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ABSTRACT
PAKEITHE D. COLEMAN-SAAVEDRA

FEMALE INMATES’ PERCEPTIONS OF DISTRIBUTIVE
AND PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND ADJUSTMENT

MAY 2012

This study examined inmate perceptions of both distributive and procedural
justice within the female jail population. By examining inmate perceptions of different
elements of correctional culture, this study has shed light on the inmates’ circumstances,
their perceived realities, emotional responses, and behaviors within a correctional
environment. The study also evaluated the relationship between perceptions of justice,
perceived personal identity, and the perceived adjustment of these women in a
correctional environment. This was accomplished though both quantitative and
qualitative research techniques. A total of 186 female inmates in a large, urban jail
participated in the study and completed the survey on their experiences in this
correctional environment.

The major findings from this study indicated that there was evidence of injustice
in the allocation of resources and procedures within the jail system studied. Indicators of
perceived distributive justice such as fairness in the distribution of programs, services,
and inmate privileges appeared to be extremely significant to female inmates at this jail.

Additionally, understanding inmate perceptions of treatment by various court officials as

vi



well as perceived punishment by jail statf showed the importance of how women came to
define what was fair and/or unfair within the criminal justice system.

Theoretically, the path model appeared to suggest that factors of perceived
personal identity influenced the sample inmates’ perceptions of their justice outcomes
and procedures. However, empirical results revealed that perceived personal identity was
more significant in predicting outcome fairness. This lends support to the suggestion that
female inmates were concerned with the fairness in the distribution of programs, services,
and privileges at this jail and that these factors were very important in shaping and
maintaining their sense of identity. The analysis also revealed that there was a signiticant
relationship between perceptions of distributive and procedural justice, perceived
personal identity, and the perceived adjustment ot these women in a correctional
environment. Lastly, Goffman’s theoretical perspective on total institutions was
meaningful in understanding justice perceptions and patterns ot adjustment among the

temale population at this jail.
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behavioral responses to injustice. Existing justice research has developed literature
examining both distributive and procedural justice, yet to generate a unified theoretical
framework has been a significant challenge. Therefore, by using a correctional setting,
this study attempts to conceptually and empirically link the beliefs, perceptions, and
various types of reactions of the participants across the two primary domains of justice.
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM

The jail system is the officially sanctioned mechanism through which correctional
personnel maintain control over its inmates. Due to the highly restrictive nature of jail,
inmates can quickly develop feelings of injustice. In a social world in which they may see
themselves as having very little to lose, inmates are often atfected by issues associated
with the distribution of programs and services, as well as the administration of jail rules
and procedures. More specifically, when considering the special needs of incarcerated
women, it is imperative for researchers to conduct studies that explore situations where
justice beliefs can emerge within a correctional environment. To date, research in
criminal justice has not incorporated justice theory, an omission which is particularly
evident in the area of correctional research. In addition, no empirical research has focused
on the link between inmate perceptions of fairness in the distribution of resources and
procedures, perceived personal identity, and satisfaction with the outcome (i.e.,
adjustment). This study is an initial effort at addressing this limitation in the criminal

justice and correctional literature.



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The primary purpose of this study is to use justice frameworks to explore inmate
perceptions of distributive and procedural justice. Distributive justice is concerned with
people's perceptions of fairness in the distribution of resources, while procedural justice
is concerned with the process by which distribution decisions are made. First, [ use this
perspective to understand how female inmates perceive both distributive and procedural
justice. Next, the study seeks to shed light on how feelings about justice can impact
perceived personal identity and influence the perceived adjustment of these women in a
correctional environment. Lastly, [ explore the relationship between justice perceptions
and perceived personal identity.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Using the framework of justice, this study will explore the following research
questions:
1. How do female inmates perceive distributive and procedural justice?
2. What is the impact of perceived personal identity on perceived distributive and
procedural justice?
3. What is the relationship between perceptions of distributive and procedural
justice, perceived personal identity, and the perceived adjustment of these

women in a correctional environment?



SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

The significance of the study focuses on how inmate justice perceptions aftect
self-identity and how women adjust to life in jail. Research that explores the formation of
justice perceptions and the effects that these beliefs can have on the inmate and the jail
system can make a significant contribution toward understanding today’s female jail
population. For example, poorly thought out correctional policies concerning the
allocation of resources can bring about feelings of discrimination where some inmates are
tavored to the exclusion of others. Furthermore, inmate perceptions of unfair procedures
and treatment may elicit emotional, cognitive, or behavioral responses which can threaten
the safety of other inmates and jail staff. The findings may allow criminal justice
practitioners to better understand this previously neglected aspect of jail culture and
inmate adaptation. In addition, an enhanced understanding of inmate perceptions of
injustice and its consequences may help correctional administrators to implement
improvements in jail policy, correctional management (i.e. security, safety, inmate
control), and program delivery. An examination of justice perceptions can also provide
practical solutions that help inmates shape and maintain a positive sense of identity. For
example, by implementing education, vocational, and rehabilitative programs and
services that aid in constructing a more adaptive identity, jail administrators have the
potential to help inmates etfectively deal with their feelings of injustice as well as their

actions toward other inmates and staff.



The perception of justice (also referred to as justice evaluation) is the result of
what individuals believe about the situation, the comparisons that they make, and their
perceptions of situational information (Hegtvedt 2006:48). By understanding and
enhancing inmate perceptions of justice and injustice, correctional administrators may be
able to more effectively enforce the norms and values of the institution while making sure
that the safety and security of inmates are protected. In an earlier study conducted by
Fagan and Lira (1978), the ethnic factor such as racial imbalance in the correctional
environment for the group with minority status is likely to experience initial negative
affective responses associated with feelings of threat and alienation in the absence of a
large supportive reference group with majority status. Similarly, incoming group
members with minority status generally exhibit more discomfort assessed by
interpersonal measures when interacting and interfacing with group members with
majority status (1978). By employing justice theory, jail administrators may gain a better
understanding of how structural processes such as jail norms and values, racial and ethnic
rivalries expressed in groups, and status and role dynamics between inmates and jail staft
can influence justice evaluations. A disparity receiving less but growing attention
concerns inmates' elevated rates of victimization both before and during incarceration
(Wollft, Shi, and Siegel 2009:469). Both men and women in prison have histories of
interpersonal violence and victimization continues inside jails for many of these

individuals, in that correctional settings are known for their violence among inmates and



between inmates and staft (Wolff et al. 2009:470). As a consequence, female inmates
may come to feel that their safety and security is compromised; furthermore, their status
as inmates may limit their ability to develop a voice for themselves. As such, responses to
perceived injustice may take on a more destructive form, making it difficult for
administrators to maintain social order. Ultimately, jail administrators who are well
informed about the experiences of incarcerated women should be able to better formulate
polices that are more effective in addressing their special needs, and ensure that they are
successfully adjusting to the environment in which they live.
ORGANIZATION

This study is organized in the following fashion: chapter 2 reviews the literature
that focuses on the profile of female inmates, their special needs as correctional clients,
and the theoretical perspectives that play a pertinent role in understanding the
development of justice evaluations among incarcerated women. Chapter 2 concludes with
a conceptual diagram of perceived adjustment and some proposed hypotheses. Next,
chapter 3 describes the methods used in the study and how the data is analyzed. Chapter 4
summarizes the quantitative findings, while chapter S gives a detailed presentation of the
qualitative findings. Lastly, chapter 6 concludes with a discussion of both quantitative
and qualitative findings, proposes theoretical and practical implications, and provides

recommendations for future research.



CHAPTER 11
LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL MODEL

INTRODUCTION

This chapter reviews literature that first examines the profile of female inmates,
the special needs of incarcerated women, and how various issues of neglect can influence
justice perceptions. The next section examines the theoretical perspectives which have
played a major role in explaining the development of justice perceptions within a jail
environment. Major emphasis is on both distributive and procedural justice and identity
theory. In addition, deprivation and importation models of prison culture and Goffman’s
perspective on total institutions are addressed minimally. Lastly, a theoretical path model
is presented; along with hypotheses for each relationship.
PROFILE OF FEMALE INMATES IN THE UNITED STATES

Jails are an integral part of our criminal justice system (Wilber 2000:8). In 2000,
there were 3,300 jails in the United States and these jails held one-third of our country’s 2
million inmates (Wilber 2000:8). During the last 20 years, there has been a dramatic
increase in the number of women (Bradley and Davino 2002:351), young people, and the
elderly living in jails, which is a far cry from the days in which jails were populated by
young, healthy men. Who are the women in the nation’s jails? Women are in prisons and

jails primarily for nonviolent crimes and have far less violent criminal histories than



incarcerated men (Alfred and Chlup 2009: 242). Compared with their number in the
general population, Black and Hispanic women form a disproportionately large segment
of incarcerated women (p. 242). According to Greenfeld and Snell (1999), the most
recent gender-specitic analyses of U.S. jail populations found that there were more Black
female inmates (44 percent) than any other racial or ethnic group, followed by Whites (36
percent), Hispanics (15 percent), and others (5 percent).

Researchers in the 1970s and 1980s began to focus on the influence of race on
inmate adjustment patterns. For instance, Carroll (1982) posited that blacks were not
successful in adjusting to prison because of their shared history of discrimination on the
basis of race, and Blacks have more of a negative attitude toward the criminal justice
system in general, possibly because they have suffered discrimination at the hands of
criminal justice actors at all levels of the system (Hemmens and Marquart 1999:232).
Several studies of racial differences in prison have found Black inmates are signiticantly
more likely to be involved in conflicts with either the staff or other inmates (p. 232), and
that Black inmates were more likely to be aggressors than White inmates (Fuller and
Orsagh 1977). Yet other studies found little or no support for this assertion when
controlling for other factors such as age, number of prior arrests, and drug or alcohol
dependency (Ellis, Grasmick and Gilman 1974; Goodstein and MacKenzie 1984; Wright

1988; Zink 1957). Other studies of racial differences in adaptation indicate that White






There is also a high rate of physical and sexual abuse among female prison inmates, with
female mentally ill inmates (70 percent) experiencing physical abuse nearly twice as
often as other inmates (Ditton 1999:7).

Jailed women were less likely to be married compared to the general population,
but nearly 80 percent were mothers — the average was two children apiece — and many
had minor children (Mays and Wintree 2009:332). A significant percentage of women
are pregnant when they enter jail and prison. At the time ot admission, about 5-10 percent
of women are pregnant (Mays and Winfree 2009:332). After women give birth it is often
difficult for them to maintain contact with their child, which means that the loss of
contact may result in termination of their parental rights. The impact of incarceration on
women is at the very least disruptive and commonly traumatic. Developing and
maintaining adequate and equal health-care delivery in women's prisons and jails should
be a high priority for the nations' correctional systems (Springer 2010:13). Ideally the
adequate provision and proper utilization of health care in jail should help female inmates
break the cycle of crime and victimization. The problem is that the special needs of
incarcerated women often go unrecognized because “jail and prison health care systems
have largely been defined and operated by men for a nearly exclusive male client¢le”
(Ross and Lawrence 1998:122).

The median age of'incarcerated women was 31, with about halt between 25 and

34 years of age (Mays and Winfree 2009:332). A number of studies of violence in prison
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suggest that age is an important factor in inmate adjustment patterns, and age has been
closely linked to the likelihood of aggressive behavior in prison (Hemmens and Marquart
1999:233). Some researchers have noted that as age increases, there is a linear decline in
aggressive acts toward other inmates and/or correctional staft; however, Mackenzie's
study (1987) revealed that aggressive behavior rose until the late 20s, and then declined.
Additionally, interpersonal conflicts with other inmates remained high for a longer period
of time than did interpersonal conflicts with correctional staff (Hemmens and Marquart
1999:233). Recent research suggests that age is related not only to the likelihood of being
involved in violent activity while incarcerated, but also to perceptions of prison as safe or
dangerous (p. 233). Hemmens and Marquart (1999:233) found that younger inmates were
more likely than older inmates to perceive prison as a dangerous place. Lastly, education
attainment levels among inmates indicate an overwhelming need for literacy and
numeracy education for imprisoned women (Chlup 1999). Fifty-five percent of jailed
female inmates had finished high school, about the same rate as jailed men (Mays and
Winfree 2009:332). Black and Hispanic women perform at much lower levels of literacy
when compared to their White counterparts (Alfred and Chlup 2009:243).
SPECIAL NEEDS OF INCARCERATED WOMEN

The adult female inmate population has dramatically increased, and despite the
changes in the gender makeup of the various correctional client populations, the special

needs of incarcerated women often go unrecognized by administrators, which can
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decision-making, and/or their treatment. Such evaluations allow inmates to address
concerns about potential problems such as the distribution of programs and privileges, the
fairness in laws and the trial process, as well as treatment by both criminal justice actors
and jail staff.

Second, many women offenders bear a huge burden, both as being seen as deviant
for breaking the law, and secondly, for being seen as “unfit mothers” in the most
meaningful role that they have ever held as an adult (Alarid and Vega 2010:710; Ferraro
and Moe 2003). Incarcerated women often experience feelings of injustice when making
assessments about problems associated with jail policies, correctional management,
and/or program delivery. The unpleasant sensations of distress and tension can potentially
impact an inmate’s sense of identity and can eventually disrupt her process of adjustment.
For instance, most female inmates have minor children, and some studies have examined
the impact that incarceration has on both mother and child. The effects can be quite
disturbing, especially when programs and services associated with helping women to
fulfill their parenting roles are scarce. Therefore, resources that encourage inmates to
restore and/or readdress perceived injustice by employing supervised mother-child
visitation will help address the vulnerabilities of their children.

Third, incarcerated women rely on social interaction to help them assess the
justice of their outcomes, procedures, and/or treatment. Female inmates desire to be

respected and accepted by their peers; therefore, programs that encourage group work
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should communicate this sentiment. In essence, when inmates perceive that they are
treated fairly by their peers involved in programs it in turn increases their sense of
positive identity. Fourth, the pursuit of justice captures a significant normative element
that bears upon social order (Hegtvedt 2006:52). Evaluations of injustice can cause
intense feelings of anger, and when psychological responses (i.e., depression, sadness,
nervousness) turn into behavioral reactions (i.e., self-harm, physical/sexual victimization,
or civil disorder) the jail environment is perceived to be unsafe. Research suggests
correctional settings are known for violence between inmates and between inmates and
staff, and rates are higher in prison settings than in the general population (Wolff et al.
2009:469). Therefore, it is imperative for researchers and practitioners to explore justice
evaluations because they can lead to reactions that challenge the norms and values of the
institution, and can potentially threaten the safety and security of inmates and statf.

Fifth, female offenders are additionally victimized by the sexist perspective that
female offenders somehow deserve what they get because they have betrayed society and
other women by their misdeeds (Belknap 1996; Covington 2001: Harris 1998; Pollack
2002a: Wesley 2006). Upon entry into jail, women are immediately stripped of their
identity and forced to construct a new one. Aside, from making inmates wear uniforms,
they are often labeled as criminals. When women are removed from their neighborhood,
placed in a jail or prison, and labeled as an inmate they tend to perceive that experience

as unjust. An incarcerated woman may form a justice evaluation that can encourage her
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Distributive Justice

Research consistently finds that people care about fair treatment. When
individuals perceive that they are treated fairly they express greater satisfaction with
social relationships (Barrett-Howard and Tyler 1986), courtroom experiences (Lind et al.
1980), and the political process (Tyler, Rasinski, and McGraw 1985). Justice is essential
to our social functioning as is indicated by the fact that the concept of justice (as well as
its violation) often dominates our daily experiences and discussions (Finkel 2001; Folger
1984). Indeed people often talk about the good and bad things they encounter in their
social interactions and frame them as instances of justice versus injustice. This indicates
that perceived unfairness is a crucial factor in social behavior (Miedema, Bos, and
Vermunt 2006:228). As early as 1961, George Homans suggested that social behavior is
“an exchange of activity, tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or costly,
between at least two persons” (p. 13). One of his most enduring contributions to
distributive justice argued that individuals are likely to feel distressed as a result of
perceived injustice (1961). Homans (1961) argued that individuals calculate their costs
and investments relative to their rewards and, then compare the product of this
calculation to the perceived rewards, costs, and investments of others. If payoffs do not
correspond proportionately to the person’s and other’s respective costs and investments,

distributive justice fails, and individuals experience negative emotions.
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According to the work of Guillermina Jasso (1980/2002), fundamental to all
justice analyses is the notion of the perceiver or the observer. This is the actor who
assesses a given outcome distribution, procedure, or a means to treat individuals
(Hegtvedt 2006:47). In this study, female inmates are considered perceivers; that is,
recipients of the outcomes or targets of the procedure or treatment. The perception of
justice (i.e., justice evaluation) expresses the perceiver’s judgment and sentiment that the
recipient is justly or unjustly treated; and if unjustly treated, whether over-rewarded or
under-rewarded and to what degree (Jasso 2002:41). It is a subjective evaluation of how
fair a perceiver thinks the situation is for himself or herself or for others. The notion of
justice evaluation is a logarithmic function of the ratio between a person’s actual share of
resources and what this person perceives is a “just” or “fair” share. In most distributive
justice research, a central concern is reactions to pay injustices (Adams 1965; Walster,
Walster, and Berscheid 1978).

Typically, distributive justice exists when the expectations for outcomes (based
on some normative rule) are congruent with the actual outcomes (Clay-Warner, Hegtvedt,
and Roman 2005: 89). Jasso also argues that justice evaluations are influenced by
punishments, and in so doing, she too, introduces the notion of expectations. Relative to
expectations of punishments, a smaller amount of punishment will generate as much of a
sense of injustice as will greater amounts of punishment. A final element of Jasso’s

theory goes back to Homans’ and introduces a comparison dynamic (2001b). An

17



individual’s evaluation of justice involves assessing what happens to others. For instance,
positive emotions such as happiness and satisfaction become evident when an
individual’s payoffs are greater than those given to others, and some may experience
negative emotions like anger when their payoffs are less than those of others (Turner
2007: 290).

Within distributive justice, three rules are paramount (e.g. Deutsch 1975):
equality, equity, and needs. The equality rule dictates that each recipient obtains an
objectively equal share of the outcomes distributed (Hegtvedt 2006:48). The equity rule
assumes outcomes should be commensurate to contributions, defined broadly to include
productivity and effort as well as ability, status, and other characteristics representing
individual recipients (Hegtvedt 2006:48). Lastly, the needs rule indicates that outcomes
should be commensurate to the needs of potential recipients (Hegtvedt 2006:48). When
considering the relationship between equity, needs, and equality that define the shape of a
distribution across all recipients, the development of injustice among female inmates can
be due to the perceived lack ot jail programs and services.

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice refers to fairness in the means by which distributions or
decisions are made (Hegtvedt and Markovsky 1995). Defining the just share along with
the just procedure is one of the central questions addressed by justice researchers. People

generally consider means to be fair when those means allow consistency across
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individuals and time, suppression of bias, representativeness of the opinions of people
affected, accuracy of information, mechanisms to correct bad decisions, and conformity
with moral and ethical standards (Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry 1980). Tyler and Lind
(1992) identify three important factors or rules that ensure fair treatment because they
communicate information about the equality of the relationship between a focal actor and
authorities or others in the situation: standing, neutrality, and trust. Standing refers to
status as communicated through polite behavior, dignified treatment, and respect for
one’s rights and opinions. Neutrality focuses on the equal treatment of all parties and
includes honesty and lack of bias. Lastly, trust characterizes the intentions of the decision
maker to be fair and ethical in the immediate situation and in the future. Tyler and his
colleagues demonstrate the importance of these elements to the assessments of procedural
justice.

Emotional, cognitive, and behavioral reactions follow justice evaluations. When
individuals perceive that their shares do not correspond with the shares of others, they
experience a sense of injustice and negative emotional arousal. On the other hand, they
experience a sense of justice and feel positive emotion when resource shares meet
expectations. In addition to emotional reactions, several theorists draw attention to
cognitive and behavioral responses to injustice. Cognitive responses attempt to restore a
sense of psychological justice while behavioral responses intend to restore actual justice

(Hegtvedt 2006:49). For example, non- compliance or more specific action to change the
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procedure or the treatment received (e.g., requests, complaints, absenteeism) may be seen
as behavioral responses to procedural injustice (p.50). Additionally, responses may
extend beyond the individual level to include collective reactions such as coalitions, riots,
or social movements (p. 50).

Tyler and Lind (1992) argue that the psychological response to procedural
injustice, however, may involve more than an alteration in cognitions about the situation
because of the underlying assumptions of the group value, which characterized
procedural justice work. Such responses may also include feeling of self-worth and value
to the group (Hegtvedt 2006:50). In sum, individuals attempt to make sense out of their
social experience by taking information about their outcomes, decision-making, and
treatment and producing a justice evaluation. Such evaluations may produce unpleasant
sensations of distress and tension which in turn can motivate people to relieve their stress
by restoring either their cognitive or behavioral justice for themselves and others. Lastly,
people are often motivated to assess the justice of their outcomes, procedures, or
treatment because of their relationships with others which focuses on material outcomes
and identity concerns.

Identity Theory

Identity is a combination of internal psychological development and socially

embedded processes, known respectively as personal and social identity (Alarid and Vega

2010:705). Personal identity differentiates a person from a group, such as personal
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characteristics, traits, goals, values, and abilities (p. 705), while social identity relies on
an individual’s perceived membership in one or more groups, such as that defined by
one’s familial role, occupational world, or friendship networks (Schwartz 2005). Thibaut
and Walker’s (1975) model of procedural justice takes an instrumental or self-interested
approach with the assumption that people desire fair procedures because they ensure fair
distributions. This instrumental orientation leads individuals to seek both decision control
and process control (a voice) in decision-making situations to secure positive outcomes
(Hegtvedt 2006:51). Lind and Tyler (1988) offer an alternative to the instrumental model,
which is the group-value model of procedural justice (later extended and referred to as
the “relational model”). Drawing from social identity theory, they focus upon
individuals’ long-term interest in group relationships and argue that people want to be
well-regarded within the groups to which they belong and that procedurally just rules and
treatment communicates this sentiment. In this model then, individuals seek to be valued
members of their groups, which in turn increases their self-esteem (Hegtvedt 2006:51).
Although identity processes are fundamental to the group-value model of procedural
justice, they are less so to distributive justice models. Clay-Warner (2001) notes that
people are likely to identify most closely with those with whom they share multiple status
identities, although the effect of these identities on justice processes depends upon

contextual factors.
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Identity theory researchers have argued that females have different needs than
males, and research may thus inform programming and services for women offenders.
The focus on the identities of women who have been labeled by the criminal justice
system as “criminal” and how they view themselves and their relation to others is central
to this study. According to Alarid and Vega (2010:706), social psychological identity
research has suffered from three limitations. First, the psychological focus has seemingly
marginalized social processes and changing environmental influences such as economic
uncertainty, unstable social supports or lack of opportunity (p. 707). Second, they suggest
that women did not possess identities independent of their male counterparts, to which a
criticism was made by researchers who argued that women's identities diverged from
men (Alarid and Vega 2010:707). Lastly, there has been an overreliance on university
student samples in identity research, which alone may not be able to fully account for the
vast differences in historical, cultural, and socioeconomic processes that shape individual
and gendered identities of women (p. 707). This study seeks to address the limitation that
social psychological identity research presents by examining how justice perceptions can
help to shape and maintain the personal identity of incarcerated women.

Symbolic Interaction theory was popularized in criminology and sociology
research during the same time as the birth of identity formation theory (Alarid and Vega
2010:707). Hebert Blumer (1969) brought symbolic interactionism to the forefront of

theory as an explanation of how individuals see themselves, how individuals interpreted
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how others saw them and the use of symbolic gestures in communication with others
(p-707). Remarkably similar to the main features of symbolic interactionism, Erik
Erikson (1968) believed that the way women viewed their appearance, manners,
character, and performance would have an effect on the way they ultimately viewed
themselves. Concurrently, if a woman devalued her image and did not have outside
support to reject those feelings, she was more likely to internalize the negativity (Erikson
1968). Carol Gilligan (1982) proposed that attachments to other relationships and
responsibility are so central to women's identity development that identity and close
interpersonal relationships are intertwined. In other words, women seemed to be less able
than men to create a more favorable identity that resisted stigmatizing labels and
terminated social relationships that devalue her (Geiger and Fischer 2005), which is
likely linked to level of self-esteem (Alarid and Vega 2010:708). Women are said to have
high self esteem when they learn that they can control their surroundings, become
competent and successful (p. 708). The development of high self-esteem is compromised
when the conditions of one's surroundings are ridden with parental neglect and physical,
emotional, and sexual abuse (Crocker and Major 1989).

The development of self-concept has more serious implications for women than
men because of the socially imposed gender roles and cultural restraints on women (Ray
and Downs 1986). Culbertson and Fortune (1986) found that an incarcerated woman who

has defined herself by her familial role may be surprised to find that her outside family
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support system lacked the strength that she needed to sustain herself. Over time, an
incarcerated woman's self-concept decreased to seeing herself as an “object” or a
“victim” and where nothing in her immediate environment was hers to control (Alarid
and Vega 2010:709). Earnest (1978) discovered that incarcerated women who saw
themselves as criminals tended to be associated with groups that viewed themselves as
criminal or deviant, whereas, women in this same group that viewed themselves as more
legitimate tended to see their primary groups as non-criminal (Alarid and Vega
2010:709). Tyler and colleagues (Tyler et al. 1997) stressed the impact of procedural
justice on self-esteem, and research (e.g., Skitka 2003; Stets 2003) draws attention to how
identities of individuals may illuminate the meaning ot injustice and provide insight into
the subjectivity of observed patterns of perceptions and reactions.
Deprivation, Importation, and Goffman’s Perspective on Total Institutions

Research that examines how justice perceptions influence the way inmates adjust
to jail life is important in understanding the female jail population. Modern research on
inmate adjustment to incarceration dates from Donald Clemmer's (1938) pioneering study
of a large prison. In the late 1930s, a new way of thinking about the livelihood of inmates

emerged. Clemmer’s classic study, The Prison Community (1938/1940), described the

powerful inmate subculture with its complete rules and regulations, values, and
prejudices. Prisonization is the mechanism by which one becomes a member of that

subculture and the process through which prison inmates “take on in greater or less
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degree the folkways, mores, customs, and general culture of the penitentiary”
(1938/1940:299). Studies related to subcultures formed in both female and male prisons
have used either deprivation or importation perspectives to explain inmate subcultures.
Deprivation theory views subcultures in prison primarily as an outgrowth of the inmates’
living conditions. For example, research by John Wooldrege (1991) suggests that deviant
behavior (i.e., rule infractions and assaults) among inmates in U.S. correctional facilities
can threaten the security of those facilities, enhance feeling of insecurity and deprivation
among inmates, and hinder the success of treatment programs. Wooldrege’s model
suggests that deprivation is a fact of prison life and can create the need for some type of
compensation for what is missing. Importation theory holds that the subculture is
brought into the prison system from the outside, in the form of previous behaviors,
values, and actions. The most convincing case for importation is seen in previous studies
that showed that pre-incarceration characteristics, such as arrest history and past prison
history, predicted prison offending (Hochstetler and DeLisi 2005:258; Wooldredge
1991).

Several scholars who followed Clemmer attempted to explain how inmates
adapted to the prison environment by focusing on and depicting inmate subculture.
Gresham Sykes (1958) expands on this idea by stating that deprivation most often
includes the loss of liberty, loss of freedom of movement, the loss of civil rights,

autonomy, individualism, emotional and sexual relationships, freedom and privacy of
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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. The inmate’s way of life
changes instantly; under constant surveillance and control and he or she comes to believe
that his or her existence is completely dependent on the penal institution. However,
inmates can reduce the stress that such deprivation causes by establishing a support
system that is solely based on an emotional connection with other women. Women are
less criminalized than men (Bowker 1981:410) and when one takes away their support
groups such as children, families, and friends, women tend to experience feelings of
helplessness, powerless, dependency, and despair (Harman, Smith, and Egan 2007,
Gibson 1976:99; Mahan 1984:381). Therefore, women tend to form emotional
relationships with other women in an effort to regain their power and cope with jail life.
Two studies conducted in 1972 and 1998 studied both deprivation and
importation that focused on the “pains of imprisonment” for understanding inmate
adjustment patterns. Esther Heffernan (1972) employed Sykes’ (1958) hypothesis about
the ability to cope with institutional life in her study of the District of Columbia
Women’s Reformatory at Occoquan, Virginia. Heffernan characterized about half of the
women as square: situational offenders — ready to redeem themselves by good deeds and
sober living. She also classified women as cools, those who manipulated others to make

their own time pass more quickly and easily. According to Heffernan (1972), both roles
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were an extension of the women’s pre-prison identities, a perspective she shared with
John Irwin (1970). Barbara Owen’s (1998) study of the Central California Women’s
Facility, the largest women’s prison in the world at that time, found support for Irwin’s
importation model and described the defiance exhibited by certain inmates as the mix.
This is characterized by a lifestyle involving the continuous use and sale of drugs, intense
and volatile relationships, and law-violating behavior (Owens 1998:3). Similar to
Hefferman and Irwin, Owen believes that their lives in prison are reflective of their
economic status and racial/ethnic background prior to incarceration and indicative of
their lives post imprisonment.

Erving Goffman’s (1961) perspective on total institutions can potentially further
the conversation concerning inmate adjustment patterns. As 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

appreciated time together lead an enclosed formally administered round of life (p.

11).

Goffman explains that the initial approach to entering a jail or prison setting includes
stripping away one’s self-identity which is replaced with a more adaptive one. This is
done by a process called mortification, which includes taking away personal possessions,
being given uniforms, bedding, and other equipment and personal items needed, being

reduced to a child in terms of status, being subjected to physical, verbal, and mental

abuse, experiencing a loss of privacy, and losing one’s autonomy and all forms of
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personal freedom. A privilege system is then established by the institution and provides a
framework for personal reorganization (p. 48). According to Goffman, how an inmate is
rewarded and/or punished is considered to be part of all total institutions and is “perhaps
the most important feature of [the] inmate subculture (p. 50). He 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 react only to themselves; 2) intransgient line — the inmate
intentionally refuses to cooperate with the staft; 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 appearances of the perfect inmate and often acts like those that are in charge (pgs. 61-
63). Considering the influence that total institutions have on re-socializing inmates to the
norms and roles of being the “perfect inmate” as well as their personal experiences,
Goffman’s model may help to explain how justice perceptions concerning distributive
and procedural processes can impact inmate adjustment. Hence, the model can also
explain how perceived discrimination can produce emotional, cognitive, and behavioral
reactions that can challenge the norms and values of the institution.
THEORETICAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES

Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the variables in the study. For the

sake of the model, [ speculate that race (Black), age, education, and time spent in jail has
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a direct effect on adjustment. In addition, perceived distributive and procedural justice

and personal identity influences the adjustment patterns of female inmates in this jail.

Distributive
Justice

Black
Age
Personal
Identity
Education
Time in
Jail

Procedural
Justice

\J

Adjustment

Figure 1. Model of Perceived Adjustment (N = 186)
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The following hypotheses for each relationship will be explored as well:

1.

2.

Race has a direct impact on adjustment

Age has a direct impact on adjustment

Education has a direct impact on adjustment

Time spent in jail has a direct impact on adjustment

Perceived distributive justice has a direct impact on adjustment.
Perceived procedural justice has a direct impact on adjustment.
Perceived personal identity has a direct impact on adjustment.

Perceived personal identity is indirectly related to adjustment through the
perceived distributive justice measure.

Perceived personal identity is indirectly related to adjustment through the
perceived procedural justice measure.
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CHAPTER III
METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes a brief explanation of the data, a detailed description of the
techniques used to collect the data, the inmate population and their sampling, the
instruments utilized in the study, the ethical considerations, and the techniques used to
analyze the data.
DATA

This study utilized a survey approach to capture the nature and extent of justice
perceived by female jail inmates. The Detention System of the Harris County Sheriff's
Office is divided into two commands with three main jail facilities: the 1200 Baker Jail,
the 701 San Jacinto Jail, and the 1307 Baker Street Jail Annex. Data were collected from
female jail inmates at the 1200 Baker Street Jail or “Central Jail” and the 1307 Baker
Street Jail Annex, in Houston, Texas. A survey (see Appendix C), consisting of both
close and open-ended questions, was used to collect initial information about the
participant’s feelings about their sentence and the criminal justice system; their feelings
about visitation and contact with family members and others on the outside (i.¢., friends,
lawyers); their perceptions of safety and inmate programs and services; how they felt

about themselves, other inmates, and jail staft; and the perceptions of their physical,
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emotional, and mental well-being during incarceration. Furthermore, the participant’s
race/ethnicity, age, education, religious preference, marital status, number of children
prior to her incarceration, birthplace, and first language was also collected. Lastly,
information was gathered on the participant’s work status as well as the number of
inmates in her cell block and how much time she had spent in jail at the time of
completing the survey.
SAMPLE

The participants in this study were female jail inmates located at the 1200 Baker
Street Jail or “Central Jail” and the 1307 Baker Street Jail Annex. They were incarcerated
during the fall of 2010. At the 1200 Baker Street Jail the entire fourth floor was dedicated
to the female population. There were about 906 female inmates present in the general
population, and about 54 female inmates in the mental health unit. At the 1307 Baker
Street Jail Annex, there were about 152 inmates present. There were a total of 1,112
female inmates during the period of data collection. The inmate population consisted of
those who were convicted of an offense (i.e., convicted and sentenced to time in Harris
County, convicted and waiting to go to TDCJ, a federal inmate, or a contract inmate with
a conviction).

The sample was drawn using a non-random convenience sampling approach. The
problem with developing a dependable sampling frame is amplified when the status of

participants changes due to disciplinary infractions, the issuing of bench warrants (being
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opened each packet and checked each questionnaire, noting question(s) in which
participants had a difficult time answering. All unnecessary, difficult, or ambiguous
questions were assessed to see whether each question gave a range of responses.
Questions that were unanswered by participants were re-worded, re-scaled, revised and/or
shortened to ensure simplicity. The following two weeks were spent announcing the
study and recruiting potential participants for the main study.

Several ditferent strategies were used to recruit volunteers for the study. Sergeant
David Fusilier announced the study to inmates prior to data collection. Participants who
volunteered to participate in the study contacted Sgt. Fusilier and their names were
collected. In conjunction with this method, the principal investigator was escorted by Sgt.
Fusilier to the different cell blocks where female inmates slept, ate, watched television,
and spent most of their day to explain the study, solicit participation, and explain the need
to complete the survey immediately.

Data collection occurred over a period of 4 separate days. On Wednesday,
November 17, 2010, the principal investigator arrived at the 1200 Baker Street Jail to
begin the first phase of administering surveys to female inmates. The principal
investigator checked in and was escorted by Sgt. Fusilier to the fourth floor where all
female inmates were housed. Beforehand, a total of 80 inmates from 4 separate cell
blocks volunteered to participate in the study. For reasons of safety, I did not approach

women who were in administrative segregation administrative (i.e., isolation), therefore,
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participants were recruited from the general population. All potential participants were
assembled and given a pen or pencil as well as an envelope that contained an invitation to
participate (Appendix A) explaining the nature of the study; an instruction sheet
(Appendix B), and a 134-item jail survey (Appendix C). The information form
specifically confirmed that participation was voluntary and may be discontinued at any
point. Inmates who wished to participate were asked to complete the survey immediately
in the same approved area. Inmates did not have to complete any of the documents in the
envelope if they did not wish to do so. Surveillance was present; and the principal
investigator was present to answer any questions that the participants had about the
project before and/or after completing the survey. The principal investigator stated the
total time commitment for completing the survey and stepped out of the common area
while inmates filled out their survey. Participants began filling out the survey around
noon; and once the inmate completed her survey, she placed the materials back into the
envelope, sealed it, and then notified the principal investigator. Also, if an inmate chose
not to complete the survey or if she started the survey and decided that she did not want
to finish it, she placed her survey and other materials in the envelope and sealed it. After
two hours, the principal investigator returned to collect the envelopes. A total of 70
surveys were returned and the envelopes were placed in a secure box. Returned surveys
constituted consent to participate in the research study. The principal investigator was

escorted back to the main area of the jail and left the facility around 2:30 pm. The
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left both facilities. Data were stored in a locked file cab_inet. Five years after the study is
completed, the surveys will be shredded.

Another consideration concerned those participants who volunteered to
participate. The researcher will not include the names or identification numbers of
participants in any future presentations or publications. Inmates were told that there was
no way to ensure complete anonymity and that surveillance was present during the time of
the study. However, having everyone return their survey, whether or not it was completed,
helped protect their anonymity. The information form explained that should the participant
become upset during the completion of the survey she could stop participating in the study
at any time; without penalty. Participants were instructed not to disclose details of any
offenses that they may have committed. No other persons, including those who worked in
this jail, were given access to the surveys and information in the results cannot be used to
identify the participants, the two facilities, or the staff here. Participation in the study
was completely voluntary and participants were free to refuse to participate. In addition,
participants were told that rewards or penalties would not be given whether their
participation continued or not.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This section identifies the specific items related to each research question in the

jail survey.
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Research Question 1

Research question 1 asks: “How do female inmates perceive distributive and
procedural justice?” Items 13, 15, 18, 26, 66, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79,
80, 81, 82, 84 and 92 from the survey were used to measure perceived distributive justice in
the quantitative section. In addition, open-ended items 38, 42, 44, 47 and 93 from the
survey were used measure perceived distributive justice in the qualitative section.

Close-ended items 1, 2, 3, 12, 14, 19, 20, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 67, and 85; and open-
ended items 4, 5, 6, 45, 94 and 108 from the survey were used to understand how female
inmates perceived procedural justice.
Research Question 2

Research question 2 asks: “What is the impact of perceived personal identity on
perceived distributive and procedural justice?” Close-ended items 13, 15, 18, 26, 68, 69,
74, 84 and 92 from the survey were used to measure perceptions of distributive justice and
items 1, 2, 12, 14, 19, 20, 62 and 67 were used to measure perceived procedural justice. In
addition, items 49-59 from the survey were used to measure perceived personal identity.
Open-ended items 38 and 47 from the survey were used to measure perceived distributive
justice and items 39 and 40 were used to measure perceived procedural justice. Lastly, item

36 from the survey was used to measure perceived personal identity.
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Research Question 3

Research question 3 asks: “What is the relationship between perceptions of
distributive and procedural justice, perceived personal identity, and perceived adjustment to
these women in a correctional environment?”” Close-ended items 13, 15, 18, 26, 68, 69, 74,
84 and 92 from the survey were used to measure perceived distributive justice. In addition,
items 1, 2, 12, 14, 19, 20, 62 and 67 were used measure perceived procedural justice. Items
49-59 from the survey were used to measure perceived personal identity; while items 95-
102 were used to measure perceived adjustment.

Open-ended items 11, 16 and 21, from the survey were used to measure inmate
perceptions of distributive and procedural justice. In addition, items 9 and 10 from the
survey were used to measure perceived personal identity; while items 22, 31, 32 and 109
from the survey were used to measure perceived adjustment to these women in a
correctional environment.

MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES

This section provides a description of the dependent, independent or control

variables in the study.

Dependent Variables

Perceived Distributive Justice was measured using a 9-item index with the following
items from the survey: 13, 15, 18, 26, 68, 69, 74, 84 and 92. Participants were asked to

rate the fairness in the distribution of programs, services, privileges and protection in
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Time spent in jail was measured by asking respondents: “As of today, how much time
have you spent in this jail?”” Time spent in jail was measured by the respondent’s self-
reported time in months or days. Time spent in jail was recoded and response categories
were: Less than 3 months (=1), 3-12 months (=2), 13-24 months (=3), 25-36 months (=4),
More than 37 months (=5).

DATA ANALYSIS

The close-ended survey responses were tabulated and analyzed by using version
17.0 of SPSS. Descriptive statistics (i.e., frequencies) and path analysis were used to
analyze responses to the close-ended questions. LISREL was used to estimate the path
model that showed the relationships between perceptions of distributive and procedural
justice and perceived personal identity. [ used a path analysis approach because I did not
want to assume that the relationships were linear (unidirectional) and I wanted to be able
to model the relationships between each of the variables in terms of how they influenced
each other. I chose LISREL due to its greater power and because it is the most widely
used approach to doing path analysis.

Due to the exploratory nature of qualitative research, open-ended responses from
the inmate survey were analyzed by using a qualitative research technique. The
researcher recorded each response in a word processing document; and the impressions
and observations of the inmates were included. The collection of responses was analyzed

by identifying common themes and patterns in the data. When reoccurring patterns were
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Procedural justice. Perceived procedural justice was measured by the inmates'
perceptions of their courtroom and jail experiences. Using a 5-point Likert scale
approach, participants were asked the extent to which they agreed or disagreed (Strongly
Agreed = 1 to Strongly Disagreed = 5) with a series of statements related to procedural
justice. In addition, an item also asked participants to identify how fair or unfair (Very
Fair =1 to Very Unfair = 5) they perceived a specific procedure. The findings were
grouped in the areas of perceptions of the inmates' sentencing process, communication
with family and/or others outside this jail, and fairness in treatment by jail staff. Findings

are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Inmate Perceptions of Procedural Justice (N = 186)

Characteristic Percentage Frequency

Fair Sentence

Strongly Agree 24 12.9
Agree 39 21.0
Not Sure or No Opinion 13 7.0
Disagree 40 21.5
Strongly Disagree 67 36.0
Fair Hearing (plea bargain) or Trial

Strongly Agree 28 15.1
Agree 21 11.3
Not Sure or No Opinion 26 14.0
Disagree 35 18.8
Strongly Disagree 73 39.2
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identity were believed to be more adjusted to jail. Lastly, race, age, education, and time

spent in jail were also supported in the study.
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they were treated by the medical staff. A few inmates felt that the time they spent waiting
to see medical personnel was too long and when they finally got to see a doctor and/or
nurse their visit felt rushed. For example, Participant 47 reported that, “I’ve been treated
for a fall numerous times. [ need my shoulder looked at but theres a long waiting list and
I’ve been put off. I’ve written 2 grievances on medical. There are a few nurses that treat
you well others are very unprofessional.” Similarly, Participant 29 said that, “there quick
with you and not give time to really understand.”

Several felt that the process was all about the money and others thought that the
medical team simply did not care about their needs due to their present status as an
inmate. For instance, Participant 23 described her experience as “horrible.” She said,
“horrible they don’t try to see what is really wrong they just want the money.” Similarly,
Participant 25 shared her encounter with the medical staff at this jail by saying, “don’t
come to Harris County Jail they are just like the damn guards. they treat you like shit, like
you’re not human they charge you for when you need medical attention. If you can’t pay
they still charge you & your bill just go up. When you get money on your books they take
what you owe off first & leave you with chump change.” A few inmates felt that some of
the medical staff were rude, cold, and did not take care about their well being. Participant
16 stated that, “the medical staff depending on which shift, there are polite ones that want

to help and there are those that are just rude and dont care. They curse and talk down

because were inmates.” Also, Participant 59 noted that, “the medical staff were very cold
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to talk to us and treat us however they wish. They automatically assume since we are in
orange that we’re nothing. I’ve been called dumb, a thug, racial slurs and whats scary
about it is that these allegations come from actual deputies NOT jailers! If this is who
gets paid to protect and serve then were all doomed.”
Research Question 2

Jails serve as a clear example of a total institution. 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 amount of time, together
lead an enclosed, formally administered round of life (Goftman 1961:xiii). Goffman’s
(1961) perspective addresses the inmate’s entry into an institution as well as the process
that inmates must endure upon entering an environment that is controlled such as a jail.
The process of learning to adapt to the jail environment presented substantial challenges
for the respondents. Perhaps one of the central challenges for these participants was
struggling to maintain a sense of identity in the environment of a total institution.
Centrally, these women faced major challenges to their sense of identity. Having control
over one’s time, the possession of personal autonomy, privacy, and freedom of
movement all serve to help express and maintain a sense of personal identity. Upon
entering a total institution, all of these come under attack. The process of mortification
(Goftman 1959) forcibly removed many of the “props” which inmates used to maintain

their sense of identity in the free world and forced them to begin constructing a new,
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saying that, “fair mostly, being put on the spot/called out and then being left to deal with
it alone, no defense, not fair.” A few participants stated that the instructors were rude,
overbearing, and mean. Participant 45 noted that, “our counselors or some of our
counselors are rude. But other people who come here to spend time teaching us are very
friendly. The few counselors on the other hand are very rude & are in a bad mood more
often than not.” Similarly, Participant 78 reported that, “two, were very rude the
substance abuse instructors think they know more than us about drugs but has never done
drugs themselfs us who have done drugs has expierence and know more of the effects of
what drugs can do!” The relationship that inmates have with their program instructors
was meaningful in understanding personal identity. Some inmates reported feeling
neglected by their instructor and even shared that their instructors were rude and mean to
them. Negligence brought about feelings of procedural injustice and impacted an
inmate’s sense of identity. Correspondingly, these negative experiences were a constant
reminder of their compromised social status and stigmatized role as an inmate. As a
result, inmates perceived that they deserved the negative treatment by instructors and
eventually stopped participating in future programs at this jail.

Personal identity issue: perceptions of jail programs. Self-worth diminishes when
the conditions of one’s surroundings are compromised (Crocker and Major 1998).
Although jail programs, a healthy support system with other inmates, program

instructors, and other jail staff were supposed to help inmates improve themselves and
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for having something that a guard gave me permission to do.” Participant 42 shared
similar feelings by stating that, “yes, when I got lost of privilleges (lop) I felt even
angrier.”

Some inmates reported that visitation was often cancelled when others disobeyed
the rules-when one messed up all suffered the consequences. Participant 16 stated that,
“yes, there was the one time when I had just walked in and they cancelled visitation
because some girl in her pod not in visitation tried to kill herself. It made me angry I was
in a very bad mood, I cryed.” Some participants also claimed that when they were in the
“Law Library” or participating in other programs they were told that visitation was
cancelled. Some inmates shared their feelings of anger and hurt because they felt as
though they should have been given the opportunity to choose whether they wanted to
visit with family or engage in jail programs or other activities. Participant 26 reported
that, “yes, when I got a visit while I was in the law library. [ felt angry because there is no
reason why they can’t call me to my visit if they know where [ am & I’'m not being
punished for something.”

It was quite common for family members and/or friends to travel great distances
in order to visit with their loved ones in jail. Due to the long travel distance, sometimes
visitors were turned away by jail staff because they arrived after visitation hours. Some
inmates reported that this upset them when this took place. For example, Participant 3

responded by saying, “yes because by the time the got up to the floor they were told that
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Lastly, some of the participants perceived a lack of procedural justice during their
sentencing process. Specifically, they felt that they were not given the opportunity to
speak on their behalf and they also reported feeling rushed and feeling that their lawyer
did not care about their well being. Some inmates perceived that punishment by the
otficers while in jail was unfair. They felt that when two inmates were involved in an
argument it was unfair to punish one and not the other. Also, a few inmates reported
verbal abuse by jail staff; and due to their racial and/or ethic background some were more
likely to be punished instead of others. Participants attempted to explain their experiences
of what was fair and/or unfair in the distribution of programs, services, and privileges as
well as the procedures and processes prior and during incarceration. This process also
incorporated emotional responses of anger, disappointment, and frustration among the
inmates that reported experiencing injustice in the outcomes, decision-making
procedures, and treatment by staff at this jail.

Generally speaking, the findings for research question 2 indicated that the
perceived personal identity had a meaningful impact on perceived distributive and
procedural justice. Inmate perceptions revealed that there was a lack of distributive and
procedural justice in this jail. I[nmate programs and education services were said to shape
and maintain one’s self-identity in a manner that encouraged physical and mental
maturity. The access of and participation in programs and services were considerably

important to female inmates at this jail; however, about a third of the participants
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institutions in an attempt to handle problems that can arise due to perceived injustice in

jail is important.
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APPENDIX A

Invitation to Participate
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after I complete the study, I will shred the surveys and all electronic files will be deleted
as well. I will not use your name or the name of anyone else who participated in this
study in any presentations or publications that I do based on this research. Since you are
in a group of other inmates while you are participating in this study, there is no way to
ensure your anonymity. It is also possible that surveillance will be going on during the time
you are completing the survey. Having everyone return their survey, whether or not it has
been completed, will help to protect your anonymity.

You may find that you feel upset when you read some of the questions. You do not have to
answer any questions that you do not want to answer or you can choose to stop
participating in the study at any time. If you find that you are getting tired while completing
the survey, you may choose to take a break or terminate your participation at any point,
without penalty. To minimize the risk of retaliation, you will not put your name or other
identifying information on the survey. Do not give details of any offenses you may have
committed. No other persons, including those who work in this jail, will be given access
to your survey. I will not include any information in the results that would allow someone

to identify you, this jail, or the staff here.

Your participation in this research study is completely voluntary aqd you cannot be
coerced (forced) to participate. You may stop participahpg at any time without pe.nalty.
There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study; however, you will

receive a break from your daily routine.

Questions Regarding the Study

The researchers will try to prevent any problem that cquld happen because of this '
research. You should let the researchers know at once if there is a problem apd they will
help you. However, TWU does not provide medical services or financial assistance for

injuries that might happen because you are taking part in this research.

If you have any questions about the research study you may ask the Qrmmpal investigator
and/or her advisor; their phone numbers are at the top of this form. If you have questlonsd
about your rights as a participant in this resear'ch or the way this study has been cogducte ,
you may contact the Texas Woman’s University Office of Research ?nd Spf(;_nsor?
Programs at 940-898-3378 or via e-mail at IRB@twu.edu; or by mail at Oftice o

Research and Sponsored Programs, Denton, Texas 76204.

Thank you for your participation.

Pakeithe Coleman-Saavedra
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Instruction Sheet

Please follow the instructions below carefully. If you have any questions, please talk to
the principal investigator before or after completing your survey.

e If you are in this jail because you have been convicted of something (convicted
and sentenced to time in Harris County, convicted and waiting to go to TDCJ, a
federal inmate, or a contract inmate with a conviction), you may fill out this
survey. If you have not been convicted of anything, do not fill out this survey.
Please place materials in the envelope, seal it, and return the envelope to the
principal investigator.

e You will not need to bring any materials with you to fill out your questionnaire.
The principal investigator will give you a pen or pencil when you get your packet.

e Please do not put your name or inmate identification number anywhere on this
survey. Do not put names or other information that could identity anyone in this

jail.

e After you finish, please put your survey and other forms in the envelope, seal it,
and return it to the principal investigator. Si usted no lee Inglés, ponga las formas
detrds en el sobre, séllelas, y délas al investigador principal.

e If you find that you are getting tired while completing the survey, you may choose
to take a break or terminate your participation at any point, without penalty.

e Return of your survey constitutes your informed consent to participate in this

study.
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5.

6.

For this conviction, please describe how you were treated by your lawyer.

For this conviction, please describe how you were treated by other court officials
(i.e., prosecutor, court bailiffs, court clerk, etc).

The following questions are about your contacts with your family and others on the
outside (friends, lawyers, etc).

7.

10.

1.

12.

13.

Since you have been in this jail, have you ever had a visitor or visitors (i.e. family,
friends, lawyers, etc)? Please circle Yes or No.

l. Yes

2. No

IF YOU ANSWERED NO, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 12.

How important is it for you to have contact with your family and/or others outside

of this jail?
1. Very Important 4. Somewhat Unimportant
2. Somewhat Important 5. Very Unimportant
3. Not Sure or No Opinion

What do you enjoy best about your time visiting with your family and/or others
outside of this jail?

What do you NOT like about your time visiting with your family and/or others
outside of this jail?

Since you have been in this jail, have there been situations where you were NOT
allowed to have visitors? If so, please explain how that made you feel?

The visitation rules at this jail are fair.
l. Strongly Agree

2. Agree .
3. Not Sure or No Opinion

4. Disagree
5. Strongly Disagree

Sometimes [ feel like other inmates are allowed to visit with their family and/or

others outside of this jail (friends, lawyer, etc.) more than me.

4. Disagree
ly Agree .
é. ISAt;(r):eg Y 5. Strongly Disagree

3. Not Sure or No Opinion
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30.

31.

32.

I am afraid of the other inmates in my cell block.

1. Always 4. Not Sure
2. Sometimes 5. Never
3. Most of the time

How would you handle the situation if you were verbally threatened by another
inmate(s) (i.e. another inmate tells you that she is going to report you to the jail
staff, she is going to hurt you or an outside family member and/or friend, etc)?

How would you handle the situation if you were physically attacked by another
inmate(s)?

The following questions ask about your feelings about inmate programs and services.

33.

34.

35.

Have you ever been involved in any of the following programs while you have
been in this jail? Please circle Yes, No, or Not Allowed.

Substance Abuse Programs GED Programs

Parenting Classes Commercial Sewing
Anger Management Classes Business Technology
Christian AA Classes Workplace Literacy
Regular AA Classes Reality

Little Footprints Breaking the Chains

Unique Women

1. Yes
2. No
3. Not Allowed

IF YOU ANSWERED NO or NOT ALLOWED, PLEASE SKIPTO

QUESTION 38.
1 rtant are inmate programs to you? ‘
Hon lm1po - Very Importgnt 4. Somewhat Unimportant
2: Somewhat Important 5. Very unimportant
3. Not Sure or No Opinion

If you have ever been involved in any programs while you have been in this jail,

what do you enjoy best about them?
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42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

Since you came to this jail, have there been situations where you felt like
recreation time was more likely to be given to others instead of you? If s, please
explain how you felt.

Since you came to this jail, about how many times have you received medical
services?

1. Never 5. 6 — 10 times
2. 1 time 6. More than 10 times
3. 2 — 5 times

Since you came to this jail, have there been situations where you felt like medical
services were more likely to be given to others instead of you? If so, please
explain how you felt.

If you have received medical services at this jail, please describe how you were
treated by the medical staff.

Since you came to this jail, have you ever visited with an education counselor(s)?
Please circle Yes or No.

1. Yes

2. No

IF YOU ANSWERED NO, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 49.

Since you came to this jail, have there been situations where you felt }ike
education counseling services were more likely to be given to others instead of

you? If so, please explain how you felt.

If you have received education counseling services at this jail, please describe
how you were treated by the counselor(s).
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The following questions ask about some situations that sometimes happen between
inmates and jail staff. How often have you seen or been involved in these situations
since you came to this jail?

PLEASE READ INSTRUCTIONS CAREFULLY.

For questions 119-122, choose the number that best describes this. Write your answer
in the blank next to each sentence:

1 Never 5. About Once a Week
2 Once or Twice 6. Several times a Week
3. Not Sure or No Opinion 7. Daily

4 About Once a Month

119. A discussion in which some disagreement took place.

120. A discussion in which someone got angry.

121. A situation in which jail staff used physical force on an inmate or inmates.

122. A situation in which an inmate was hurt or injured by j ail staff.

123.  If you have seen or been involved in any of these situations that sometimes
happen between inmates and jail staff, how did this change your daily life while

in this jail?
The following questions will help me to better understand your answers.

124.  What race/ethnicity best describes you?

1. White or Anglo 4. Asiaq '
2. Hispanic/Mexican American 5. Multiracial
3. African-American or Black 6. Other

?

125.  What is your present age

126. Before coming to this jail, what was the highest grade in school that you finished

?

127.  What is your religious preference
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128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

Before coming to jail, what was your marital status?
l. Never married 4. Widowed
2. Divorced 5. Common law
3. Separated

How many children have you ever had? Please count all that were born alive at
any time; including any from a previous marriage or relationship

Where were you born?
1. United States
2. Other country (specify)

What is your first language?

l. English 3. Other (specity)
2. Spanish
Before coming to this jail, which of these best describes what you were doing?
1. Working full time 7. Retired
2. Working part time 8. In school
3. With a job but not at work 9. Keeping house
4, On vacation or on strike 10. In another jail (moved here)
5. Unemployed or laid off 11. Other
6. Looking for work

Other than you, about how many inmates are living in your cellblock
?

As of today, how much time have you spent in this jail

Thank you for your help. Please return your questionnaire in the envelope provided.
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