported, at least in part, by the findings of this study. 

As it applies to female subcultures, importation theory has been 

expanded to include the traditional sex-role expectations. Pseudofamily 

groups in this study appeared to follow many of the traditional family and 

sex-role expectations. However, the study further indicated that other 

past beliefs, behaviors, and values also influenced the family group 

formation. For example, family groups provided the love, support, and 

guidance that many of these women had not received as children. The 

majority of the inmates' families were not emotionally or physically 

available to them as children because of drug addiction, different types of 

abuse, the incarceration of family members, and so forth. Furthermore, 

many of these inmates lacked some of the basic social and interpersonal 

skills that many persons in the free world take for granted. Therefore, the 

importation theory could be viewed as bringing into place the values, 

beliefs, and behaviors the inmates knew they wanted but had not been a 

part of their lives as children or even adults prior to their incarceration. 

Ultimately, these virtues became a part of the family group these inmates 

formed. However, these groups were not enduring for those who were 
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members. The- reasons for the lack of longevity of these groups is best 

explained by Goffman's model. 

According to Goffman (1961), the process of harshly stripping the 

inmate of his/her pre-prison identity may create the desire for inmates to 

temporarily form "small cliques" or "sexual ties" (p. 60). Nevertheless, 

once the reward system is firmly in place and the inmate has internalized 

the benefits of becoming a cooperative prisoner, then the need for groups 

such as pseudofamilies and even love/sexual relationships are reduced or 

totally eliminated. Goffman's reasoning for the formation of temporary 

groups was supported by the findings in this study. The pseudofamily 

groups most often had members who had been sentenced to less than 

thirteen years and had been currently incarcerated for less than five 

years. Furthermore, many of the past members of these family groups 

and those who in the past had been involved in dyads realized the best way 

to successfully complete their incarceration, in the shortest amount of 

time, was to follow the rules and regulations of the institution and, at 

least, appear to have come to their senses about their "deviant behavior" 

of the past. 

Limitations 

This research has a number of limitations. First, only a small 

number of inmates were interviewed from each correctional facility. In 

addition, due to the limited-time frame to collect data, more time spent 
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getting to know these women might have encouraged them to be more 

forthcoming with the information they provided. 

Another limitation of this study was not having the resources as 

well as the time to pretest the survey instrument. Several of the items on 

both the inmate instrument and the staff instrument could have been less 

confusing while providing more precise and specific data. For example, 

the question about education on the inmate questionnaire should have 

included a category for those who received their GED after their 

incarceration. In this way, educational levels prior to an inmate's 

incarceration would have provided more accurate information. 

Furthermore, the manner in which some of the i terns were constructed 

created difficulty in analyzing the data later. 

Even though the purpose of this study was to include the reactions 

and perceptions about the pseudofamily groups from staff members, only a 

small number of the correctional officers were actually interviewed. A 

larger sample may have provided much more useful information as to the 

repercussions of these groups on the correctional staff and the prison as a 

whole. Furthermore, as with inmates, if the researcher had been able to 

conduct the study over a much longer period of time and had been able to 

gain the confidence of the correctional officers, then more officers would 

possible have come forth to take part in both the survey and the 

int.erviews conducted at their respective units. 
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Recommendations 

Even though this research adds to the literature by examining the 

perceptions and experiences of the female inmates in two Texas state 

correctional institutions, more research is needed to understand in greater 

depth the true nature of pseudofamily groups and dyads which are 

commonly found in female prisons. Furthermore, additional research is 

needed to explore further the correctional staffs perceptions and views of 

those involved in both-pseudofamily groups and love/sexual relationships. 

Based on this research the following suggestions and recommendations are 

offered. 

1. Scholars should conduct a longitudinal study of pseudofamily 

groups which examines the longevity of these groups and what factors 

contribute to members' leaving these groups after a period of time. In 

addition, the question of how time affects the group dynamics is important 

as well as the impact of the departure of one or more members on the 

dynamics of the group. 

2. Researchers should conduct a comparison study of family groups 

utilizing a variety of state correctional institutions for women located in 

different regions of the United States. Such research should suggest if 

female inmates experience the formation of family groups differently from 

one region to another and if these formations are based on the cultural 

norms of each region. Furthermore, research could examine whether or 

not there are regional differences evident in homosexual relationships and 
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if these are regional peculiarities accepted by female inmates as well as 

staff members in the correctional institution. 

3. Similar comparative studies should be conducted at the federal 

level which would include the examination of not only regional differences 

but, in addition, the exploration of the differences between federal 

correctional institutions and state institutions as they relate to the 

formation of these pseudofamily groups and sexual relationships. 

4. Studies should explore how female correctional facilities could 

more effectively handle the problems that family groups as well as sexual 

relationships are thought to create. Furthermore, an examination of how 

best to evaluate the measures used by institutions to handle presumed 

problems created by these relationships needs to be studied. 

s. Studies should focus on developing an in-depth and integrated 

theory which will addresses the dynamics of these pseudofamily groups 

and/or the sexual relationships. In addition, a theory should be developed 

that addresses the actual day-to-day operations of these groups and 

rela ti onshi ps. 
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APPENDIX A 



TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
INMATE PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH 

Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

Principal Investigator: Denise W. Huggins, B. S., M.A. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
817-898-2151 

Faculty Advisor: James L. Williams, Ph. D. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
817-898-2062 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. You must have 
currently been in prison for at least 6 months. You do not have to 
participate if you do not want to. It is completely up to you. As part of the 
research for my Dissertation at Texas Woman's University, you are being 
asked to answer questions about some of your experiences as an inmate. 
Questions will address possible membership in any family units formed 
while in prison, questions about past or present relationships with other 
female inmates (both of a non-sexual and sexual nature), and questions 
that address attitudes (both positive and negative) toward family units 
and any homosexual behavior in the prison. In addition, questions will 
address basic information about past criminal history, past and present 
incarceration, and past sexual orientation. 

There will be no way that anyone can identify you from your answers. No 
one in the prison will be able to identify you from your answers. No one in 
the community or in the general public will be able to identify you from 
your answers. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled to. 

If I have any questions about the research study I should ask the 
researchers: their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If I have 
questions about my rights as a subject or the way this study has been 
conducted, I may call Ms. Tracy Lindsay in the Office of Research and 
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Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 

I understand that the return of my completed questionnaire constitutes 
my informed consent to as a subject in this research. 

Thank you for participating in this project, 

Denise Huggins, B.S. M .. A. 
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APPENDIX B 



INMATE QUESTIONNAIRE 

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

I KNOW THAT THE RETURN OF MY COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE MEANS I AM GIVING 
MY CONSENT TO ACT AS A SUBJECT IN THIS RESEARCH. 

If you chose not to participate in this study, please check ICNP (I Chose Not 
to Participant) for each item on this questionnaire. 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please read each of the following questions and check the answer that 
you feel best applies to each question. If you are not sure about an answer to a question 
please check "Not Sure." 

1. What is your current living status? 
__ General Population Protective Custody 

___ Administrative Seg. __ Other 
ICNP 

2. During an average week, how many letters or other types of correspondence do you 
receive from your family? 
__ 0-3 __ 7-9 More than 12 

ICNP 
__ 4-6 10-12 Not Sure 

3. During an average week, how many letters or other types of correspondence do you 
receive from 
your friends? 
__ 0-3 __ 7-9 More than 12 

ICNP 
__ 4-6 10-12 Not Sure 

4. During an average week, how many letters or other types of correspondence do you 
send out to family members or friends 
__ 0-3 __ 7-9 More than 12 

ICNP 
~_4-6 10-12 Not Sure 

s. During an average month, how many ,isits do you get from family members? 
0-1 __ 4-5 __ Not Sure 

-- ICNP 

2-3 __ more than 5 

6. During an average month, how many visits do you get from friends? 
__ 0-1 __ 4-5 __ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

2-3 more than 5 

7. During an average day, hmv many hours do you spend attending vocational 
training? 

0-1 hour __ 4-5 hours __ Not Sure 

__ 2-3 hours __ more than 5 hours 
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8. During an average day, how many hours do you spend attending educational classes 
(such as high school class, GED classes, college class)? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 4-5 hours __ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 
__ 2-3 hours __ more than 5 hours 

9. During an average day, how many hours do you spend working? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 

ICNP 
__ 2-4 hours 8 or more hours 

10. During an average day, how many hours do you spend participating in recreational 
activities? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 4 hours or more 

__ 2-3 hours Not Sure 

11. During an average day, how many hours do you spend sleeping? 
__ 4-6 hour __ 13-15 hours 

7-9 hours 
10-12 hours 

__ More than 15 hours 
Not Sure 

ICNP 

ICNP 

12. To the best of your knowledge (of the inmates you know), ,vhat percentage of inmates 
sleep more than 12 hours in a 24 hour period? 
__ 0% __ 21 - 40% more than 60% 

ICNP 
__ 1-20% __ 41-60% Not Sure 

13. During an average day, hO\v many hours do you spend watching tele,ision? 
0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 

__ ICNP 
__ 2-4 hours 8 or more hours 

14. During an average day, how many hours do you spend attending religious meetings 
or senices? 

0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 
ICNP 

2-4 hours 8 or more hours 

15. During an average day, ho\\· many hours do you spend reading or writing letters? 
0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 

ICNP 
__ 2-4 hours 8 or more hours 

16. During an average day, how many hours do you spend interacting socially with 
other inmates? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 

ICNP 
__ 2-4 hours 8 or more hours 
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17. During an average week, how many hours do you spend working on the legal aspects 
of your case? (For example going to the law library and looking up past cases or working 
on legal documents used in your case, etc.) 

0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 

__ 2-4 hours __ 8 or more hours 

18. Do you receive money from family and friends in the free world? 
__ Yes 

__ No 

__ ICNP 

ICNP 

19. Do you ever rely on other means (besides the money received from familv or friends 
on the outside) for obtaining personal items you may need or want and are not supplied 
by the prison? 

ICNP 
__ Yes ------> Please explain 

__ No 

20. Do you ever rely on other inmates for personal items you may need or want and are 
not supplied by the prison? 
__ Yes 

ICNP 
No 

21. Please rate each of the following factors. Circle only one number for each statement. 
If you do not know or do not want to anS\ver a question please circle NK. 

t = not a problem 
2= only a slight problem 

ICNP 
4= a problem that is becoming serious 
5= a serious problem now 

3= a problem but manageable 

Feelings of loneliness 
Boredom 
Overcrowded conditions 
Noise levels 
Stress 

NK= Do not kno\v 

Separation from family 
Separation from children 
Separation from your husband/boyfriend/significant other 
Fear of harassment from staff 
Fear of violence from other inmates 
Fear of violence from correctional officers or other staff members 
Fear of sexual assault from other inmates 
Fear of sexual assault from correctional officers or other staff members 
Fear of ha\ing personal property stolen by other inmates 
Fear of having personal property taken by prison staff 
Fear of racial \iolence or problems . 
Fear of being accused of infractions you have not committed 
Fear of being put into solitary confinement 
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1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
l 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 



Fear of becoming ill and not being treated adequately 
Fear of not receiving enough medication or too much 
Fear of being labeled mentally ill 
Fear of being labeled a homosexual 
Fear of becoming a homosexual 

1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 
1 2 3 4 5 NK 

22. Of the follmving people, please rank (from 1 to 3 with 1 being the most) the 3 people 
you miss the most while being incarcerated. 
__ Mother and/or Father 
__ Sister(s) and/or Brother(s) 

Children 
__ Spouse or Significant Other 
__ Grandparent(s) 

Other relatiYes 
Friends 

__ Other 
__ I do not miss anyone 

Not Sure 

23. Please list three things you miss the most while being incarcerated. 

ICNP 

__ ICNP 
1. ------------------------------

2. _____________________________ _ 

3. _____________________________ _ 

PLEASE REMEMBER NONE OF YOUR ANS"WERS "WILL BE SEEN BY ANYONE AT 
THEPRISON. 

24. Are you aware of the existence of "play" or "pretend" family groups (referred to as 
pseudofamily groups in this study) within this unit? 

__ Yes __ No--------> 

SKJtTQ _QJJ_~~TI O 1\J _1_t5 __ _ I 
_J 

25. Of the pseudofamily groups you knO\v of, hO\v many are racially mixed? 
ICNP 

__ All __ Most __ Some None Not Sure 

26. Are you a member of a pseudofamily group in this unit? 

__ Yes No------> r------------

\ __ -5 KIP TO QUESTICH\J 40 

27. Is your pseudofamily group racially mixed? 

__ Yes 
__ No 
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28. How did you become a member of the pseudofamily group? 

__ You were asked to join 
__ You asked to join 
__ Some other way (explain) 

ICNP 

29. Which of the following factors, do you consider an important part of being a member 
of a pseudofamily group? Please check all that apply and on a scale of 1 (somewhat 
important) to 5 (very important) rate the importance of each of the answers you have 
checked. 

__ Sharing Commissary 
__ Protection and safety 
__ Hustling or services to others 
__ To "clique up" on an inmate who is causing problems 
__ Talking and sharing problems 
__ To feel accepted by other inmates 

Not to feel alone == To substitute for family on the outside 
__ Touching or Hugging 
__ To feel love or to love someone 
__ For sexual gratification 

Other _______________ _ 
--Not Sure about any of the above factors 

ICNP 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
12345 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

30. Were there any membership requirements (such as bringing in extra commissary, 
ha\ing to perform any type of cleaning duties, performing sexual favors, etc.) that you 
had to fulfill? 

ICNP 

__ Yes ----------> Explain what requirements you had to fulfill to become a family 
member 

No 
Not Sure 

31. What role or roles do you play in the pseudofamily group? (Check all that apply) 

ICNP 

Father 
__ Mother 
___ Husband 
__ Wife 
__ Sister 
__ Brother 
__ Son 

___ Daughter 
Aunt 

--Uncle 
--Grandmother 
---Grandfather 
==Other (explain) 
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32. Please describe the main leader of your pseudofamily group. (pick only one from 
each grouping) 

Race: 
__ White 
__ Hispanics 

African American 
Asian 

__ Other 
Not Sure 

Gender trait: 
masculine 

___ feminine 
neither 
Not Sure 

ICNP 

Age group: 
__ 18-22 years old 
__ 23-29 years old 

30-36 vears old 
--37-43 ,:ears old 
_ 44-50 )·ears old 

51 or older 
Not Sure 

Offense{s) Incarcerated for: 

___ violent crime(s) 
___ property crime(s) 
___ drug offense(s) 
___ other 

Role \\ithin the Family: 

___ Not Sure 

__ Father/Husband 
__ MothPr/Wife 
___ Grandfather 

Grandmother 
__ Male Sibling 
___ Female Sibling 

__ Uncle 
__ Aunt 
__ Other 

Not Sure 

33. Do you personally feel that you are treated differently by the prison staff because you 
are a member of a pseudofamily group? 

Yes ------> ls this treatment more (check one): __ negative 
__ positive 

No Not Sure 
Not Sure 

34. Do female inmates who are not members of a pseudofamily group, treat you 
differently because you are a member of a family group? 

__ Yes----> Is this treatment more (check one): __ negative 
__ positive 
__ Not Sure 

No 
Not Sure 

ICNP 

ICNP 

35. Does vour familv in the free-world know about vour membership in a pseudofamih· .. ., ., .... 

group? 
ICNP 

Yes-----> Does your family treat you differently because of your membership in a 
pseudofamily group? __ Yes 

__ No 
__ Not Sure 

__ No 
Not Sure 
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36. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of the women in this unit who are in 
pseudofamily groups, become members of these groups in order to have close friends, 
support, and companionship? 
__ 0% __ 21 - 40% __ more than 60% 

1-20% __ 41-60% 
__ ICNP 

__ Not Sure 

37. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of the women in this unit who are in 
pseudofamily groups, become members of these groups in order to secure protection from 
other inmates? 

__ 0% 
1-20% 

__ 21-40% 
__ 41-60% 

__ more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

38. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates who are involved 
in pseudofamilies have taken a dominant role (whether in sexual or non-sexual 
situations) within the family? 

__ 0% 
1- 20% 

__ 21-40% 
__ 41-60% 

more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

ICNP 

39. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates who are involved 
in pseudofamilies, have taken a passive role (whether in a sexual or non-sexual 
situation) within the family? 

__ 0% 
1- 20% 

__ 21-40% 
__ 41-60% 

more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 46 IF YOU ARE A MEMBER OF A PSEUDOFAMILY 
GROUP 

This section is for those who are not members of a pseudofamily group. 

40. Why did you 1wtjoin afamily group? Please e.tplain ____________ _ 

41 Do you feel that there are any benefits in not joining a family group? Please explain 
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42. Do youfeel there are any negative things that you experience because you are not a 
member of a family group? Please explain 

43. Do you believe you are treated differently by the prison staff because you are not a 
member of a family group? __ Yes __ No __ Not Sure 

44. Do you believe you are treated differently by other female inmates because you are 
not a member of afamily group? __ Yes __ No __ Not Sure 

45. Did you not join a family group because of the fear of being labeled a homosexual? 
Yes __ No __ Not Sure 

PLEASE CONTINUE TO QUESTION 46 

PLEASE REMEMBER NONE OF YOUR ANSWERS ff.TILL BE SEEN BY ANYONE AT 
THEPRISON. 

Note: For this study, a love relationship will be defined as having a close 
physical relationship with another female inmate. Physical contact 
within this type of relationship will be limited to only holding hands, 
hugging, and kissing on the face or lips. 

46. Are you CURRENTLY inrnlved strictly in a love relationship (as defined above) with 
another inmate in this unit? 

ICNP 

__ Yes ---------> What role do you usually play in the relationship(s)? (Please check 
only one) 

__ Aggressive (more of a male role) 
__ Passive (more of a female role) 
__ Both Aggressive and Passive 
__ Neither Aggressive or Passive 
__ Not Sure 

__ No-----> ; SKIP TO QUESTIOf\J 48 

47. How manv female inmates are you currently having a love relationship 
with? ~ (Number) 

__ ICNP 
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48. Have you EVER been involved in a love relationship with another female inmate, 
during any other period of being incarcerated? 
__ Yes ----------> What role did you usually play in the relationship(s)? 

__ No 
__ Aggressive (more of a male role) 
__ Passive (more of a female role) 
__ Both Aggressive and Passive 
__ Neither Aggressive or Passive 
__ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

49. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of women you know in this unit have 
engaged in a love relationship \\-ith another female inmate, during any period of their 
incarceration? 

__ 0% 

__ 1-20% 

__ 21-40% 

__ 41-60% 

__ more than 60% 

__ Not Sure 
__ ICNP 

SO. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of love relationships between female 
inmates you know, last more than 6 months? 
__ 0% __ 21 - 40% more than 60% 

__ ICNP 
1- 20% __ 41-60% __ Not Sure 

51. How often do fights happen between two or more female inmates because of jealousy 
over the person or persons they have love relationships with? 
__ None __ Often 

ICNP 
Not very often __ All the time __ Not Sure 

52. To the best of vour knowledge, what do you think is the main reason that female 
inmates have love -relationships with other female inmates? 
__ For power and respect 

ICNP 
__ for affection, caring, or love 
___ for protection, food, or commissary 
__ other(explain), _____________________ _ 
___ other(explain) ______________________ _ 

Not Sure 
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Note: For this study, a sexual relationship will be defined as having sexual 
contact with another female inmate. This includes: touching of the breast 
and/or private parts with your hand or mouth and/or acting as if having 
sexual intercourse. 

53. Are you CURRENTLY involved in a sexual relationship with another female inmate 
or inmates? 

__ ICNP 

__ Yes ---------> What role do you usually play in the relationship(s)? (Please check 
onlv one) 

No------> 

__ Aggressive (more of a male role) 
__ Passive (more of a female role) 
__ Both Aggressive and Passive 
__ Neither Aggressive or Passive 
__ Not Sure 

[ __ SKIP TO QUESTION 55_~- i 
54. How many female inmates are you currently having a sexual relationship 
\\ith? ______ (Number) 

__ ICNP 

55. Have vou EVER been involved in a sexual relationship with another female inmate, 
during an); other period of being incarcerated? 

__ ICNP 

__ Yes ----> What role did you usually play in the relationship? (Please check only 
one) 

No 

__ Aggressive (more of a male role) 
__ Passive (more of a female role) 
__ Both Aggressive and Passive 
___ Neither Aggressive or Passi, e 
__ Not Sure 

56. To the best of rnur knowledge, what percentage of women in this unit have had a 
sexual relationship- with another female inmate, during any period of their 
incarceration? 
__ 0% 

__ 1-20% 

__ 21-40% 

__ 41-60% 

__ more than 60% 
ICNP 

__ Not Sure 

57. To the best of vour knowledge, what percentage of sexual relationships between 
female inmates last more than 6 months? 
__ 0% __ 21- 40% __ more than 60% 

!CNP 

1-20% __ 41-60% __ Not Sure 
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58. How often do fights happen between two or more female inmates because of 
jealousy over the person or persons they are sexually involved with? 

__ ICNP 

__ None __ Not very often __ Often __ All the time __ Not Sure 

59. Have you been caught(by a staff member) ha\-ing sex (touching of the breast 
and/ or private parts with your hand or mouth and/ or acting as if having 
sexual intercourse) with another female inmate during any period you have been 
incarcerated? 

__ Yes-------> How many times? 
__ No 

__ ICNP 

60. According to the prison definition of sex, have you been caught( by a staff 
member) having sex with another female inmate during any period you have been 
incarcerated? 

__ Yes------> How many times? 
__ No 

ICNP 

6 t. To the best of your knowledge, how many female inmates do you know that have been 
caught having sex (according to the prison definition) with another inmate? 

___ 0-2 
___ 3-5 

__ 6-8 
__ 9-11 

__ 12ormore 
__ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

62. To the best of your knowledge, what do you think is the main reason that female 
inmates have sexual relationships \\ith other female inmates? 
____ Sexual pleasure 

ICNP 
==For power and respect 

for affection, caring, or love 
==for protection , food, or commissary 
___ other(e.xplain) ______________________ _ 
___ other(explain) ______________________ _ 

Not Sure 

63. Do you believe that a sexual relationship between inmates: (check all that apply) 
is harmful to the inmates __ ICNP 

---- is a major problem withi_n the prison unit . 
is "iewed as causing maJor problems between mmates 

---- should be handled severely by the prison if detected 
is natural in a single-sex environment such as a prison 

---- should be overlooked by the prison if detected 
is not a problem within the prison unit ----
seldom occurs ----
ne,·er occurs ----

- __ no opinion 
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64. Have you gone through any type of marriage ceremony with another female inmate 
during any period you have been incarcerated? 

Yes-------> How manv times? ____ ICNP 
_No . --

Not Sure 

65. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of women you know in this unit 
sexually prefer members of the same sex when in the free-world? 
__ 0% __ 21- 40% more than 60% __ ICNP 
__ 1 - 20% __ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

66. Which of the following do you prefer sexually when in the free-world? 
__ Males __ Both __ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 
Females Neither 

67. Have you experienced any type of physical or sexual abuse by another female 
inmate during any period you have been incarcerated? 

__ ICNP 
__ Yes----------------> (Please check only one) 
__ No 
__ Not Sure 

__ Physical abuse 
Sexual abuse 
Both 

68. Ha,·e you been in any physical fights with other female inmates while you have 
been in this unit? 

__ Yes ---------> How many times? 
No 

__ 1-2 
__ 3-4 

ICNP 
__ 5-6 

more than 7 

69. Have you been injured in any physical fights with other female inmates while you 
have been in this unit? 

_ _ Yes -----------> How many times? 
No 

1-2 
__ 3-4 

__ 5-6 
more than 7 

70. Ha Ye mu used alcohol or anv ille ga 1 drugs during your current period of 
incarceration? · 
___ Yes 
__ No 

ICNP 
__ Not Sure 

ICNP 

71. Have vou been officiallv written up or disciplined for any fractions of the rules in 
this uniti · 
__ Yes-------> How many times ___ _ 
__ ICNP 

__ Other 

__ No 

For ,vhat? (check all that apply): 
___ Fighting __ Insubordination 

__ Weapons 
__ Contraband 

Sexual misconduct = Verbal threats 
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The following questions are asked to help me better understand your 
responses and for no other reason. 

72. Have you ever had a family member in prison? 

__ Yes ------> What is their relationship to you? 

__ No 
__ Not Sure 

ICNP 

73. Which of the following people did you live with during most of your childhood 
(ages 0-16)? 
(Check only one) 

__ ICNP 

Mother and Father 
Mother onlv 
Father onlv 

__ Adopted parent(s) 
__ Older brother/sister 
__ Other relative(s) 
__ Foster care 

__ Other 
__ NoOne 

Not Sure 
__ Grandparents 
__ Stepparent(s) __ Institution (children's home or state facility) 

74. Were you sexually abused as a child (ages 0-16)? 
ICNP 

Yes------> By which of the following: (check all that apply) 
__ Father __ Other relative(s) 
__ Mother Friend of the Family 
__ Stepparent(s) ___ Stranger 
__ Grandparent(s) __ Other 
___ Sibling(s) __ Not Sure 

No 
Not Sure 

75. Have vou been sexuallv abused in the free-world as an adult (age 17 or above)? 
. . __ ICNP 

Yes-------> Bv which of the following: (check all that apply) 
-- · Husband ___ Friend 

--Bo\friend ___ Other Relatives 
==Sibling(s) __ Stranger 

Parent (s) ___ Not Sure 
==Grandparent(s) 

No 
Not Sure 

76. Were you physically abused as a child (ages 0-16)? 
!CNP 

___ Yes------> By \vhich of the following: (check all that apply) 
Father __ Other relative(s) 

--Mother __ Friend of the Family 
--Stepparent(s) __ Stranger 
--Grandparent(s) __ Other 
=--=Sibling(s) __ Not Sure 

__ No 
___ Not Sure 
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77. Have you been_ physically abused in the free-world as an adult (age 17 or above)? 
__ Yes -------> By which of the following: (check all that applv) 

ICNP ~ 

__ No 
Not Sure 

__ Husband 
__ Boyfriend 
__ Sibling(s) 
__ Parent (s) 
__ Grandparent(s) 

___ Friend 
___ Other Relatives 
___ Stranger 
___ Not Sure 

78. How old were you when you were first convicted of a felony? 

_____ __,rears of age 
ICNP 

79. How many convictions do you have total, including your current offense? 

____ Misdemeanors ____ Felony convictions 

80. How many times have you been incarcerated in jail for more 
than 3 days? 

81. How many times have you been incarcerated in prison, including 
this time? ----

ICNP 

ICNP 

__ ICNP 

82. How long have you been in prison for your current charges? (If you were on parole, 
count the time you served before parole plus times served since your return) 

3 months - 12 months 37 months - 48 months ICNP 
==13 months - 24 months __ 49 months - 60 months 
__ 25 months - 36 months __ more than 5 years 

83. What is length of your current sentence? 

__ _ less than one year 
_ __ 1-4 years 
____ 5-8 years 

__ 9-12 years 
13-16 years 
17-20 years 

ICNP 
__ 21-25 years 

26 or more years 
Not Sure 

84. Which of the following types of crimes were you most recently convicted of? (Check 
all that apply and if on parole or probation violation, check the offense for which you 
were originally convicted) 
__ violent crimes ICNP 
___ drug/alcohol offenses 
__ property crimes 
__ organized crimes (includes gang related offenses) 
___ white-collar crimes (which includes fraud, embezzlement, employee theft) 
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85. In the 6 months prior to you conviction had you used alcohol or illegal drugs? 
__ ICNP 

__ Yes--> (Please check only one) _Alcohol _Illegal drugs _Both 

How often? (please check only one): __ Daily (5 or more times a week) 
__ Weekly (3 to 4 times a week) 
__ Monthly (2 or 3 times a month) 
__ Occasionally ( once a month or 

less) 
__ Other 

No __ Not Sure 

86. When in the free-world, how often were you involved in physical fights with males 
or females? 

Never __ Often 

Occasionally __ All the time 

87. What is your age group? 
17- 22 41- 46 
23 - 28 47- 52 
29 - 34 53- 58 

--35 - 40 59 or older 

88. What is your racial/ethnic background? 
__ Caucasian/ Anglo/White 
____ African-American/Black 
____ Mexican-American/Hispanic 

Asian 
NatiYe American Indian 

__ Other ________ _ 

89. What is your marital status? 
___ ____ Single 

Married 
_ __ Di\·orced 
__ Widowed 

ICNP 
__ Not Sure 

__ ICNP 

ICNP 

ICNP 

__ Other(Pleaseexplain) ____________________ _ 

90. Do you have any children? 

__ Yes -----> A. How many? __ 1-2 
__ 3-4 

__ 5-6 
__ 7ormore 

B. Who are vour children currently living with? 
Father ~ __ friends 

--vour Mother __ the State 
--Father's mother __ Not Sure 

__ No =other relatives 
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91. Highest grade you have completed is: 

__ Less than 9th grade 
__ Less than high school 
__ High School Diploma 

GED 
__ Some college 
__ College degree 
__ Graduate degree 
__ Technical Training 

ICNP 

_ _ Other training ( Please explain type of training) _____________ _ 

Upon finishing this questionnaire, please read the short letter on the next 
page asking for volunteers to be interviewed. 

Please place your questionnaire in the brown envelope and the letter 
asking for interview volunteers ( whether you agree to be interviewed or not) 
in the white envelope provided, securely seal both envelopes, and place 
them in the drop box provided. 

Thank you for your participation in this study. 
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Dear Inmate, 

Interviews To Be Conducted at 
Mountain View Correctional Facility 

by 
Denise Huggins at Texas Woman's University 

for Doctoral Dissertation Study 

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to participate further in this 
study on the formation of family units in female prisons. You do not have 
to participate if you do not want to. It is completely up to you. However, if 
you volunteer you will be asked to describe indepth some of your 
experiences as a female inmate, including experiences as members or non
members of family units. This will be accomplished by personal 
interviews conducted at this prison by Denise W. Huggins, as part of the 
research for my Dissertation at Texas Woman's University. 

If you volunteer, you will be asked to participant in one or two in-depth 
interviews with me, and a follow-up interview if needed. Initial 
interviews will not exceed a total of 3 hours with follow-up interviews no 
longer than 1 hour. No one in the prison will be able to identify you from 
your statements. No one in the community or in the general public will be 
able to identify you from your statements. No one in the prison will ever 
see transcripts of your interview. The transcripts of interviews will be 
a pp roved by you before they are used in this study. You should 
understand that your sentence or release date will not be changed or 
affected by taking part in this study or by not taking part. 

You may benefit in the following ways: Participation can provide a break 
from the normal routine of your time here, allow you to provide 
information about your experiences that may help others in the future, 
and may allow you to understand better your experience here and on the 
outside. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you may stop 
participating at any point with no penalty whatsoever. 

If you are interested in participating, please sign your name below and 
return this form along with the completed questionnaire in the envelope 
provided. 
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Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Denise W. Huggins, B.S., M.A. Sociology 
817-898-2151 

I am interested in participating in being interviewed for this study. 

Signature ______ _ 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
INMATE CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

A Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

Principal Investigator: Denise W. Huggins, B. S., M.A. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2151 

Advisor: James L. Williams, Ph. D. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2062 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. You do not have to 
participate if you do not want to. It is completely up to you. As part of the 
research for my Doctoral Dissertation at Texas Woman's University, you 
are being asked to describe some of your experiences as a female inmate. 
Questions will address possible membership in any family units formed 
while in prison, as well as whether you have been or are currently a 
member of a family unit. If you have been or are currently a member of a 
family unit. You will be asked about different roles you may occupy 
within the family, what positive or negative consequences you have 
encountered because of your membership, and if there is/was any sexual 
contact involved while a member of a family unit. If you are not or have 
never been a member of a family unit, you will be asked how this has 
positively or negatively affected your time incarcerated, reasons for not 
joining a family unit, and your views of family units formed in prison. In 
addition, whether a member or non-member of a family unit, several 
questions will address your past lifestyle (family life, sexual partners, any 
abusive relationships, etc.) while in the free world. 

The study will consist of a maximum of two in-depth interviews with me, 
and a follow-up interview if needed. Initial interviews will not exceed a 
total of 3 hours with follow-up interviews no longer than 1 hour, for a total 
time of 4 hours. There will be no way that anyone can identify you from 
your statements. No one in the prison will be able to identify you from 
your statements. No one in the in the general public will be able to 
identify you from your statements. No one in the prison will ever see 
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transcripts of your interview. The transcripts of interviews will be 
reviewed by you before they are used in this study. You should know that 
you sentence or release date will not be changed or affected by taking part 
in this study or by not taking part. 

Possible risks that you may face are: invasion of your privacy, disruption 
of your schedule, possible retaliation by people who might think you are a 
troublemaker or complainer, people who might think you are getting 
special attention, or you feeling upset or disturbed by some of the 
interview questions. 

The researchers will protect your rights in the f0llowing ways : 

a. Privacy: No names or other personal information will be 
recorded in conjunction with your statements that could identify you to 
anyone. Transcripts will be kept locked in a file cabinet at the home of the 
investigator, Denise W. Huggins. Once the study is completed all tapes 
will be erased, and transcriptions of interviews will be transferred to a 
locked safety deposit box at Bank of America in Fort Worth, Texas until 
June 2005, at which time all material will be destroyed by shredding 
written documents. Documents will be kept due to the possibility of 
further use during additional studies on the same or similar topic. All 
personal information is completely confidential and will be seen by only 
the principal investigator, Denise W. Huggins. Transcripts will be 
reviewed for accuracy by Dr. James Williams at Texas Woman's 
University. 

b. Disruption of schedule: Total time of all interviews will not 
exceed 4 hours. If at any time the interviews interfere with your time 
schedule, it can be terminated, postponed, or modified to your request with 
approval of a correctional staff. 

c. Special attention or Retaliation: Interviews will be conducted 
in a private location. No one at the prison will ever see your statements 
recorded during interviews. No one in the general public will ever see 
your statements. The only exception is that Dr. James Williams, Texas 
Woman's University, will review the transcripts for accuracy. He will not 
be able to identify you in any way. None of you basic rights as an inmate 
will be affected in any way, whether you complete any or all interviews. 

d. Emotional distress: If you find that you are feeling distress or 
disturbed by participating in this study, you should let the researchers 
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know and they will arrange for you to meet with the prison chaplain or 
counselor to talk about your feelings. 

You may benefit in the following ways: Participation can provide a break 
from the normal routine of your time here and may allow you to 
understand better your experience while in prison and in the free world. 

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen 
because of this research. You should let the researchers know at once if 
there is a problem, and they will help you. You should know, however, 
that TWU does not provide medical services or financial assistance for 
injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You should know that you may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled 
to. 

Confidentiality will be protected to the extent provided by law. 

If you have any questions about the research study you should ask the 
researchers: their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If you have 
questions about your rights as a subject or the way this study has been 
conducted, you may call Ms. Tracy Lindsay in the Office of Research and 
Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 

An offer has been made by the principal investigator of this study to 
answer all of your questions and concerns and that you have been given a 
copy of the dated and signed consent form to keep. 

Signature of Participant Date 

The above consent form was read, discussed, and signed in my presence. 
In my opinion, the person signing said consent form did so freely and with 
full knowledge and understanding of its contents. 

Representative of Texas Woman's University 
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Inmate Interview Schedule 

Introduction: Explain study, consent forms, assurance of confidentiality, 
and tape recorder. 

Basic demographic information such as: 
1. Age 
2. Race/ ethnicity 
3. Formal education 
4. Marital status 
5. Number of children 

Demographic information concerning past and present 
incarceration: 

1. How long have you currently been in prison? 

2. What types of crimes were you most recently convicted of? 

3. How old were you when you were first convicted of a felony? 
------.,; ears of age 

4. How many convictions do you have total, including your current 
offense? 

5. How many times have you been incarcerated in jail for more than 3 
days? 

6. How many times have you been incarcerated in prison, including this 
time? 

7. Has anyone in your family in jail or prison while growing up? If 
yes .... who and what type of charges were against them? 

Daily activities and feelings about prison life: 

1. Can you explain what an average day is like for you? Please include 
any types of activities you might be involved in, for example watching 
TV, recreational activities,writing letters, reading, going to classes, 
working, etc. (Specifically ask about socializing with other inmates if this 
is not mentioned) 
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2. How often do family and friends come to visit? (Probe see how the 
subject feels about visits or lack of visits? If the subject has children, how 
often does she see them and how does she feel about their visits?) 

3. How much of the time do you spend sleeping? (This is at times other 
than normal sleeping hours) 

4. Please rate the following factors from 1 (not a problem) to 5 (serious 
problem). For factors that do not apply to you directly please put a o in 
the space provided. 
__ Feelings of loneliness 
__ Boredom 

Overcrowded conditions --
__ Noise levels 
___ Stress 
___ Separation from family 
__ Separation from children 
__ Separation from your husband/boyfriend/significant other 
__ Fear of harassment from staff 
__ Fear of violence from other inmates 
__ Fear of violence from correctional officers or other staff members 
__ Fear of sexual assault from other inmates 
__ Fear of sexual assault from correctional officers or other staff 

members 
__ Fear of having personal property stolen by other inmates 
__ Fear of having personal property taken by prison staff 
__ Fear of racial violence or problems 
__ Fear of being accused of infractions you have not committed 
__ Fear of being put into solitary confinement 
__ Fear of becoming ill and not being treated adequately 
__ Fear of not receiving enough medication or too much 
__ Fear of being labeled mentally ill 
__ Fear of being labeled a homosexual 
__ Fear of becoming a homosexual 

(Have subject explain any that are considered problems) 

Pseudofamily groups: 

1. Are you aware of the existence of "play" family groups (referred to as 
pseudofamily groups in this study)? 
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2. Are you a member of one of the pseudofamily groups in this unit? If 
yes, is your pseudofamily group racially mixed? If no skip to questions 
about non-members. 

3. How did you become a member of the pseudofamily group? 

4. What do you consider an important about being a member of a 
pseudofamily group? 

5. Where there any membership requirements (such as bringing in extra 
commissary, having to performing any type of duties, performing sexual 
favors, etc.) that you had to fulfill? 
If yes, what requirements did you had to fulfill? 

6. What role or roles do you play in the pseudofamily group? (Check all 
that apply) 

7. Please describe the leader of your pseudofamily group. 
Race 
Gender trait 
Age group 
Offense(s) Incarcerated for 
Role within the Family 

8. Do you personally feel that you are treated differently by the prison 
staff because of you are a member of a pseudofamily group? If yes, please 
explain. 

9. Do female inmates who are not members of a pseudofamily group treat 
you differently because of your membership in a family group? If yes, 
please explain 

10. Do your family and friends in the free world know about your 
membership in a pseudofamily group? 

11. Why do you think most female inmates join pseudofamily groups? 
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This sections is for those who are not members of a pseudofamily 
group. 

1. Why did you notjoin afamily group? Please explain 

2. Do you feel that there are any benefits of not joining a family group? 
Please explain 

3. Do youfeel there are any negative things that you experience because you 
are not a member of afamily group? Please explain 

4. Why do think most female inmates join pseudofamily groups? 

5. Do you believe you are treated differently by the prison staff because you 
are not a member of a family group> If yes, please explain. 

6. Do you believe you are treated differently by other female inmates because 
you are not a member of afamily group> If yes, please explain 

7. Did you notjoin afamily group because of the fear of being labeled a 
homosexual? 

Love Relationships 

Read the definition of a love relationship for this study. A love 
relationship will be defined as having a close physical relationship with 
another female inmate. Physical contact within this type of relationship will 
be limited to only holding hands, hugging, and kissing on the face or lips. 

1 3. Are you CURRENTLY involved strictly in a love relationship with 
another inmate in this unit? 
If yes, what role do you usually play in the relationship? If yes, how 
many female inmates are you currently having a love relationship with? 

14. Have you EVER been involved in a love relationship with another 
female inmate, during any other period of being incarcerated? If yes, 
what role did you usually play in the relationship? 

15. Do you personally know any female inmates who are having a love 
relationship with another female inmate in this unit? If yes, how many? 
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16. How long do you think the average love relationship between inmates 
last? 

17. How often do fights happen between two or more female inmates 
because of jealousy over the person or persons they are having a love 
relationship with? 

18. What is the main reason do you think that female inmates have love 
relationships with other female inmates? 

Sexual Relationships 

1. How many women in this unit do you think sexually prefer members of 
the same sex when in the free world? 

2. Which sex do you prefer sexually when in the free world? 

Read the definition of a sexual relationship for this study. A sexual 
relationship will be defined as having sexual contact with another female 
inmate. This includes: touching of the breast and/or private parts with your 
hand or mouth and/or acting as if having sexual intercourse. 

3. Are you CURRENTLY involved in a sexual relationship with another 
female inmate or inmates? 
If yes, what role do you usually play in the relationship? If yes, how many 
female inmates are you currently having a sexual relationship with? 

4. Have you EVER been involved in a sexual relationship with another 
female inmate, during any other period of being incarcerated? If yes, 
what role did you usually play in the relationship? What is the longest 
period of time you have been in a sexual relationship with a female 
inmate? 

s. Do you personally know any female inmates who are having a sexual 
relationship with another female inmate in this unit? If yes, how many? 

6. How long do you think the average sexual relationship between 
inmates last? 

7. How often do fights happen between two or more female inmates 
because of jealousy over the person or persons they are sexually involved 
with? 
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8. Have you every been caught having sex (touching of the breast 
and/or private parts with your hand or mouth and/or acting as if 
having sexual intercourse) with another female inmate during any 
period you have been incarcerated? If yes, how many times and explain 
what happened? 

9. According to the prison definition of sex, have you been caught having 
sex with another female inmate during any period you have been 
incarcerated? If yes, how many times and explain what happened? 

1 o. On the average how many times a month do you think inmates are 
caught having sex (according to the prison defi~ition) with another 
inmate? 

1 1. What do you think is the main reason that female inmates have 
sexual relationships with other female inmates? 

1 2. Sexual relationships between inmates are ____ (fill in the 
blank) 

Miscellaneous questions 

1. Have you gone through any type of marriage ceremony with another 
female inmate during any period you have been incarcerated? If yes, how 
many? Explain the event(s). 

2. Have you experienced any type of physical or sexual abuse by another 
female inmate during any period you have been incarcerated? If yes, 
briefly explain what happened? 

3. Have you been in any physical fights with other female inmates while 
you have been in this unit? If yes, how many and were you every 
injured? 

Is there anything you would like to add in regards to female inmates, 
pseudofamily groups, sexual conduct, or any other area that has not been 
addressed at this point? 

Thank you for you time, it is greatly appreciated. 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
STAFF PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH 

Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

Principal Investigator: Denise W. Huggins, B. S., M.A. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
817-898-2151 

Faculty Advisor: James L. Williams, Ph. D. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
817-898-2062 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. You must have 
currently been employed in a Texas state female prison for at least 6 
months. You do not have to participate if you do not want to. It is 
completely up to you. As part of the research for my Dissertation at Texas 
Woman's University, you are being asked to answer questions about some 
of your experiences as part of the staff at a female prison. Questions will 
address views on the formation of family groups in prison and how the 
presence of these groups affect the prison as a whole. In addition, 
information about positive or negative consequences of these groups for the 
inmate and the prison system will be addressed. 

There will be no way that anyone can identify you from your answers. No 
one in the prison will be able to identify you from your answers. No one in 
the community or in the general public will be able to identify you from 
your answers. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. I understand that I may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled to. 

If I have any questions about the research study I should ask the 
researchers: their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If I have 
questions about my rights as a subject or the way this study has been 
conducted, I may call Ms. Tracy Lindsay in the Office of Research and 
Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 
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I understand that the return of my completed questionnaire constitutes 
my informed consent to as a subject in this research. 

Thank you for participating in this project, 

Denise Huggins, B.S. M .. A. 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNNERSITY 
INFORMATION FOR STAFF PARTICIPANTS 

HOBBY UNIT 

Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

Principal Investigator: Denise W. Huggins, B. S., M.A. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2151 

Advisor: James L. Williams, Ph. D 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2062 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. To be eligible to 
participant you must have currently been employed in a Texas state 
female prison for at least 6 months. You do not have to participate if you 
do not want to. It is completely up to you. As part of the research for a 
Dissertation at Texas Woman's University, you are being asked to answer 
questions about some of your experiences as part of the staff at a female 
prison. Questions will address your views on the formation of family 
groups in prison. In addition, information about positive or negative 
consequences of these groups for both the inmate and the prison will be 
addressed. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You should know that you may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled 
to. 

Possible risks that you may face are: invasion of your privacy, disruption 
of your schedule, possible retaliation by people who might think you are a 
troublemaker or complainer, people who might think you are getting 
special attention, or you feeling upset or disturbed by some of the 
interview questions. 

The researchers will protect your rights in the following ways : 
a. Privacy: No names or other personal information will be 

recorded in conjunction with your answers. Completed questionnaires will 
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be kept locked in a file cabinet at the home of the investigator, Denise W. 
Huggins until the study is completed. Once the study is completed all 
questionnaires will be destroyed by shredding written documents. All 
personal information is completely confidential and will be seen by only 
the principal investigator, Denise W. Huggins. 

b. Disruption of schedule: Total time to complete the 
questionnaire is no more than one hour. You may complete the 
questionnaire during periods of free time or at your home. 

c. Retaliation: No one at the prison will ever see your answers. 
No one in the community or in the general public will ever see you 
answers. None of your basic rights will be affected in any way, whether 
you complete any or all of the questionnaire. 

d. Emotional distress: If you find that you are feeling distress or 
disturbed by participating in this study, You should let the researchers 
know and they will arrange for you to meet with the prison chaplain or 
counselor to talk about your feelings. 

You may benefit in the following ways: Participation may allow you to 
better know your work environment and the inmates you come in contact 
with. 

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen 
because of this research. You should let the researchers know at once if 
there is a problem, and they will help you. You should know, however, 
that 1WU does not provide medical services or financial assistance for 
injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research. 

Participation in this study is voluntary. You should know that you may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled 
to. 

If you have any questions about the research study you should ask the 
researchers: their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If you have 
questions about your rights as a subject or the way this study has been 
conducted, you may call Ms. Tracy Lindsay in the Office of Research and 
Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 

I realize that the return of my completed questionnaire constitutes my 
informed consent to act as a subject in this research. 

Thank you for participating in this project 
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APPENDIX H 



STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE 

DO NOT PUT YOUR NAME ANYWHERE ON THIS QUESTIONNAIRE. 

I UNDERSTAND THAT THE RETURN OF MY COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE 
CONSTITUTES MY INFORMED CONSENT TO ACT AS A SUBJECT IN THIS 
RESEARCH. 

PLEASE REMEMBER NONE OF YOUR ANSWERS WILL BE SEEN BY 
ANYONE AT THE PRISON. 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please read each of the following questions and check the 
answer that you feel best applies to each question. Questions relate to the 
information about your own unit, not the prison system as a whole. If you 
are not sure about your answer to a question ple?~e check "Not Sure." 

1. I have worked at Hobby for approximately: 
6 months - 12 months __ 37 months - 48 months 

__ 13 months - 24 months __ more than 4 years 
__ 25 months - 36 months 

2. If you have worked at other female correctional facilities besides Hobby, 
please state the approximate time. __ months __ years 
__ NOT APPLICABLE 

3. Do you like working with female inmates? 
Yes No ____ Sometimes __ Not Sure 

Please explain your answer to question 3. (For Example: If you like 
working with female inmates, what are some of the positive aspects. If you 
do not like working with female inmates, what are some of the negative 
aspects.) 

4. As a staff member are you encouraged to undertake in-service training 
beyond the immediate requirements of their jobs? 

Yes __ No __ Sometimes 
__ Not Sure 

s. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit receive regular visits (at least once a month) from a member of 
their immediate family (husband, boyfriend, children, mother, father, or 
siblings)? 

0% --
1 - 20% --

___ 21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 
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6. Of the inmates who have children, what percentage do you think 
receive regular visits from their children? 

0% __ 21 -40% 
__ 1 - 20% ---41 - 60% 

__ more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

7. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit receive regular visits (at least once a month) from a friend or 
friends? 

0% 
1 - 20% 

___ 21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 

__ more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

8. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit receive regular correspondence from a member of their 
immediate family (husband, boyfriend, children, mother, father, or 
siblings)? 

0% 
1 - 20% 

__ 21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 

__ more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

9. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit receive regular correspondence from a friend or friends in the 
free world? 

0% 
1 - 20% 

__ 21 - 40% 
__ 41 - 60% 

__ more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

10. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend attending vocational training? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 4-5 hours __ Not Sure 
___ 2-3 hours __ more than 5 hours 

11. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend attending educational classes (such as high school 
class, GED classes, college class)? 
___ 0-1 hour ___ 4-5 hours __ Not Sure 
___ 2-3 hours more than 5 hours 

12. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate work? 

5-7 hours Not Sure ___ 0-1 hour 
___ 2-4 hours __ 8 or more hours 

13. Does an organized recreational program exist in this unit? 

--~~5metimes --~~t Sure~ S~IP_T_O_Q_ UE_S_T_I_O_N __ ~~ -l 
---- . __ - --· ·- - -··· ----·------•-·-•--,--------- --- ·- - -·•- ·- j 

14. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates take part 
in the above program? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% ----
__ 1 - 20% ---41 - 60% __ Not Sure 
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15. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate participate in recreational activities? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 4 hours or more 
__ 2-3 hours __ Not Sure 

16. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend sleeping? 
__ 4-6 hour ____ 10-12 hours 
___ 7-9 hours __ 13-15 hours 

___ More than 15 hours 
Not Sure 

17. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates sleep more 
than 12 hours in a 24 hour period? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% 
1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% 

more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

18. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend watching television? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 
__ 2-4 hours __ 8 or more hours 

19. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a week does the 
average inmate spend attending religious meetings or services? 
__ 0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 
__ 2-4 hours __ 8 or more hours 

20. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend reading or writing letters? 

0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 
___ 2-4 hours 8 or more hours 

21. To the best of your knowledge, how many hours a day does the 
average inmate spend interacting socially with other inmates? 

0-1 hour __ 5-7 hours Not Sure 
___ 2-4 hours __ 8 or more hours 

22. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates personally 
work on the legal aspects of their cases? (For example going to the law 
library and looking up past cases or working on legal documents used in 
their cases, etc.) 

0% 
1 - 20% 

21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 

more than 60% 
__ Not Sure 

23. To best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates receive money 
from family and friends on the outside? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% 
1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% 
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24. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates rely on 
other means (besides the money received from family or friends on the 
outside) for obtaining personal items they may need or want and are not 
supplied by the prison? 
__ 0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% --
__ 1 - 20% ---41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

25. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates rely on 
other inmates for personal items they may need or want and are not 
supplied by the prison? 
__ 0% __ 21- 40% more than 60% --
__ 1 - 20% ---41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

26. On a scale from 0 (not a problem) to 5 (a very serious problem), to the 
best of your knowledge, how serious a problem is contraband in this unit? 

__ Not Sure 

27. On a scale of O (not a problem here) to 5 (a very serious problem 
here), how would you rate racial problems among inmates within this 
unit? ______ _ __ Not Sure 

28. Are you aware of any "play" or "pretend" families (pseudofamilies) 
existing between female inmates at this unit? 

Yes No---> - - - - --·- - - - - --- ~ 1 

==Not Sure--> I PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 38 i 
'···---- ---- ----------- -· _J 

29. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit are members of pseudofamily groups? 
__ 0% ___ 21-40% more than 60% --
__ 1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

30. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of the inmates in this 
unit who are in pseudofamily groups, become members of these groups m 
order to have close friends, support, and companionship? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% __ more than 60% 
__ 1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

31. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of the inmates in this 
unit who are in pseudofamily groups, become members of these groups in 
order to secure protection from other inmates? 
__ 0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% --
__ l - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

32. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of inmates are 
involved in pseudofamily groups not for sexual contact, but more for non
sexual love (such as holding hands, hugging, kissing,etc.)? 

--0% ___ 21 - 40% __ more than 60% 
__ 1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 
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33. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of pseudofamilies are 
racially mixed? 
__ 0% ___ 21 - 40% __ more than 60% 
__ l - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

34. To the best of your knowledge, the typical leader of a racially mixed 
pseudofamily group is viewed as which of the following? (pick only one 
from each grouping) 

Race: 
___ White 
___ Hispanics 
____ African American 
____ Asian 
____ Other 
__ Not Sure 

Offense(s) Incarcerated for: 
____ violent crime.Cs) 
____ property crime(s) 
____ drug offense(s) 
___ other 
____ Not Sure 

Gender trait: 
____ masculine 
____ feminine 
____ neither 

Age group: 

Not Sure 

__ 18-22 years old 
__ 23-29 years old 
___ 30-36 years old 
__ 37-43 years old 
___ 44-50 years old 
__ 51 or older 

Role within the Family: 
____ Father/Husband 
__ Mother/Wife 
____ Grandfather 
____ Grandmother 
__ Male Sibling 
____ Female Sibling 

Not Sure 

Uncle --
____ Aunt 

Other --
__ Not Sure 

35. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates who 
are involved in pseudofamilies have taken a dominant role (whether in 
sexual or non-sexual situations) within the family? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% 
1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% Not Sure 

36. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates who 
are involved in pseudofamilies, have taken a passive role (whether in a 
sexual or non-sexual situation) within the family? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% 
1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

37. On a scale from 1 - 7, how would you rank the impact of pseudofarnily 
groups on the prison unit as a whole? (l=very negative, 2= moderately 
negative, 3=only sightly negative, 4=not sure, 5=slightly positive, 
6=moderately positive, ?=very positive) 

(ranking) 

Please explain your answer. 
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38. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit prefer same sex partners when in the free world? 
__ 0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% 
__ 1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

39. To the best of your knowledge, on the average how many times a 
month are inmates, within this unit, caught having sex (according to the 
prison definition) with another inmate? 
____ 0-5 ____ 20-26 
____ 6-12 more than 26 
____ 13-19 __ Not Sure 

40. To the best of your knowledge, how often are those participating in 
sexual contact (as defined by the prison) caught because another inmate 
has informed on those involved? 

never __ the majority of the time __ Not Sure 
____ occasionally ____ always 

41. To the best of your knowledge, please rank on a scale from O (not a 
problem) to 5 (a serious problem), how much of a problem is jealousy 
among female inmates who become intimately involved with other 
inmates. 

_________ (ranking) 

Could you please explain your answer: 

Note: For questions 42-45, a love relationship will be defined as 
having a close physical relationship with another female inmate. 
Physical contact within this type of relationship will be limited to 
only holding hands, hugging, and kissing on the face or lips. 

42. To the best of your knowledge, what 
this unit are currently engaged in a love 
inmate? 

0% 
1 - 20% 

___ 21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 

percentage of female inmates at 
relationship with another female 

more than 60% 
Not Sure 

43. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of love relationships 
between female inmates last more than 6 months? 

0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% 
1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 
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44. To the best of your knowledge, what is the main reason that female 
inmates have love relationships with other female inmates? 
__ For power and respect 
__ for affection, caring, or love 
__ for protection, food, or commissary 
__ other -------------------------
__ other ___________________________ _ 

__ Not Sure 

45. To the best of your knowledge, do fights occur between two or more 
female inmates because of being jealous over the person or persons they 
have love relationships with? 
__ Yes--> How often does this occur? 

_Not often _Often _All the time 

__ No 
__ Not Sure 

NOTE: For questions 46-50, a sexual relationship will be de.fined as 
having physical contact with another female inmate that includes 
manual or oral stimulation of the breast and/or clitoris and/or 
simulation of sexual intercourse. 

46. To the best of your knowledge, what percentage of female inmates at 
this unit are currently engaged in a sexual relationship with another 
female inmate? 

0% 
1 - 20% 

___ 21 - 40% 
___ 41 - 60% 

__ more than 60% 
Not Sure 

47. To best of your knowledge, what percentage of sexual relationships 
between female inmates last more than 6 months? 
__ 0% ___ 21 - 40% more than 60% 

1 - 20% ___ 41 - 60% __ Not Sure 

48. To the best of your knowledge, on the average how many times a 
month are inmates within this unit, caught having sexual contact (as 
defined by this study) with another inmate? 
____ 0-5 __ 13-19 __ more than 26 
____ 6-12 ____ 20-26 __ Not Sure 

49. To the best of your knowledge, what is the main reason that inmates 
have sexual relationships with other female inmates? 
____ Sexual pleasure 
__ For power and respect 
__ for affection, caring, or love 
___ for protection, food, or commissary 

other __ Not Sure 
--
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SO. As a staff member at this unit, do you believe that a sexual 
relationship between inmates: (check all that apply) 
____ is harmful to the inmates 
____ is a major problem within the prison unit 

is viewed as causing major problems between inmates 
____ should be handled severely by the prison if detected 

is natural in a single-sex environment such as a prison 
____ should be overlooked by the prison if detected 
____ is not a problem within the prison unit 
____ seldom occurs 
____ never occurs 
____ no opinion 

51. To the best of your knowledge, does the staff, in the way they treat an 
inmate, distinguish between inmates who have a love relationship (which 
means no actual sexual contact) and those who have a sexual relationship? 
__ Yes __ No __ Not Sure 

52. Are you aware of any female inmate that has gone through any type 
of marriage ceremony with another female inmate while incarcerated? 
__ Yes __ No __ N~ Sure 

53. To the best of your knowledge, which of the following factors are 
important to inmates who are trying to cope with their incarceration? 
Please check all that apply and on a scale of I (not very important) to S 
(very important) rank the importance of each of the answers you have 
checked. 

____ Sharing Commissary 1 2 3 4 
__ Protection and safety 1 2 3 4 

Hustling or services to others 1 2 3 4 
__ To "clique up" on an inmate who is causing problems 1 2 3 4 
___ Talking and sharing problems 1 2 3 4 
___ To feel accepted by other inmates 1 2 3 4 

Not to feel alone 1 2 3 4 == To substitute for the family they have on the outside 1 2 3 4 
___ Touching or Hugging 1 2 3 4 

To feel love or to love someone 1 2 3 4 --

---For sexual gratification 1 2 3 4 
Other 1 2 3 4 
Other 1 2 3 4 
Other 1 2 3 4 
Not Sure 

==Pseudofamily groups do not help inmates to cope with doing time 
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To help me to better understand your responses, please answer 
the following questions. Please check only one answer on each of 
the following questions. 

54. Sex: __ Male __ Female 

55. What is your approximate age? 
-- 19 - 24 -- 37 - 42 
-- 25 - 30 43 - 48 
-- 31 - 36 49 - 54 

56. What is your marital status? 
____ Single 
____ Married 
____ Divorced 
___ Widowed 
__ Other -----------
57. What is your racial/ethnic background? 
____ Caucasian/ Anglo/White 
____ African-American/ Black 
____ Mexican-American/Hispanic 
____ Asian 
____ Native American Indian 

Other _________ _ 

58. Highest grade you have completed 1s: 
__ Less than high school 
__ High School Diploma 

GED 
___ Some college 
__ College degree 
____ Graduate degree 
____ Technical Training 
__ Other training ( Please explain type of 

-- 55 or older 

training) ____________________________ _ 

Upon completion of this questionnaire, please read the short letter on the 
next page asking for volunteers to be interviewed. 

Place your completed questionnaire and letter asking for volunteers to be 
interviewed (whether you agree to be interviewed or not) in the brown 
envelope provided, seal the envelope securely and drop the envelope in the 
box provided. The location of the drop box will be designated by the prison 
staff. 

Thank you for your participation in this study. 
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Interviews To Be Conducted at 
Hobby Unit 

by 
Denise Huggins at Texas Woman's University 

for Doctoral Dissertation Study 

Dear Staff Member, 

The purpose of this letter is to invite you to participate further in this 
study on the formation of family units in female prisons. To be eligible to 
participate you must have currently been employed in a Texas state 
female prison for six months. You do not have to participate if you do not 
want to. It is completely up to you. However, if you volunteer you will be 
asked to describe in-depth some of your experiences working in a female 
prison, including experiences with members or non-members of family 
groups. This will be accomplished by personal interviews conducted at 
this prison by Denise W. Huggins, as part of the research for my Doctoral 
Dissertation at Texas Woman's University. 

If you volunteer, you will be asked to participate in one or two in-depth 
interviews with me, and a follow-up interview if needed. Initial 
interviews will not exceed a total of one hour and a half with follow-up 
interviews no longer than 30 minutes, for a maximum time commitment 
of 2 hours. No one in the prison will be able to identify you from your 
statements. No one in the general public will be able to identify you from 
your statements. No one in the prison will ever see transcripts of your 
interview. The transcripts of interviews will be reviewed by you before 
they are used in this study. 

You may benefit in the following ways: Participation can provide a break 
from the normal routine of your job here and may allow you to 
understand better your experience here within the prison. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary, and you may stop 
participating at any point with no penalty whatsoever. 

If you are interested in participating, please print your name below and 
return this form in the envelope provided. 
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Thank you for consideration in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Denise W. Huggins, B.S., M.A. 
940-898-2151 

I am interested in being interviewed for this study. 

Name ______________________ _ 
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TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY 
STAFF CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH 

A Study of Family Units Formed in Female Correctional 
Facilities in the State of Texas 

Principal Investigator: Denise W. Huggins, B. S., M.A. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2151 

Advisor: James L. Williams, Ph. D. 
Department of Sociology and Social Work 
Texas Woman's University 
940-898-2062 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. You do not have to 
participate if you do not want to. It is completely up to you. As part of the 
research for my Doctoral Dissertation at Texas Woman's University, you 
are being asked to describe some of your experiences as part of the staff at a 
female prison. Questions will address views on the formation of family 
groups in prison and how the presence of these groups affect the prison as a 
whole. In addition, information relating to positive or negative 
consequences of these groups for the inmate and the prison system will be 
discussed, 

The study will consist of a maximum of two in-depth interviews with me, 
and a follow-up interview if needed. Initial interviews will not exceed a 
total of one hour and a half with follow-up interviews no longer than 30 
minutes, for a total of 2 hours. There will be no way that anyone can 
identify you from your statements. No one in the prison will be able to 
identify you from you statements. No one in in the general public will be 
able to identify you from your statements. No one in the prison will ever 
see transcripts of your interview. The transcripts of interviews will be 
reviewed by you before they are used in this study. 

Possible risks that you may face are: invasion of your privacy, disruption 
of your schedule, possible retaliation by people who might think you are a 
troublemaker or complainer, people who might think you are getting 
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special attention, or you feeling upset or disturbed by some of the 
interview questions. 

The researchers will protect your rights in the following ways : 
a. Privacy: No names or other personal information will be 

recorded in conjunction with your statements that could identify you to 
anyone. Transcripts will be kept locked in a file cabinet at the home of the 
investigator, Denise W. Huggins. Once the study is completed all 
material relating to the interviews will be transferred to a locked safety 
deposit box at Bank of America in Fort Worth, Texas until June 2005, at 
which time all material will be destroyed by shredding written 
documents. Documents will be kept due to the possibility of further use 
during additional studies on the same or similar topic. All personal 
information is completely confidential and will be seen by only the 
principal investigator, Denise W. Huggins. 

b. Disruption of schedule: Total time of all interviews will not 
exceed 2 hours. If at any time the interviews interfere with you time 
schedule, it can be terminated, postponed, or modified to your request. 

c. Special Attention or Retaliation: Interviews will be conducted 
in a private location. No one at the prison will ever see your statements 
recorded during interviews. No one in the in the general public will ever 
see your statements. The only exception is that Dr. James Williams, Texas 
Woman's University, will review the transcripts. He will not be able to 
identify you in any way. None of you basic rights will be affected in any 
way, whether you complete any or all interviews. 

d. Emotional distress: If you find that you are feeling distress or 
disturbed by participating in this study, let the researchers know and they 
will arrange for you to meet with the prison chaplain or counselor to talk 
about your feelings. 

You may benefit in the following ways: Participation can provide a break 
from the normal routine of your time here and may allow you to 
understand better your experience here and the inmates you come in 
con tact with. 

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that could happen 
because of this research. You should let the researchers know at once if 
there is a problem, and they will help you. You should realize, however, 
that TWU does not provide medical services or financial assistance for 
injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research. 
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Participation in this study is voluntary. You should know that you may 
withdraw from the study at anytime, and that refusal to participate will 
involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled 
to. 

Confidentiality will be protected to the extent provided by law. 

If you have any questions about the research study you should ask the 
researchers: their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If you have 
questions about your rights as a subject or the way this study has been 
conducted, you may call Ms. Tracy Lindsay in the Office of Research and 
Grants Administration at 940-898-3377. 

An offer has been made by the principal investigator of this study to 
answer all of your questions and concerns and that you have been given a 
copy of the dated and signed consent form to keep. 

Signature of Participant Date 

The above consent form was read, discussed, and signed in my presence. 
In my opinion, the person signing said consent form did so freely and with 
full knowledge and understanding of its contents. 

Representative of Texas Woman's University Date 
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STAFF INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

Introduction: Explain study, consent forms, assurance of confidentiality, 
and tape recorder. 

Basic demographic information such as: 
1. Age 
2. Race/ethnicity 
3. Formal education 
4. Marital status 
s. Number of children (M_ F __ ) 

E!11ployment: 

1. How long have you worked for TDCJ? 

2. How long have you worked at this unit? 

3. What area of the prison do you usually work in? 

4. Have you worked at other female correctional facilities besides 
____ ? If yes, for how long? 

s. Have you worked at any males correctional facilities? If yes, where and 
for how long? Do you believe there is any difference between dealing with 
males inmates compared to female inmates? 
Which would you prefer to work with? 

6. Do you enjoy working with female inmates? 

7. What do you think if the most difficult aspect of dealing with female 
inmates? 

General Inmate information: 

1. Could you describe an average day for inmates at this unit (general 
population)? (Probe his/her answer to include inmates' time sleeping, 
visitations, library privileges, educational training, TV watching, 
socializing with other inmates, working, etc.) 
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2. On a scale of O (not a problem here) to 5 ( a very serious problem here), 
how would you rate the problems of fighting between females inmates? 
(Clarify his/her answer) 

3. On a scale of O (not a problem here) to 5 (a very serious problem here), 
how would you rate racial problems among inmates within this unit? 
( Clarify his/her answer) 

4. On a scale of O (not a problem here) to 5 (a very serious problem here), 
how would you rate the seriousness of inmates using other inmates (by 
force or manipulation) to obtain needed personal items that are not 
supplied by the prison? (Clarify his/her answer) 

s. On a scale from o (not a problem) to 5 (a very serious problem), how 
serious is contraband in this unit? (Clarify his/her answer) 

6. Are you aware of any type of physical or sexual abuse (including rape) 
that female inmates have endured at the hands of other female inmates? 

Pseudofamily Information: 

1. Are you aware of any "play" families (pseudofamilies) existing between 
female inmates at this unit? If NO skip this area. 

2. What percentage of female inmates at this unit do you think are 
members of pseudofamily groups? 

3. Why do you think women become members of these groups? 

4. What percentage of pseudofamilies are racially mixed? 

s. To the best of your knowledge, the average leader of a racially mixed 
pseudofamily group is viewed as: 

Race: 
Gender trait: 
Age group: 
Offense(s) Incarcerated for: 
Role within the Family: 

6. What percentage of women take on a dominate role compared to a 
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passive role within the family? (Clarify answer if needed) 

7. On a scale from 1 - 7, how would you rank the impact of pseudofamily 
groups on the prison unit as a whole? (l=very negative, 2=moderately 
negative, 3=only sightly negative, 4=not sure, S=slightly positive, 
6=moderately positive, ?=very positive). (Clarify his/her answer) 

Non-members of pseudofamily groups: 

1. Do you treat non-members any differently than members of 
pseudofamily groups? 

2. Why do you think female inmates do not become members of these 
groups? 

Sexual conduct between inmates, whether members of 
pseudofamilies or not 

1. What percentage of female inmates at this unit do you think prefer 
same sex partners when in the free world? 

2. On the average how many times a month are inmates caught having 
sex (according to the prison definition) with another inmate? 

3. On the average how often are those participating in sexual contact (as 
defined by the prison) caught because another inmate has informed on 
those involved? 

Read the definition of a sexual relationship for this study. A sexual 
relationship will be defined as having sexual contact with another female 
inmate. This includes: touching of the breast and/or private parts with your 
hand or mouth and/or acting as if having sexual intercourse. 

4. What percentage of female inmates at this unit do think are currently 
engaged in this type of sexual relationship with another female inmate? 

s. On the average how many times a month are inmates caught having a 
sex relationship of this type with another inmate? 

6. On a scale from O (not a problem) to 5 (a serious problem), how would 
you rank the seriousness of inmates having sexual contact as defined by 
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this study. 

7. What do you think is the main reason that inmates have sexual 
relationships with other female inmates? 

8. On a scale from O (not a problem) to 5 (a serious problem), how would 
you rank problems associated with jealousy among female inmates who 
become intimately involved with other inmates. (Clarify his/her answer) 

9. Sexual relationships between inmates are ____ (fill in the blank) 

10. What do you think is an appropriate action to take when inmates are 
found having sexual contact? 

Love relationships : 

Read the definition of a love relationship for this study. A love 
relationship will be defined as having a close physical relationship with 
another female inmate. Physical contact within this type of relationship will 
be limited to only holding hands, hugging, and kissing on the face or lips. 

1. What percentage of female inmates at this unit do think are currently 
engaged in this type of love relationship with another female inmate? 

2. Love relationships between inmates are ______ (fill in the 
blank) ? 

3. What do you think is an appropriate action to take when inmates are 
involved in a love relationship? 

4. Are you personally aware of any type of marriage ceremony taking 
place between female inmates? If yes, how many and what were the 
circumstances? 

Is there anything you would like to add in regards to female inmates, 
pseudofamily groups, sexual conduct, or any other area that has not been 
addressed at this point? 

Thank you for you time, it is greatly appreciated. 
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