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A Brief History of Doing Time: The California 
Institution for Women in the 1960s and the 1990s 

Rosemary Gartner Candace Kruttschnitt 

Recent scholarship on penality describes profound changes in the ideology, 
discourses, and policies shaping criminal punishment in the late-twentieth- 
century United States. To assess the implications of these changes for those 
subject to criminal punishment, we examine the experiences of women in 
prison at two key points in the recent history of penality. We compare how 
imprisonment was practiced and responded to at the California Institution for 
Women in the early 1960s, when the rehabilitative model dominated official 
penal discourse, and in the mid-1990s, near the height of the "get tough" era. 
We find that the ways in which women related and responded to other 
prisoners, to staff, and to the prison regime, while in some ways specific to one 
or the other penal era, did not fundamentally change. Thus, penal regimes 
ostensibly informed by profoundly different rationalities nevertheless struc- 
tured the daily lives of prisoners through a very similar set of deprivations, 
restrictions, and assumptions. 

Introduction 

P unishment changed in the United States in the last third of 
the twentieth century. The indicators of this change are well- 
documented and widely agreed upon. Prison populations soared, 
correctional and rehabilitative goals were largely supplanted in 
official and popular discourse by concerns with public safety and 
victims' rights, penal policy became highly politicized, and public 
sentiment toward criminals hardened. As a consequence, criminal 
punishment touched the lives of more Americans than ever before in 
the 1990s, a decade characterized by "mass imprisonment" (Garland 

This research was supported by grant #SBR-9617285 from the National Science 
Foundation. By sharing the data from their study, David Ward and Gene Kassebaum made 
this research possible. For their assistance with the collection of the survey and historical 
data, we thank Robert Nash Parker and the Presley Center for Crime and Justice Studies, 
University of California, Riverside; Julie Beck; and Doreen Anderson-Facile. Mariana 
Valverde, Kelly Hannah-Moffat, and the current and former editors of the Law & Society 
Review provided useful comments on earlier drafts of this article. Please address all 
correspondence to Rosemary Gartner, Centre of Criminology, University of Toronto, 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada M5S 3H1; e-mail: rosemary.gartner@utoronto.ca. 

Law & Society Review, Volume 38, Number 2 (2004) 
( 2004 by The Law and Society Association. All rights reserved. 



268 A Brief History of Doing Time 

2001), "hyper-incarceration" (Simon 2000), and a "macho penal 
economy" (Downes 2001). Commentators continue to debate the 
broader meanings and sources of these changes. For some they signal 
the rise of a postmodern or "new penology" rooted in neoliberalism 
and distinguished by "an abandonment of any pretext of bene- 
volence" (Pratt 2000:133). Others see not an overarching, novel 
trend, but disparate efforts to recombine timeworn practices in the 
face of the disintegration of the welfare state (Garland 1995), or an 
incoherent and contradictory penality driven by New Right politics 
that favors both the innovative and the nostalgic (O'Malley 1999). 

Implicit in many of these analyses is the assumption that shifts 
in penal ideologies, discourses, and logics have consequences for 

prisoners' lives. Recently, Simon articulated this assumption when 
he asked, "[h]ow has inmate society changed under conditions 
where prisons' populations have experienced extraordinary 
growth and prison management has undergone a wholesale 

rearrangement of mission and ideology?" (2000:302). In this 
article, we address this question by examining the experiences of 
women in prison at two key points in the recent history of criminal 

punishment. We compare how imprisonment was practiced and 

responded to at the California Institution for Women (CIW) in the 

early 1960s, when the rehabilitative model dominated official penal 
discourse, and in the mid-1990s, near the height of the "get tough" 
era. The gendered maternal and therapeutic approaches that gave 
women's corrections a certain coherence and distinctiveness for 
much of the twentieth century contrast sharply with both the 

punitive, pessimistic penal ideologies of the 1990s and the move to 
standardize and systematize penal practices. Have the ways women 

manage their lives in prison changed as prisons have moved 
toward gender-equity and a "penality of cruelty" (Simon 2001)? 
Convicted offenders, as Garland has noted, "form the most 
immediate audience for the practical rhetoric of punishment, 
being directly implicated within its practices and being the 
ostensible target of its persuasive attempts" (1990:262). Our goal 
is to shed light on the extent to which changes in the official 
discourses, ideology, and practices of penality have altered how 
imprisonment was experienced by women offenders, one segment 
of this "most immediate audience." 

Relationships Among Ideologies, Practices, and Experiences 
of Imprisonment 

Why Expect Changes in the Experience of Imprisonment? 
A major theme in prison research is that the experience of 

imprisonment-the ways prisoners think about and relate to other 
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prisoners, to their keepers, and to the prison regime-is affected 
by prisons' external and internal environments. With shifts in the 
political, cultural, and economic climate of the larger society, the 
relationship of prisons to society as well as the relations of actors 
within the prison change (Jacobs 1977; Clemmer 1950; Sykes 
1958). Similarly, official regimes, structures, and practices inside 
prisons shape the responses and adaptations of prisoners (Adams 
1992; Bottoms 1999; Grusky 1959; Sparks, Bottoms, & Hay 1996; 
Street, Vinter, & Perrow 1966). Men's prisons provide conspicuous 
and well-documented examples of differences over time and 
among prisons in the experience of imprisonment, such as ebbs 
and flows in prison riots, the expansion of prison gangs, and trends 
in prisoner litigation (e.g., Adler & Longhurst 1994; Colvin 1992; 
Cummins 1994; Silberman 1995). Research on women in prison, 
though less extensive, also provides evidence of such variation. For 
example, aggressive behavior, self-harm, collective political action, 
involvement in prison families, and distrust of other prisoners 
appear to vary over time and among women's prisons with 
different regimes (Rierden 1997; Mandaraka-Sheppard 1986; 
Diaz-Cotto 1996; Greer 2000). 

Fox's (1982, 1984) study of the Bedford Hills, New York, high- 
security prison for women is one of the few to systematically 
describe such changes in one institution over time. Using 
documentary data for the years 1970 through 1980, and interviews 
with women at Bedford Hills in 1972 and 1978, Fox linked 
external events and alterations in the prison's operations to 
changes in women's relations to other prisoners and to the prison. 
Through the influence of the prisoners' rights and feminist 
movements, prisoners became more politicized and litigious, their 
relations with staff grew more adversarial, and the traditional 
prisoner social system decreased in importance as women's 
involvement in kinship groups and other close personal relation- 
ships declined. "What was once appropriately characterized as a 
cooperative and caring community," Fox concludes, "has slowly 
evolved into a more dangerous and competitive prison social 
climate" (1982:205). In his analysis of the redevelopment of 
Holloway Prison in England, Rock (1996) also describes how the 
social world of women prisoners at Holloway was reshaped by 
myriad influences, including "the formation and transformation of 
official typifications of deviant women" (1996:11), changes in the 
architecture and iconography of the prison, and the shifting 
balance among competing disciplinary modes. 

According to this body of work, changes in the expectations 
that the public holds for its prisons and that prisons hold for their 
charges, in the ways offenders are defined, and in the techniques 
prisons use to accomplish their goals ought to alter how prisoners 
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relate to the prison, the staff, and other prisoners (Pratt 2002). 
These features of the penal landscape have been realigned since 
the mid-twentieth century, according to analyses of large-scale 
trends in criminal punishment. As Simon and Feeley describe 
them, the major changes in imprisonment include the rejection of 
rehabilitative and normalizing goals, a growing emphasis on 

managerial goals and actuarial techniques to efficiently classify 
and contain what is seen as an essentially irredeemable population, 
and a concomitant de-emphasis of individualized interventions 
based on clinical knowledge (Feeley & Simon 1992; Simon 1993; 
Simon & Feeley 1995). In their version of the "new penology," 
prison staff are no longer expected to develop affective relations 
and open communication with prisoners for either therapeutic 
purposes or the prisoners' moral improvement. Instead, prisoners 
are related to as rational, economic actors who have freely (albeit 
irresponsibly) chosen to commit crime and likely will continue to 
do so. Among the consequences of this "new penology" are 
enormous growth in the prison population and reduction in prison 
programs, services, and amenities. 

Some analysts question the extent to which a new or 

postmodern penology emerged in the latter part of the twentieth 

century, but most agree that both public and criminal justice 
administrators lowered their expectations about what imprison- 
ment could accomplish and the extent to which offenders could be 
reformed (Bottoms 1995; Garland 1995, 2001; Pratt 2002; Rose 
2000; Zimring & Hawkins 1995). For criminal justice officials 

operating in a neoliberal climate, transferring the responsibility of 
rehabilitation from the prison onto prisoners made both political 
and fiscal sense (Garland 1996; O'Malley 1992). And for prison 
administrators faced with demands for rationality and account- 

ability, producing behavioral conformity among prisoners rather 
than transforming their attitudes and morals assumed priority 
(Dilulio 1987; Simon 2000). 

Although such discursive and ideological trends in late- 
twentieth-century imprisonment have received considerable scho- 

larly attention, whether and how these changes may have 
influenced the experience of imprisonment have not. We can, 
however, turn to classic and more contemporary research on 
prison social organization for insights into how different prison 
environments shape prisoners' adaptations. Some of this research 
indicates that in prisons with stricter disciplinary and operational 
regimes, an emphasis on custody rather than treatment, and 
physically harsher environments, prisoners tend to hold more 
defiant attitudes toward the institution and its staff, choose more 
individualistic forms of adaptation, and report greater allegiance to 
a collective prisoner social order. By contrast, in more treatment- 
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oriented and less bureaucratic institutions, prisoners tend to form 
stronger primary group associations and more collaborative 
relationships with staff (Berk 1966; Grusky 1959; Mandaraka- 
Sheppard 1986; Pollack 1986; Street, Vinter, & Perrow 1966; 
Wilson 1968). Thus, to the extent that prisons have become more 
austere, more concerned with their security functions and with 
prisoners as an aggregate rather than as individuals, and where 
they have assigned greater responsibility for rehabilitation to 
offenders, prisoners may well be more distrustful of and alienated 
from the prison and its staff, more self-reliant, and more 
supportive of a prisoner-based normative system. Fox's (1982, 
1984) findings support these predictions, while highlighting how 
moves toward standardization, rationalization, and gender equity 
in corrections have compounded these effects for women, 
encouraging what he characterizes as more traditionally "mascu- 
line" styles of adaptation to imprisonment. 

Why Expect Continuity in the Experience of Imprisonment? 
There are reasons to temper these expectations about changes 

in the prison experience. Prisons have always been sites in which 
multiple and competing goals and rationales are expressed 
(Cressey 1959; Giallombardo 1966; Pratt 2002). The goals and 
rationales in ascendance in the late twentieth century were not 
novel, although the political context in which they were deployed 
may have been (Garland 1990; O'Malley 1999). The knowledges 
guiding punishment often become corrupted and compromised in 
practice and have unforeseen consequences (Garland 1997:199), 
and practices developed under different technologies of power 
coexist and recombine as these technologies shift (Feeley & Simon 
1994; Hannah-Moffat 2001). 

This is perhaps best illustrated by front-line workers. What 
have been called "the practical complexities of governance" 
(Valverde 1998:11) often demand a creativity and flexibility that 
undermine or ignore more abstract discourses and official goals 
(see also Sutton 1997). Lynch's (1998, 2000) research on parole 
agents and Haney's (1996) study of juvenile justice workers show 
how objectives articulated at a state or regional level can be 
dismantled at the point of contact with clients as workers pursue 
more immediate individual and organizational ends. In his 
discussion of why recent penal trends are not best thought of as 
postmodern, Garland therefore cautions that 

[t]he rapid changes manifest at the level of government 
representations and rhetoric must not be mistaken for alterations 
in working practices and professional ideologies, nor should it be 
assumed that the discrediting of a particular vocabulary (such as 
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"rehabilitation") means that the practices that it once described 
have altogether disappeared. (1995:204) 

Moreover, prisoners are likely to manage their lives in prison not so 
much according to abstract logics and rationalities of power, or 

formally stated goals of the prison, but instead through pragmatic 
rules and habits of doing time. To the extent that these rules and 
habits reflect basic institutional needs (e.g., for predictability, order, 
self-maintenance), fundamental features of imprisonment (e.g., 
loss of freedom, exclusion from the wider society, control over 
one's body and time, material and legal deprivations), and inherent 
tensions and contradictions between the goals and practices of 

imprisonment, the prison experience will likely have at least a core 
of dreary consistency. 

In addition, the discourses and techniques associated with 
women's imprisonment may be particularly resistant to the types of 

changes described above. From its inception, imprisonment has 
been practiced and justified in different ways for women and men 
(Bosworth 2000; Rafter 1990; Zedner 1995; Freedman 1981). 
Assumptions about the nature of the raw materials for women's 

prisons-criminal women-and about their ideal end products- 
normatively feminine women-have tended to both soften the 

regimes imposed upon women and deny women's prisons certain 
resources. 

Female offenders have generally been seen as more reform- 
able, or at least more tractable, than male offenders; and the female 

psyche and body have been constructed in ways that have 
naturalized gender-specific efforts to control and normalize 
women. Since the late 1970s, a parity movement in the United 
States, while launching equal-protection lawsuits to remedy some 
of the inequities faced by women in prison, has also reinforced 
claims about women prisoners' distinctive life circumstances and 

special needs (Rafter 1990). As a consequence of obdurate 

ideological notions of gender, women's imprisonment may there- 
fore still be "marked by significant continuities in forms and 
ideologies" (Bosworth 2000:265), and these may weaken the extent 
to which punitive discourses and practices can penetrate women's 
prisons. 

As a consequence of these features of women's imprisonment, 
there may be considerable continuity in how women experience 
and respond to imprisonment. This expectation is supported by 
evidence from classic and contemporary research on women in 

1 The history of women's imprisonment is, of course, much more complex than this 
statement conveys. Neglect and inadequate resources, punitive treatment of nonwhite and 

poor women, and long sentences for relatively minor crimes are important aspects of this 

history (see especially Rafter 1990 and Zedner 1995). 
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prison. In the women's prisons studied since the 1960s, violence, 
gangs, and overt racial tensions are unusual; intimate and 
consensual sexual relationships and prison families are common; 
and relatively cooperative relations with staff predominate (Ward & 
Kassebaum 1965; Giallombardo 1966; Heffernan 1972; Owen 
1998; Rierden 1997; Genders & Player 1990; Bosworth 1999; 
Girshick 1999). Order and compliance, as Bosworth (1996) 
notes, are rarely threatened; resistance is typically covert and 
individual, rather than collective. These studies suggest that some 
aspects of the ways women choose to do their time may be 
anchored in basic needs for a measure of comfort and control 
in a highly restrictive and depriving environment, and that these 
may vary little with changes in penal ideologies or a prison's 
regime. 

The Research Setting 

Our examination of continuity and change in women's prison 
experiences is situated in California, a "bellwether state" (Clear 
1994:54) in both the rehabilitative movement of the 1950s and 
1960s and the "get tough" movement of the 1980s and 1990s. 
California was one of the first states to wholeheartedly embrace the 
post-World War II medical-rehabilitative model of prison manage- 
ment, but it was also "among the first to repudiate that vision" in 
the 1970s (Simon 1993:13; see also Abramsky 2002). With the 
passage of the Uniform Determinate Sentencing Act in 1976, 
punishment officially replaced rehabilitation as the stated purpose 
of incarceration. Subsequent years saw the hardening of public 
sentiment toward criminals and the politicization of penal policy 
(Field Institute, various years; Zimring, Hawkins, & Kamin 2001), 
culminating in approval of Proposition 184, the "three strikes" law, 
in 1994. During the 1980s and 1990s, California's prison growth 
put it "in a class by itself," not just nationally but internationally 
(Zimring & Hawkins 1994:83). This growth was at least as great for 
women's prisons as it was for men's. Between 1960 and 1995, the 
number of women in California state prisons grew tenfold, from 
approximately 800 to more than 8,000, and the number of 
women's prisons increased from one to four. With the opening of 
the state's second women's prison in 1987 and the passage of equal 
rights legislation, the California Department of Corrections (CDC) 
accelerated efforts to bring its women's prisons into compliance 
with the rules and regulations governing the state's prisons for 
men. For official purposes, by the 1990s California's female and 
male prisoners were recognized as essentially equal and deserving 
of the same treatment. 
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In what follows, we describe the practices and experiences of 

imprisonment at CIW in the early 1960s, when it was the sole 

prison for women in California, and in the mid-1990s, when it was 

surpassed in size by the two newest prisons for women 300 miles 
north in the state's Central Valley. We first compare official 
discourses, expectations, and practices at CIW in the two periods. 
What did prison officials say they were trying to accomplish, and 
how did they intend to accomplish these ends? What were their 

assumptions and expectations about the women they imprisoned? 
We then compare how prisoners at CIW responded to imprison- 
ment in the early 1960s and the mid-1990s. How did they view the 

prison, its mission, and the staff assigned to carry it out? How did 

they manage their lives and their relations with other prisoners? 
These comparisons will allow us to evaluate, within the context of 
one women's prison, two perspectives on the implications of 
macro-level shifts in penality for the micro-level experience of 

imprisonment: one predicting that women prisoners' experiences 
will have been profoundly reshaped by changes in penal ideology 
and discourse, and one predicting that their experiences will 
have a continuity generated by both the pragmatics of institu- 
tional life and the distinctive history and philosophy of women's 

imprisonment. 

Doing Research at the CIW in the 1960s and the 1990s 

In the early 1960s at CIW, David Ward and Gene Kassebaum, 
two sociologists from the University of California, Los Angeles 
(UCLA), conducted one of the first sociological studies of women's 

imprisonment (Ward & Kassebaum 1965). The purpose of their 
research was to determine (1) whether female prisoner types were 
similar to those found among male prisoners, and (2) how various 
roles structuring the female prison community were related (Ward 
& Kassebaum 1963:3). Because very little was known about 
women's prison experiences, the research team initially carried 
out semistructured interviews with 45 prisoners, some selected to 

provide variation on criminal history, others chosen because they 
held positions of relative power and prestige in the prison. The 
women, 30 of whom were interviewed twice, were asked to reflect 
on "the major problems of confinement and the general inmate 
behavior patterns" at CIW (Ward & Kassebaum 1963:5). Based on 
these interviews, a survey was designed and administered 
to a 50% random sample of CIW's prisoner population. Of the 
314 women who reported to fill out the survey, 293 (42% of 
CIW's total population) completed it. The data from the inter- 
views, the survey, and other sources served as the basis for Ward 
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and Kassebaum's book, Women's Prison: Sex and Social Structure 
(1965).2 

In 1994, we were given access to much of the data collected by 
Ward and Kassebaum, including aggregated, descriptive data from 
their survey; publications from and documents on CIW; working 
drafts of their book; and notes from their interviews with 24 
women. Information on the backgrounds of these interviewees 
unfortunately was not systematically recorded in the notes to which 
we had access. However, we do know that at least seven were white 
and one was an African American, their ages ranged from 18 to at 
least 47, at least eight had been regular users of drugs (primarily 
heroin), and at least six had been involved in the sex trade. Of 
those we have information on, two were in prison for the first time 
and nine reported prior commitments; sentences ranged between 
one indeterminate sentence of six months to 14 years and several 
life sentences; time spent at CIW on the current commitment 
ranged from one week to three years. The crimes for which the 
women were serving time included murder (at least one woman), 
robbery (at least one woman), incorrigibility (at least one teenager), 
grand theft/forgery/bad checks (at least three women), narcotics 
violations (at least two), and narcotics or prostitution (at least five). 

Paralleling Ward and Kassebaum, we began our research at 
CIW in 1995 by conducting interviews with a diverse group of 
women randomly selected from two lists provided by CIW. One 
listed women who had been serving time at CIW for at least five 
years, while the other listed women admitted within the last six 
months.3 Of the 50 women we selected, 36 were available on the 
days we scheduled interviews, and only four of these declined to 
participate.4 On a subsequent visit, we interviewed three more 
women, all of them members of the Women's Advisory Committee 
(WAC).5 Of the 35 women we interviewed, 15 were lifers, 23 were 
first-time commitments, 17 had served less than a year on their 

2 For details on the methodology of their study, see Ward and Kassebaum (1965: 
228-61). 

3 We used these selection criteria to ensure variation on length of time served, because 
research has shown this to affect responses to imprisonment. The lists did not include 
women in administrative segregation or the secure housing unit because we were not 
allowed to interview them. We also chose not to interview women who had just been 
admitted to prison and were housed in the Reception Center. 

4 Some of the women had been transferred or released by the time the interviews 
were conducted; a few others received notices too late or not at all because of 
administrative problems. We have no reason to believe that the nonrespondents differ 
from those we were able to interview. 

The WAC is an elective body of prisoners with representatives from each housing 
unit; it meets regularly on its own and with staff to discuss issues of concern to the 
prisoners. 
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current sentences, 17 were serving time for violent offenses, ten 
were serving time for property offenses, and eight were serving 
time for drug offenses. Their ages ranged from 20 to 63; 18 were 
white, 11 were Hispanic, four were African American, and two 
were Native American. Interviews were conducted in private 
offices with no staff present and lasted between 30 and 90 minutes; 
all but seven were tape-recorded, and for these detailed notes were 
taken. We asked four open-ended questions about the difficulties of 

doing time, the ways women managed their time, and the nature of 
interactions and relationships among prisoners and with staff. We 
interviewed a few women a second or third time on subsequent 
visits to the prison. We also conducted open-ended interviews with 
12 administrative staff and correctional officers at CIW in 1995, 
1996, and 1998, during which we asked them the same types of 

questions we asked the prisoners, as well as questions about 

changes at CIW over time.6 

Drawing on these interviews and on informal discussions with 

prisoners and some staff at CIW, we designed a survey that 
included a number of the questions asked by Ward and 
Kassebaum, as well as questions we had formulated.7 We discussed 
the survey's wording and content with several members of the 
WAC; WAC members also pretested the survey and helped us 

publicize it before we administered it. On one afternoon in July 
1998, we personally distributed 1,224 surveys to the six main 

housing units and the secure housing unit (SHU) during the 
lockdown period before dinner. Staff were asked to give one survey 
to each woman, and the women were asked to return their surveys 
to the housing staff office in envelopes we had provided, after they 
were released for dinner. We then picked up the surveys from the 
units, 887 of which were returned completed and usable (a 
response rate of 72%).8 

( 
Conducting interviews or surveys with a larger sample of staff was not feasible 

because of resource constraints and union rules. 
7 Ward and Kassebaum's survey consisted of 54 questions covering women's histories 

of crime and criminal justice contacts; their institutional careers; their attitudes toward 
other prisoners, staff, and the prison regime; and, in particular, their views on sexual 
relations among prisoners and how prison officials dealt with these. Our survey consisted 
of 109 questions covering women's family, educational, employment, and housing 
histories; their demographics; their crime and criminal justice histories; their histories of 
substance abuse and mental health treatment; their involvement in prison programs; and a 
range of questions tapping their views on other prisoners, staff, and the prison regime. 

x Women filled out the survey in their cells in the presence of a roommate; we do not 
know if roommates discussed the survey or their answers with each other. At the time of the 
survey, the total population at CIW was approximately 1,800. Because we were not allowed 
to administer the survey to women in the Reception Center, administrative segregation, or 
the hospital unit, we calculated our response rate based on the number of women in the 
main housing units and the SHU. 
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The Practices of Imprisonment at the CIW 

CIW in the 1960s 
When the original CIW, located at a remote site in central 

California, was devastated by an earthquake in 1952, its 380 
prisoners were moved to a just-completed prison about 50 miles 
east of Los Angeles. Like its predecessor, CIW at Frontera was 
designed to "create a nonpunitive environment in which, it was 
believed, true rehabilitation could take place" (Bookspan 1991:86; 
see also Morales 1980). The site's rural isolation was expected to 
encourage 'residents'9 to view the institution as a home, and to 
eliminate the need for walls, fences, and guard towers. By 1963, 
CIW at Frontera, with over 800 prisoners, had more than doubled 
its population to become the largest women's prison in the United 
States. It was also the only women's prison in California and so held 
convicted women of all types and custody classifications. The 
women were housed in single rooms in six housing units or 
'cottages' arrayed around the central 'campus.' 

Prisoners were most closely supervised by women's correc- 
tional supervisors (WCSs), most of whom had college degrees and 
training in social work. Correctional counselors, also all female, 
were assigned to each housing unit and were expected to develop 
an individualized treatment program for each prisoner, in 
consultation with her and based on the results of psychological 
and scholastic tests. The only male staff the prisoners had regular 
contact with were medical, clinical, or religious professionals, such 
as the psychiatrist, physician, psychologist, and chaplain. Most of 
the remaining 220 employees were women, including CIW's 
superintendent, Iverne Carter, who lived in an apartment within 
the administration building.'0 As part of the effort to encourage 
interactions between staff and prisoners and to foster a 
free-world feel, staff and prisoners wore street clothes instead of 
uniforms. 

The daily lives of prisoners were regulated by a set of local 
institution rules (California Department of Corrections 1960) that 
subjected them to a somewhat more "benign" and generally less 
restrictive atmosphere than men in prison at the time (Zalba 
1964:14). While subject to count three times a day, women could 
move around the prison with relative freedom. A minimum of four 

9 Terms that appear in inverted commas are taken from publications of the time. 

"' Until 1992, state law mandated that CIW be headed by a female. In the 1960s, a 
handful of males were employed at CIW as correctional officers responsible for perimeter 
surveillance; as dental, technical, and maintenance staff; and as chaplains. Male 
correctional officers rarely held positions in which they had contact with prisoners until 
the 1970s. 
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hours a day of work was required, either at jobs necessary to 
maintain the prison or in the garment factory. Women were also 

required to participate in twice-weekly "living group" problem- 
solving sessions in their cottages, and those younger than 55 were 

required to take a homemaking course. High-school courses; 
training in cosmetology, laundry, sewing, and quantity cooking; 
and group and individual counseling were also available on a 

voluntary basis, although the demand for individual therapy 
typically outstripped what the clinical staff could provide (Zalba 
1964). 

Prisoners' daily lives were also regulated through the use of 
indeterminate sentences. Release dates were set by the Board of 
Trustees of the Women's Parole Division, which had both 

sentencing and parole authority over adult female felons. Only 
after an initial appearance before the Board did prisoners know 
when they would be considered eligible for parole; their actual 
release could occur months or years after initial eligibility. 
Decisions to parole were based not just on the woman's crime, 
but on her behaviors and attitudes while in prison as well as on her 

participation in prison programs. Women convicted of the same 
crimes could therefore serve very different sentences, a practice 
justified in the name of rehabilitation and prisoners' need for 
individualized treatment. 1 

CIW's administration viewed rehabilitation as its responsibility, 
but also as a formidable task because of what it saw as the 

inadequacies of both the prisoners and the resources available to 
the prison. In a 1963 issue of The Correctional Review, Super- 
intendent Carter wrote that "[t]he challenge at CIW is to provide, 
with its limited means, resocialization for emotionally unstable, 
culturally dependent, physically and sometimes mentally ill 
women" (Carter 1963:12). Thus, the women at CIW were not 

' It is possible that the way that the indeterminate sentencing system in California 
operated in the early 1960s may have shaped women's experiences at CIW in distinctive 
ways, which would limit the generalizability of our findings. We do not believe this is the 
case for the following reasons. First, the few studies of women's prisons conducted during 
this period find remarkable similarities in the responses of women to imprisonment (Ward 
& Kassebaum 1965; Giallombardo 1966; Heffernan 1972), suggesting that the California 
experience was not unique. Second, although Messinger and Johnson state that "[b]efore 
1976 California was famous or notorious as the state whose laws seemed most thoroughly 
committed to the idea that sentences should be indeterminate" (1978:13), we know of no 
evidence that suggests that California's use of indeterminate sentencing produced more 
sentencing disparity than other states with indeterminate systems. What may have been 
distinctive about California's indeterminate system was its relationship to parole. Most 
states established indeterminate sentencing systems in the pursuit of rehabilitative ideals 
and built parole boards into this system. These boards eventually became important 
instruments of institutional discipline and a means of regulating prison populations. But 
the California Adult Authority, which grew out of its system of indeterminate sentencing, 
was used to regulate prison growth and only subsequently developed a rehabilitative 
rationale (Berk et al. 1983; Messinger et al. 1985; Bottomley 1990). 
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seen as particularly dangerous, nor were they considered fully 
responsible for their circumstances. Rather they were "the 
rejected, the unwanted, the inadequate, the insecure" who "have 
been buffeted by fate" (California Department of Corrections 
1957:21). CIW administrators also believed that their charges, as 
compared to male prisoners, "had different problems and 
consequently, they needed different treatment" (Ward & Kasse- 
baum 1965:ix). These assumptions justified the use of a combina- 
tion of at-times discordant methods to prepare the women to 
"assume various adult roles as a mother, a wife, or a self-supporting 
individual" (Buwalda 1963:14). 

Along with the coercive power that derived from the system of 
indeterminate sentences, CIW also relied on maternal and 
therapeutic methods in its efforts at rehabilitation. Interactions 
between WCSs, or "matrons," and the "girls," as the prisoners 
were commonly referred to, were intended to model a nurturing 
maternal relationship. Training manuals encouraged the WCSs to 
develop relationships "of genuine professional interest, seasoned 
with warmth and friendliness" (California Department of Correc- 
tions 1957:21) and to present themselves as role models and 
confidants for prisoners. Like the ideal mother, each WCS also 
supervised prisoners' training in homemaking, deportment, dress, 
and grooming, and was expected to participate in the moral 
regulation of prisoners, particularly as this related to their 
sexuality.12 

Therapeutic methods were also key to CIW's rehabilitative 
program. These methods assumed that prisoners would learn 
"responsible adult roles" not just by being trained in them, but by 
gaining "self-esteem, self-knowledge, and self-realization" through 
individual and group therapy (Cassel & Van Vorst 1961:22). Self- 
knowledge required sharing one's thoughts and feelings, as well as 
considerable personal information, with the psychiatrist and 
psychologist on staff. But individual evaluation and intervention 
by professionals were only one element of the therapeutic 
approach. In group therapy and living-group sessions, prisoners 
were expected not just to take responsibility for their own 
behaviors but also to demand the same of other prisoners; as in 
other therapeutic communities, peer-group pressure was seen as 

12 When women were discovered in what were called "immoral" situations, the 
punitive aspect of the WCS's role became apparent. As Ward and Kassebaum noted 
"[h]omosexual behavior brought to official attention is handled as a disciplinary matter and 
not as behavior requiring case work and clinical attention" (1965:217). For example, 
according to notes taken at a day's disciplinary hearings, a case of "immorality" received 
harsher sanctions than all but one of the other cases heard that day. The women charged 
with this offense had been found on a bed, kissing. Neither had disciplinary records. The 
sanction for each included one week in lockup, and one of the women was told that she had 
probably lost her parole date. 
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an important tool in the rehabilitative enterprise (California 
Department of Corrections 1962). 

Tensions between the therapeutic and maternal strategies that 
coexisted at CIW were apparent to at least some of the staff. May 
Buwalda, CIW's assistant superintendent, blamed what she called 
CIW's "protective" and "parent decision-making role" for creating 
a "child-adult culture" at the prison (Buwalda 1963:14). This 
culture, which encouraged "handling problems with just sympathy, 
arbitrary decisions, or a 'pill' prescription" (Buwalda 1963:14), was 
in her view antithetical to learning personal responsibility in a 

group culture. Buwalda also worried that easy adjustment to the 

prison's domestic regime was probably a predictor of "repeated 
failures in assuming socially acceptable roles in the community" 
(Buwalda 1963:14). Other evidence suggests that staff were also 
aware, at least at some level, of the conflict between the softer, more 
feminized disciplinary techniques they were expected to rely on 
and the coercive techniques that underpinned these. For example, 
when male correctional officers the only staff allowed to use 

physical force on prisoners-were issued tear gas equipment, 
female staff "reacted with giggles and lack of interest in handling 
the weapons .... Our impression is that female staff members 

willingly delegate these [coercive control] responsibilities which are 
inconsistent with their roles as ladies" (Ward & Kassebaum 
1965:8). 

For prisoners at CIW in 1963, then, the administration held a 

wide-ranging and not entirely consistent set of expectations. At a 
time when official discourse expressed considerable optimism 
about the prison's capacity to rehabilitate, being a good prisoner at 
CIW meant many things. One should be normatively feminine in 
behavior, appearance, manner, and attitude, but not overly 
dependent on the institution. One should have an attitude of 

openness to staff and other prisoners, as a means to self- 

knowledge, and through peer pressure should encourage other 

prisoners to acquire their own self-knowledge. Compliance with 
prison rules was important, but compliance without attitude 
change was insufficient; and compliance that came too easily 
could signal weakness or immaturity. These were exacting 
expectations for women viewed as inadequate and unstable, 
and they encouraged the use of at times discordant 
methods. Maternal and therapeutic approaches coexisted, albeit 
uneasily and within the shadow cast by the prison's punitive 
and coercive capacities. However, these capacities went largely 
unacknowledged in official discourse because they were antag- 
onistic to the goal of creating a nonpunitive, rehabilitative 
environment. 



Gartner & Kruttschnitt 281 

CIW in the 1990s 

In 1995, CIW's physical plant looked much the same as it had 
in the 1960s, although a perimeter fence reinforced with razor wire 
and four towers staffed with armed guards had been added. The 
most obvious change at CIW was the increased size of the prisoner 
population: in 1995, CIW incarcerated about 1,665 women, twice 
as many as in 1963. Although three other prisons for women had 
been built, the state did not differentiate them according to security 
classification as it did its men's prisons. As a consequence, CIW still 
held prisoners of all security levels. They were housed two to a cell, 
required to wear state-issued clothing (denim jeans and T-shirts, or 
muumuus), and were referred to as inmates, not residents. 

While no longer mandated by law, CIW was still headed by a 
woman, although her title had changed from superintendent to 
warden. Equal rights legislation had altered the composition of 
staff working in the housing units and other positions requiring 
regular contact with prisoners. Of the 320 or so uniformed custody 
staff, half were males, and many previously had worked in men's 

prisons. CIW no longer provided its own specialized training; 
instead, its correctional officers, like those at other state prisons, 
were drawn from the state's training academy and were members 
of one of the state's largest unions. According to some staff we 

spoke with, these changes had lead to greater distance and 
detachment in staff relations with prisoners. 

In 1995, CIW was governed not by local institution rules, but 

by Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations. The shift from 
the rehabilitative model to a managerial model is apparent from 
the CDC's list of the seven major functions of its prisons, a list 
which began with custody, classification, and case record manage- 
ment; education and other prisoner services were at the bottom of 
the list (California Department of Corrections 1994:11-12). Group 
counseling and individual therapy were no longer required of 

prisoners at CIW, and the few groups offered were run either by 
volunteers from the community or by the prisoners themselves. A 

drug treatment program, limited to those within six months of 
release, had space for only 120 prisoners13 and a long waiting list. 
While vocational training had expanded to include word and data 

processing, electronics, and plumbing, work opportunities were 
also limited: more than one-third of the prisoners were "involun- 

tarily unassigned" to jobs and therefore unable to earn half-time 
credits. 

With the abolition of both indeterminate sentencing and the 

separate parole division for women, CIW had lost an important 

'1 Among respondents to our survey, 583 (76%) indicated that they had a drug 
problem. 



282 A Brief History of Doing Time 

instrument for regulating prisoners' behaviors.14 Unlike in the 
1960s, in the 1990s most prisoners-with the exception of those 
serving life sentences-were informed of their release dates when 

they entered prison. Only life sentences continued to be 
indeterminate sentences, and lifers remained subject to the parole 
board's discretion in setting release dates.15 However, with the 

opening of three other prisons for women, CIW's administration 
had gained a new control mechanism: the threat of transfer. 
Administrators told us they hoped to turn CIW into an "informal 
level two or 'soft' level three'6 institution" by transferring 
"troublemakers" to one of the newer prisons, which were built 

according to a prototype used for men's prisons and rumored by 
prisoners to be stricter and "military-like."'7 In this sense, 
administrators were subverting the official policy of not differ- 

entiating women's prisons by security classification. However, they 
were doing so not through statistically based risk assessment 
tools-one of the hallmarks of Feeley and Simon's (1992) new 

penology-but rather through subjective and personalistic assess- 
ments about the types of women they wanted at CIW.18 

Despite the obvious de-emphasis of rehabilitation in CDC 

publications and documents, in the mid-1990s CIW's administra- 
tion still talked about rehabilitation as a goal of imprisonment. But 
in contrast to the 1960s, in the 1990s rehabilitation had become an 
individual, not an institutional responsibility. As Warden Susan 
Poole said to us in 1995, "We're not rehabilitating anyone. We're 

creating an atmosphere in which women can change themselves 
.... We have a culture of responsibility here." Thus, CIW's work, 
educational, vocational, and volunteer programs were offered as 

ways for women to "empower" themselves,19 boost their self- 

14 Nevertheless, parole remained important in regulating the lives of prisoners; about 
one-third of the women at CIW in the mid-1990s were there for violating parole 
conditions. The expanded use of parole is an important feature of late-twentieth-century 
penality (Feeley & Simon 1992); one of its consequences at CIW and elsewhere was "the 

emergence of two new prison profiles, short-term and long-term inmates" (California 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 33 Commission Report 1994:A-8). 

15 In the mid-1990s, fewer than five of the more than 300 lifers at CIW had been 

given a parole date. 
16 At the time of our research, all four prisons for women in California were classified 

as level one through level four prisons, meaning each held minimum to maximum security 
prisoners. 

17 For more on the differences between CIW and one of these newer prisons, see 
Kruttschnitt, Gartner, & Miller (2000) and Gartner and Kruttschnitt (2003). 

18 See Lynch (1998) and Hannah-Moffat (1999) for other examples of criminal justice 
officials taking "an individualistic approach to their clientele and an intuitive approach to 
their management" (Lynch 1998:839) in ways that undermined efforts to implement 
actuarial techniques of risk management. 

19 Hannah-Moffat argues that "[i]n the prison context, empowerment becomes a 

technology of self-governance that requires the woman to take responsibility for her actions 
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esteem, and accept personal responsibility for their lives in order to 
change them. The prisoner was no longer expected to rely on 
clinical experts to design her route to rehabilitation but had 
become a rational actor, "an agent in his [sic] own rehabilitation, 
and ... an entrepreneur of his [sic] own personal development" 
(Garland 1996:42).20 

Poole's emphasis on personal responsibility was in keeping with 
official and popular discourse on imprisonment and the neoliberal 
environment of the 1990s. However, her belief that women could 
best learn this responsibility in a prison context, modeled after a 
therapeutic community and attentive to women's distinctive needs, 
harkened back to the 1960s. Her personal style and approach to 
her job did so as well, at least in some respects. Similar to the 
superintendents and matrons of CIW's early years, Poole pre- 
sented herself as a role model for prisoners, as someone who, 
having used life's adversities to become stronger, could motivate 
her charges to do the same. Her efforts to encourage prisoners to 
personally identify with her recalled those of female prison 
reformers and administrators who sought to establish a "woman's 
regime" at CIW in the 1950s (Morales 1980). Thus, CIW's warden, 
while embracing elements of the penal ideology of the 1990s, also 
drew on more traditional gendered discourses and techniques in 
her work. As we noted earlier, this blending of ostensibly contra- 
dictory rationalities and relations of power also characterized CIW 
in the 1960s, as it has women's prisons in other times and places 
(Rafter 1990; Hannah-Moffat 2001). 

Our interviews with other administrative staff and front-line 
workers at CIW indicated that, like Warden Poole, many of them 
took an eclectic approach to their jobs, an approach that balanced 
system-wide, official concerns over accountability, efficiency, and 
public safety against their own sense of women's particular needs 
and natures and, specifically, the character of women at CIW. Like 

in order to satisfy not her own objectives but rather those of the authorities" (2001:173). 
This can be seen as part of a trend toward "responsibilization" or "prudentialism" 
(O'Malley 1992; Simon 1994) occurring not only within women's prisons or the criminal 
justice system, but in modern forms of government more broadly. 

20 Garland's use of the masculine pronoun in this statement is perhaps more 
appropriate than our insertion of "sic" implies. That is to say, the trend he is describing 
may have been more fully expressed in attitudes toward and treatment of male offenders 
than female offenders. In subsequent work, Garland develops the theme of a shift from 
social to economic style reasoning in the criminal justice system, a shift that displaces "the 
old language of social causation" with a "new lexicon" of economic forms of calculation 
(2001:189). He goes on to argue that "the revival of the 'rational criminal' in official 
criminology, and the concern to govern this figure by manipulating incentives and risks, 
would certainly have been encouraged by the general culture of choice and consumerism 
that characterizes late modernity" (2001:189). While we certainly see evidence that the 
control of female prisoners in the late 1990s reflected this conception of offenders as 
rational calculators, we found little evidence that the staff at CIW who worked directly with 
prisoners adopted it wholesale, as we discuss below. 
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their 1960s counterparts, staff we spoke to tended to see female 

prisoners not as particularly dangerous or deserving of punish- 
ment, but as generally inadequate, weak, emotionally needy, and 

dysfunctional. Efforts in the 1980s and 1990s to demonize certain 

types of female offenders, particularly drug users (e.g., Gomez 
1997; Campbell 2000), were not strongly reflected in the views of 
CIW's staff. Similar to Ward and Kassebaum's portrayal of women 
at CIW as "criminally immature" (1965:53), CIW staff in the mid- 
1990s blamed women's criminal involvement on their relationships 
with criminal men, their susceptibility to drug addiction, and their 
histories of physical and sexual abuse. While state law might treat 
female and male prisoners as equal, CIW staff rarely saw them that 

way. As one senior administrator told us, "95% of the women here 
wouldn't try to escape if you took away the fences." 

Given the official stance that rehabilitation was the prisoner's 
responsibility and the prevailing view among staff that women at 
CIW suffered from numerous deficiencies, it is not surprising that 
staff held generally low expectations for the women and for what 
the prison could accomplish. This pessimism may also have been 
fed by the contrast between the rational actor assumed by the 
rhetoric of "responsibilization" (O'Malley 1992; Simon 1994) and 
what staff saw as the emotionally unstable character of the prisoner 
population. What staff strove for, then, was neither normalization 
nor remolding of women's psyches but behavioral conformity 
within the prison, a less ambitious and more immediate goal 
oriented toward institutional needs.21 

The temporal differences we have described in penal objectives 
and policies in California and in penal practices at CIW are easily 
interpreted as evidence of some of the macro-level shifts in criminal 

punishment highlighted by scholars such as Feeley and Simon. 

Compared to the 1960s, CIW in the 1990s imprisoned more 
women in a more apparently prison-like and impersonal setting; its 

programs were oriented less toward individualized treatment, 
normalization, and rehabilitation; and it regulated prisoners 
according to more bureaucratic and gender-neutral policies. CIW's 

21 The shift away from the expansive discourse of normalization and moral regulation 
toward a constrained one of security and custodial control is exemplified in the 
justifications for rules about personal appearance and the approach most staff took 
toward women's sexuality. In the 1960s, rules regarding clothing and hairstyles expressed 
concerns with creating normatively feminine-looking women who could more easily 
assume normatively feminine adult roles on release. In the 1990s, these same rules were 
presented not as serving women's needs but the prison's need to reduce opportunities for 
smuggling contraband, extortion, and escape through misidentification. Similarly, 
women's sexual activity in prison was a preoccupation of staff in the 1960s in part because 
prison was expected to morally reform its charges; in the 1990s, staff expressed concern 
over women's sexual activities to the extent that these caused conflicts among prisoners 
and disrupted prison order. 
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goals had narrowed and shifted toward organizational ends of 
security and order; as such, it expected less from its prisoners and 
from itself. 

Despite these changes, there were important continuities in the 
practices of imprisonment. Rehabilitation figured in official 
discourse at both times; the 1990s neoliberal ideology was not 
opposed to people rehabilitating themselves, nor was the correc- 
tionalist ideology of the 1960s incompatible with taking personal 
responsibility for one's rehabilitation. In both periods, an eclectic 
mix of disciplinary modes and control techniques was available and 
drawn on to serve officially stated goals as well as more pragmatic 
institutional purposes. Moreover, imprisonment at CIW remained 
gendered in a number of respects. Because women prisoners in the 
1990s, as in the 1960s, were not seen as particularly dangerous and 
disruptive, they did not need to be housed in prisons differentiated 
by security level, nor did staff need to be armed as they were in 
men's prisons. And administrators and staff still viewed prisoners at 
CIW as having distinctive needs and requiring different treatment 
from male prisoners. Ideological notions of gender differences, 
then, continued to play a role in how imprisonment was practiced 
at CIW and may have shielded it from greater infiltration by the 
penal ideologies and punitive discourses of the late twentieth 
century. What remains to be seen is whether and how these 
similarities and differences in penal discourse and practice were 
reflected in prisoners' experiences of imprisonment. Before 
turning to that analysis, we compare characteristics of women at 
CIW in the two periods and briefly note how changes in penal 
policies may have influenced these. 

Characteristics of Prisoners at the CIW in the 1960s 
and 1990s 

An important consequence of shifts in penal ideology in the last 
third of the twentieth century was not just growth in prison 
populations, but also a change in who was sent to prison. The 
characteristics of women at CIW in the 1960s and the 1990s in 
some respects reflect such change but in other respects do not. 
Table 1 presents information about the women at CIW in 1963 and 
1998. Over time, the population at CIW became more ethnically 
diverse22 and older, and a larger proportion of women had never 

22 Data from CDC publications, compared to our survey data, show a somewhat 
different racial and ethnic distribution of CIW's population. A June 1998 CDC census 
reports that 37% of CIW's prisoners were white, 36% were African American, 22% were 
Hispanic, and 5% were "other" (California Department of Corrections 1999). This suggests 
that among our survey respondents, whites were somewhat overrepresented and African 
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Table 1. Characteristics of the Prison Population at CIW in 1963 and 1998 

CIW 1963 (n = 832) CIW 1998 (n = 887) 

Age 
Under 21 10% 2% 
22-25 17% 5% 
26-35 41% 42% 
36-50 26% 44% 
51 and older 6% 7% 

Race/ethnicity 
White 54% 42% 
African American 28% 29% 
Hispanic 11% 15% 
Other/Mixed 6% 14% 

Marital status 
Married, c-law 36% 26% 
Separated 21% 10% 
Divorced 21% 18% 
Widowed 6% 8% 
Never married 16% 38% 
Any minor children 59% 65% 

Offense of conviction 
Person 21% 36% 
Property 49% 25% 
Drug 25% 33% 
Other 5% 6% 

''ime served, this sentence 
0-5 months 29% 21% 
6-11 months 32% 24% 
12 or more months 39% 55% 
Life sentence 4% 18% 

Sources: Data for 1963 on age, marital status, minor children, offense, and life sentence come 
from official prison records searched by Ward and Kassebaum (1965) and by Zalba (1964). Data for 
1963 on race/ethnicity and time served come from population surveys conducted by Zalba. Data for 
1998 all come from our survey of women at CIW. 

been married. These trends were not unique to women in prison 
but mirrored trends in the general female population in California. 
However, in the general population the percentage of women with 
minor children decreased over time, whereas at CIW this 

percentage increased somewhat. Women with children, then, were 

disproportionately affected by the expansion of incarceration. 

Regardless of time period, certain types of women-African 
Americans; women who were separated, divorced, or never 
married; and women with children-were overrepresented at 
CIW compared to the general female population.23 

Americans and Hispanics were somewhat underrepresented. However, it is probably the 
case that many prisoners of mixed ethnicity were classified as either African American or 
Hispanic in official records but reported themselves as mixed race in our survey. The age 
distribution of prisoners reported in the CDC publication mirrored that for our survey 
respondents. We do not report the CDC data in the table because they are available for 
only a few of the characteristics shown in Table 1. 

2: We base these statements on the overrepresentation of certain types of women in 
CIW's population on U.S. Census data. According to the 1990 census data on the female 
population ages 15 and older in California, 7% were African American (compared to 29% 
of the women at CIW); 39% had never married, were divorced, or were separated 
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The offenses that sent most women to CIW underwent a 
pronounced shift over time,24 and in ways consistent with what 
would be expected from a combination of the war on drugs, 
increased concerns over violent crime, and a trend toward the use 
of alternative sanctions for minor property offenders. Between 
1963 and 1998, proportionally fewer women were imprisoned for 
forgery and theft-related offenses, whereas more were imprisoned 
for violent crimes and drug law violations, trends not unique to 
California or even the United States (Kruttschnitt & Gartner 
2003).25 Women at CIW in the 1990s also had served more time on 
their current sentences, reflecting both increasing sentence lengths 
for violent and drug offenses as well as the relatively large number 
of lifers at CIW in the 1990s.26 To the extent that changes in penal 
ideologies and policies sent both more and different types of 

(compared to 66% of the women at CIW); and 42% had children (compared to 83% at 
CIW) (United States Bureau of the Census 1993). The overrepresentation of these groups 
among the female prison population has been attributed, in part, to the war on drugs and 
to a decline in discretionary decisionmaking at sentencing, both of which have been said to 
have had disproportionate effects on African American women and single mothers (Mauer, 
Potler, & Wolf 1999; Bloom, Chesney-Lind, & Owen 1994; Owen 1999). 

24 Our survey data on offense of commitment differ somewhat from official data 
(California Department of Corrections 1999). The two sources show almost identical 
percentages of women committed for burglary, assault, robbery, theft, and miscellaneous 
offenses. However, according to CDC data, 39% of women at CIW were committed for 
drug-related offenses and 15% were committed for murder, manslaughter, or attempted 
murder. By contrast, among our respondents, 33% reported commitment for drug-related 
offenses and 22% reported commitment for murder, manslaughter, or attempted murder. 
It appears, then, that women committed for homicide-related offenses were over- 
represented and women committed for drug-related offenses slightly underrepresented 
among our survey respondents. 

25 This shift could simply reflect changes in the crimes for which women were 
arrested. Arrest data for drug crimes and theft/forgery suggest this is the case: the 
percentage of felony arrests of women for drug law violations increased from 15% in the 
early 1960s to 30% in the mid-1990s, whereas the percentage of felony arrests of women 
for theft/forgery decreased (from 30% to 19%) (California Bureau of Criminal Statistics, 
various years). However, trends in arrests for three other offense categories are not tracked 
by similar trends in imprisonment for these offenses. While the proportion of female 
arrests for homicide offenses, robbery, and burglary decreased over time, the proportion of 
women serving time at CIW for these offenses increased slightly. In other words, changes 
in the offenses for which women were serving time at CIW appear to result from changes 
in both the crimes for which women were arrested and the types of sentences they received 
if convicted of those crimes. It appears that women arrested for drug law violations, some 
violent crimes, and burglary were more likely to be sent to prison and/or to receive longer 
sentences in the 1990s than the 1960s. 

2(6 The proportion of women committed to CIW for homicide-related offenses was 
higher in the 1990s compared to the 1960s, but this can only partially explain why there 
was a larger proportion of lifers at CIW in the latter period. In the 1960s, the percentage of 
women at CIW for homicide-related offenses was much greater than the percentage there 
with life sentences; in the 1990s, almost all of those at CIW for homicide-related crimes 
were serving life sentences. In other words, women in the 1990s were more likely to be 
sentenced to life for homicide-related offenses than they were in the 1960s. Violent female 
offenders appear, then, to have been particularly adversely affected by the get-tough 
movement of the 1980s and 1990s. Note that none of the lifers we interviewed indicated 
that they were imprisoned on a "third strike." 
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women to prison in the 1990s, this could be reflected in differences 
in women's experiences of imprisonment in the 1990s compared to 
the 1960s, although we find little evidence for this possibility (see 
footnote 29). We move now to an examination of those 

experiences, drawing on survey data and interviews from both 

periods. 

Women's Experiences of Imprisonment at CIW in the 
1960s and 1990s 

The central question we address in this section is: Given the 
similarities and differences in official discourses, goals, practices, 
and expectations at CIW in 1963 and 1998 described earlier, how 
did the prisoners manage their relations with each other and with 
staff, negotiate the constraints of the prison regime, and develop 
pragmatic rules and habits of doing time in the two periods? As 
outlined above, one answer to this question emphasizes change in 
the experience of doing time. More specifically, women serving 
time at CIW in the 1990s-a prison regime that emphasized 
custody and control, eschewed institutional responsibility for 
rehabilitation, and exposed women to a harsher and more 

unsparing regimen-might well have held more defiant attitudes 
toward the prison and its staff, identified more strongly with 

prisoners as a collective, and chosen more individualistic styles of 

doing time, compared to women at CIW in the 1960s. And women 

imprisoned at CIW in the 1960s-when maternal and therapeutic 
techniques predominated and when officials attempted to veil the 

prison's punitive power behind a rhetoric of rehabilitation-might 
have formed more intimate relationships with other prisoners and 
more collaborative relations with staff, compared to women at CIW 
in 1998. 

An alternative answer asserts that continuity in women's 

experiences will be more apparent than change for a number of 
reasons. Among the more important of these are the "prison's 
overwhelming power to punish" (Carlen 1994:137) and the 
coexistence of a variety of similar logics and techniques of 

imprisonment even within seemingly different penal regimes. As 
a consequence of these features of imprisonment, the ways in 
which women did time may have been unmistakably marked by 
assumptions, constraints, and deprivations as common to CIW in 
the 1960s as to CIW in the 1990s. 

To evaluate these hypotheses, we compare evidence from both 
the surveys and the interviews. From the surveys, we present 
women's responses to ten questions that tapped their views on 
other prisoners, prison staff, and ways to do time. While these data 
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provide information from a fairly representative27 and large 
number of prisoners (293 at CIW in 1963; 887 at CIW in 1998), 
they are limited in at least two ways. First, the number and range of 
questions we can compare are not as great as we would like. 
Because Ward and Kassebaum's research focus was somewhat 
different from ours, their survey included only a few questions 
relevant for the purposes of this article.28 Second, what survives 
from Ward and Kassebaum's survey are aggregate, descriptive data 
only; thus we cannot conduct bi- or multivariate analysis on these 
responses to compare, for example, the characteristics of women 
who held certain views in 1963 and 1998. We can, however, 
compare the aggregated responses of women at CIW in the two 

periods to determine whether their views of other prisoners, of 
staff, and of doing time changed significantly over time. We also 

present evidence from our and Ward and Kassebaum's interviews 
relevant to the themes explored in the survey questions. Using the 
interview data, we can elaborate on and clarify the various 
dimensions of doing time and attend to the more subjective and 
emotional aspects of how women experienced their daily lives in 
and the routines of the prison. 

Table 2 presents data on the percentage of women who agreed 
with ten statements about doing time, other prisoners, and prison 
staff. There are at least two interpretations of these results: one is 
consistent with the expectation that women's experiences of 

imprisonment changed over time, and the other highlights 
continuity in these experiences.29 The former interpretation would 

point to the statistically significant differences in the support 

27 See footnotes 22 and 24 for information about how representative our survey 
respondents are of the total prisoner population at CIW. 

28 One of the goals of Ward and Kassebaum's survey was to determine if the "inmate 
code"-"a system of group norms ... directly related to mitigating the pains of 

imprisonment" (Sykes & Messinger 1960:11) which was said to typify men's prisons-was 
also strongly endorsed by female prisoners. Another goal was to gather information on 
how sexual relations among prisoners, and the prison's reactions to these relations, were 
viewed by prisoners and by staff. 

29 We considered the possibility that differences in the backgrounds of the women at 
CIW in the 1960s and the 1990s (as documented in Table 1) might account for the 
differences in attitudes. As noted in the text, we could not use data from the 1963 survey to 
evaluate this possibility, so we conducted an indirect test using 1998 survey data. We cross- 
tabulated responses to the questions in Table 2 with the background characteristics that 
differed significantly between the two periods, including age, ethnicity, marital status, 
offense of conviction, time served, life sentence, and previous adult commitments. Out of 
70 cross-tabulations, only seven showed significant differences in a direction consistent with 
this explanation, and these differences were substantively small and distributed in an 

unpatterned fashion across the background characteristics and the attitudinal measures. In 
addition, six other cross-tabulations showed significant differences in a direction 
inconsistent with this explanation. (Results are available on request from the first author.) 
Thus, it seems unlikely that the differences in Table 2 are due to differences in the kinds of 
women serving time at CIW in 1963 compared to 1998. 
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Table 2. Survey Data on Prisoners' Perceptions of Doing Time, of Other 
Prisoners, and of Staff at CIW 

CIW 1963 CIW 1998 
(n = 293) (n = 887) 

Percentage agreeing with the following statements: 
The best way to do time is mind your own business 72% 88%*** 

and have as little to do with other inmates as possible 
When inmates stick together it's easier to do time 77% 80% 
Most inmates aren't loyal when it really matters 72% 83%*** 
In some situations, it's OK to inform on another inmate 43% 35%* 
A good rule to follow is to share extra goods with friends 56% 38%*** 
If you reveal too much about yourself to staff the information 53% 72%*** 

will be used against you 
Correctional officers have to keep their distance in dealing 32% 51%*** 

with inmates 
An inmate should stick up for what she feels is right and not 92% 92% 

let staff set her standards 
The best way to do time is grin and bear it and not let staff 61% 61% 

know when you're down 
Staff have made clear how they expect you to behave 68% 78%*** 

if you're to stay out of trouble 

*p< .05; 
***p <.001. 
Data for 1963 are from Ward and Kassebaum's survey of prisoners (1965); data for 1998 are from 

our survey of prisoners. 

expressed for seven of the ten statements. The second interpreta- 
tion would suggest that the data in Table 2 do not portray a picture 
of major transformation in how prisoners at CIW related to each 

other, to staff, or to the prison. Three statements receive identical 
or nearly identical levels of support; and differences in support for 
the other statements, while statistically significant, are primarily of 

degree and not kind-that is, women's attitudes did not so much 
shift in direction as coalesce toward greater consensus. To assess 
these two interpretations, we compare what women said about 
these aspects of doing time and their relations with others at the 

prison in interviews in the 1960s and the 1990s. 

Relations with and Perceptions of Other Prisoners 

By far the most common response, regardless of time period, 
to interview questions about the best way to do one's time and 
relate to other prisoners was a variant of the following: "Mind your 
own business. Stay to yourself. Have a few friends, but don't trust 

anyone." The survey data suggest that these sentiments were not 

just confined to interviewees, but were widespread in the prisoner 
population. Across both periods, between 72 and 88% of the 
women surveyed agreed with the statements that minding one's 
own business and having little to do with other prisoners is the best 

way to do time and that doing time is easier when prisoners stick 

together, but that prisoners are not loyal when it really matters. 
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These expressions of detachment from and distrust of other 
prisoners were elaborated on in the interviews, with the vast 
majority of women indicating that they preferred to limit the 
extent and nature of their contacts with other prisoners and did 
not expect loyalty from each other. A recent transfer from a youth 
facility, this 18-year-old "incorrigible" said of the other women at 
CIW in the 1960s: "I just like two or three friends, but you can 
trust no one .... Why should I be interested in others?" This view 
was shared by many others at CIW in the 1960s. For example, a 27- 
year-old who had served one year on a forgery charge said that 
"with a few exceptions" she did not "care much for the girls" at 
CIW; "... there's no love lost on either side." Women who had 
several prior commitments to prison, such as the following two, 
were no more tolerant of other prisoners. One claimed that 
"everyone at CIW is crazy [inmates and staff]," but then noted that 
she had two friends inside. The other said, "I don't like to associate 
with any of them [prisoners], but need a few friends to talk to." As 
these statements suggest, women did make friends with and at 
times trust other prisoners. For example, after three weeks at CIW 
in 1963, one lifer observed that "the girls aren't rough and tough. 
We can talk to each other, knowing it will go only that far." 
Nevertheless, the predominant view of prisoners in the 1960s 
was succinctly captured by a 22-year-old who had done four 
months for selling marijuana: "I'll do my time and let others do 
theirs." 

Many of the women we interviewed at CIW in the 1990s 
expressed similar attitudes about relations with other prisoners. 
For example, two 50-something women in prison for the first 
time-one a previously homeless woman who had violated parole, 
the other a college graduate serving a life sentence for killing her 
husband-expressed caution toward, but not complete rejection 
of, other prisoners. The former said, "I've made a few friends, you 
know, but I don't really buddy up with 'em too much." According 
to the other woman, "There are a few other people in here I've 
met who I really like ... but I'm talking about 2% of the people in 
here." Several women we interviewed were, however, more 
illiberal in their views, as these excerpts indicate: "I've worked 
hard at projecting that I just don't give a shit, get away from me" (a 
lifer in her early 60s in prison for the first time); ". .. you make 
one friend, you know what I'm saying, out of all the people here 
and that friend turns out to be just as scandalous as the rest of 
them" (a 23-year-old African American woman serving two years 
for burglary); prisoners are "treacherous, dangerous, and out for 
themselves," especially the younger ones, who "have no morals, no 
code, or anything they live by" (a 50-something white woman with 
eight previous commitments to prison); if you make a friend, "then 
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when you least expect it they fuck your ass up, straight up" (a 32- 

year-old, college-educated, self-labeled crack addict). 
Frustration over lack of loyalty among prisoners was a common 

complaint in both periods, but was more frequently and strongly 
voiced by women at CIW in the 1990s. Despite being keenly aware 
of how prison constrained and structured their own lives, prisoners 
in the 1990s tended to attribute the lack of solidarity not so much to 
the nature of imprisonment, but to the nature of women.30 Women 
were perceived as essentially fickle at best, disloyal and conniving at 
worst, and unlikely ever to stand up for each other: "Women do 
not stand together in what's wrong and what's right .... A woman 
will turn against you in a heartbeat just because she has a PMS day" 
(a 40-year-old Latina serving life for killing her husband); ".. we 
don't cooperate as a group to get things done. I think women don't 
want to lose their little creature comforts" (a 53-year-old African 
American woman who had served 13 years of a 15-life sentence); 
"Women don't [get organized]; they're pitiful about it. They're too 

busy getting jealous or upset about something" (a 38-year-old 
white woman who had done two years for check fraud). 
Essentializing notions of gender, then, shaped the ways in which 
women understood and interpreted their prison experience and 
their relations with other prisoners in both periods. But in the 
1990s, women's more negative views of each other may also have 
mirrored the lowered expectations that their keepers held for 
them. 

Not surprisingly, then, the majority of survey respondents in 
both periods disagreed with the statement that it is sometimes 

acceptable to inform on another prisoner. Virtually all the women 
interviewed expressed disdain for "snitches" and said that they had 
been schooled in the importance of turning a blind eye to the illicit 
activities of other prisoners, even if they were the target of these. A 
handful of women admitted that they had been hit or threatened 

by other prisoners but had not reported this to staff because, as one 
said, "then I would've got a snitch racket, you know, a jacket on 
me." However, some women in both periods described circum- 
stances that they felt justified informing-for example, if a 

prisoner was being beaten seriously by a group or if someone was 

using a dirty needle to tattoo prisoners. But for most others-such 
as this 30-something mother of eight doing time for prostitution at 

30 There was one exception to this tendency to naturalize the lack of loyalty among 
female prisoners. A 46-year-old Latina, who had several previous commitments on charges 
related to her substance abuse, blamed "the warehousing orientation of the prisons," not 
fbr the lack of respect among prisoners. "People don't learn how to take care of themselves 
and don't learn to respect others. It used to be that prison could instill habits, but it doesn't 
now because it's just warehousing." 
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CIW in the 1960s-even if "someone is going to get hurt, you can 
tell another inmate, but never staff." 

What differed somewhat between the two periods were the 
reasons women thought snitching occurred and the reasons they 
disapproved of it; and these reflect differences both in penal 
regimes and in the extent of women's distrust of other prisoners. 
Women interviewed in the 1960s typically said that prisoners 
snitched because they thought that cooperating with staff would 
lead to an earlier release, or they identified more with staff than 
other prisoners, or they were "weekenders"-prisoners with very 
short sentences and therefore little commitment to other prison- 
ers.31 The group-based aspect of the therapeutic program at CIW 
in the 1960s, which emphasized peer pressure and confrontation, 
was also blamed for discouraging solidarity among prisoners and 
encouraging women to collaborate with staff in policing other 
prisoners. Women in the 1960s most often disapproved of 
informing because they felt it made the staff's job too easy and 
blurred the line between prisoners and staff. As this 28-year-old 
white woman at CIW in 1963 said, snitching "helps the staff do 
their jobs. When they [prisoners] start that, they should get a badge 
and a paycheck." In the 1990s, however, women were more likely 
to attribute snitching to a general lack of morals among prisoners; 
and their disapproval was directed more at the damage informing 
did to other prisoners. As this grandmother, a Latina serving time 
for embezzlement, said, "... if you say anything, you know, then 
everybody goes to jail .... So you just don't get into it, you just 
don't, you know?" 

Although significantly more women in the 1990s refused to 
endorse informing on others, they were less likely, compared to 
women in the 1960s, to agree that sharing goods with other 
prisoners was a "good rule to follow." This reflects, in part, a 
change in CDC rules curtailing the exchange of personal property 
among prisoners. As this Puerto Rican woman who had served 16 
years on a 25-life sentence stated in 1995, ". . . now it's a little bit 
different. I share less .... It's in the DOM [Department Opera- 
tions Manual]-we're not supposed to borrow each other's things." 
But in addition, women at CIW in the 1990s expressed concern 
about the potential for conflict if one did share with others: "If you 
loan somebody something, it's hard for you to get it back. And the 
next thing you know, you're gonna be boxin' for it," said a young 

3' Ward (1982), in her study of a women's prison in England, argues that the high 
degree of snitching among prisoners was a product of their lack of power over their release 
dates and not, as some prisoners she talked to claimed, due to women's essentially devious 
natures. Informing, then, was for these women-like women at CIW in the 1960s-a 
commodity, and information was something to be traded for a chance to influence staff 
and, through them, their release dates. 
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African American woman, a self-described crack addict. A young 
white woman, also in for a drug-related crime, observed that "a lot 
of the violence is over petty things, like owing somebody a pack of 

cigarettes." By contrast, and consistent with survey results, women 
interviewed at CIW in the 1960s rarely mentioned such problems 
with sharing, although some, such as this woman serving time for 

drug possession, noted that "you have to be careful not to be taken 

advantage of." 

Relations with and Perceptions of Prison Staff 

The growing distrust and detachment that characterized 

prisoners' relations with other prisoners was paralleled by 
responses to some, although not all, of the survey items about 
staff. Women's responses to two of the statements about staff 
showed no change over time. In both the 1960s and the 1990s, 92% 
of respondents agreed that a prisoner "should stick up for what she 
feels is right and not let staff set her standards"; and 61% of 

respondents agreed that it is best not to let staff know when one is 

feeling down. Consistent with the overwhelming support for the 
first statement, interviewees in both periods also emphasized the 

importance of standing up for what is right, even knowing that it 

may get you nothing. "You tell the staff that a supervisor is wrong, 
you know it's a losing game, but you must anyway," said a woman 
at CIW in 1963. Similarly, a pregnant woman at CIW in 1995 for 
sales of methamphetamines asserted, "I'll do whatever it takes 
when it comes to one of my rights or something in here, because we 
have very little rights. But what little rights we have we need to 
stick by them, you know?" The importance of hiding one's 

problems from the staff also received identical levels of support 
in each period, although the interviews suggest the reasons for this 

approach to doing time were somewhat time-specific. For women 
at CIW in the 1960s, keeping problems to one's self was in part due 
to concerns over being seen as poorly adjusted, which might then 
affect one's chances for release. But for women at CIW in the 
1990s, hiding one's feelings was more often described as a way to 
neutralize "degrading and humiliating experiences," as one Latina 
lifer put it. She went on to relate how she dealt with one such 
experience, regular strip searches: "I tell them [staff] 'I'm so glad 
you're the ones who have to look up my ass."' 

The consistency across time in responses to these two 
statements was balanced by significant differences in responses to 
other statements about relations with staff. Almost three-quarters 
of respondents in 1998, compared to just over half in 1963, agreed 
that if they revealed too much about themselves to staff, staff would 
use this against them; and significantly more women in the 1990s 
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also agreed that correctional officers should keep their distance 
when dealing with prisoners. These changes may well reflect the 
general trends in penal ideology and discourse, as well as the 
institutional changes at CIW, outlined above. As we have seen, in 
the 1960s prisoners at CIW were encouraged to share their 
feelings with staff and other prisoners in individual and group 
counseling sessions, and were expected to work together to solve 
personal and collective problems. By fostering relations of 
"warmth and friendliness," the administration sought to reduce 
barriers between staff and prisoners. 

These efforts were at least partially successful, according to 
interviews at CIW in the 1960s. Several women acknowledged 
receiving useful advice and help from at least some staff. As one 
lifer, recently arrived at CIW, put it, "I don't feel that I can't come 
to them for help. I appreciated that [advice from a WCS] and kept 
it in my mind. I'm going to have to turn to one of them at one 
time." At the same time, and reflecting the majority view that 
information would be used against them, several women at CIW in 
the 1960s pointed to the conflict between the official emphasis on 
open communication and prisoners' concerns with how this might 
affect their appearances before the parole board. For example, as 
she was telling the interviewer of her intention to live with another 
prisoner when they left prison, a woman serving a 15-year sentence 
added, "I never talk to anyone on staff like I'm doing today-if the 
Board knew I was going to live with [her lover] on the outside, they 
might make me do the whole 15 years." Such concerns were at 
times combined with criticism of clinical staff for lack of 
professionalism in the types of information they sought and how 
they used it. A woman serving time for prostitution complained 
that the psychiatrist-in-training had asked "if I reached a climax 
every time, what position I took, what about oral contact, how 
many times a night .... What business has he of asking how many 
times I reach a climax? ... He asked my roommate these questions 
and she told him to mind his own business, but he wrote a bad 
Board report on her." 

In the 1990s, the determinate sentencing system meant that, 
apart from lifers, women's release dates were not affected by "bad 
Board reports." Nevertheless, women at CIW in the 1990s were 
significantly more likely to worry about information being used 
against them and about correctional officers keeping their distance 
from prisoners. Our interviews elicited little that directly explained 
the former difference, beyond the virtually unanimous views that 
most staff could not be trusted, assumed prisoners were "lost 
causes" and were not interested in prisoners' well-being. As a 38- 
year-old serving her first prison sentence in the 1990s observed, 
"These people aren't willing to help you do anything. They're here 
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to punish you and that's all." With regard to the majority view that 
correctional officers needed to keep their distance from prisoners, 
interviews in the 1990s suggest this reflected a wariness both of 
other prisoners and of staff. Some, such as this 60-something lifer, 
believed staff were corrupted or hardened by contact with 

prisoners: "When they [staff] hang around with a bunch of dogs 
then you know they must be a dog too. So there is a lot of staff that 

you spend a lot of time just steering clear of." Another lifer, a 50- 

year-old white woman, said, "[T]here are some staff that when you 
first meet them, they're very, very nice and they're caring . . . but 

they get burned so badly by the women manipulating, that they get 
very ugly or abusive." 

Other prisoners at CIW in the 1990s worried that staff got too 
close to prisoners for their own, illicit self-interests: "I mean, some 
staff, I think they're screwing the young ladies, the way they act. I 
mean, they walk into the room with the ladies and shut the doors, 
you know, and they've got their pets" (a 23-year-old African 
American woman). Concerns over correctional officers keeping 
their distance, as the survey data suggest, were voiced much less 
often by women in the 1960s and were more benign. For example, 
one woman remonstrated about staff members who danced on the 

yard or played their bongo drums with prisoners: "Staff should 
know their place-they're not inmates." Again, the official 

emphasis on warm relationships among prisoners and staff in the 
1960s doubtless at least partially accounts for the majority of 

prisoners disagreeing with this statement. 

Finally, the statement that staff made clear their expectations 
about how prisoners should behave received high levels of support 
in both the 1960s and the 1990s (68% and 78%, respectively). The 
difference in support is statistically significant, but again it is one of 

degree and not kind. The interviews shed light on this difference. 
In the 1960s, as Ward and Kassebaum (1965:24) noted, prisoners 
often expressed frustration over "wishy-washy" staff who would 
not accept greater responsibility for their role as authorities and 

experts; and many women, when asked what they found most 

annoying about doing time, complained that staff were non- 
directive. For example, one woman bemoaned "[t]he confusion of 
never getting a straight answer-I don't mind strict rules if 

supervisors would enforce them ..." By contrast, in the 1990s, 
with greater standardization and bureaucratization at CIW, women 
more often complained about the strictness of the rules and their 
enforcement: "There's a certain way you do things, a certain way 
you've gotta dress .... So your best bet is to find out from staff 
what is really going on. They give you a Title 15 rules book with all 
the rules and regulations. Everything's in there" (a Latina who had 
served seven months for selling drugs to an undercover officer). 



Gartner & Kruttschnitt 297 

A Native American woman who had served time at other prisons 
concurred: "You got to follow their rules or they write you up ... 
You really, really got to watch your Ps and Qs here." Another 
reason more prisoners in the 1990s agreed that staff made 
expectations clear may be that CIW was interested and intervened 
in fewer aspects of their lives, compared to CIW in the 1960s. 
Consistent with Garland's portrayal of prison officials in the late 
twentieth century, CIW's administration appeared to have shifted 
its concerns from "depth to surface" (1995:194). The rehabilitative 
regime of the 1960s, in other words, gave greater scope to 
authoritarian and open-ended demands for normalization- 
demands that were not necessarily defined by explicit standards. 
But in the 1990s, when behavioral conformity in prison had 
replaced normalization as a priority, the range of ways to get into 
trouble or challenge the prison's authority was more constrained. 
Conversely, and perhaps ironically, being a good prisoner in some 
ways may have been easier in the 1990s compared to the 1960s, 
precisely because the prison expected less from its charges. 

Discussion and Conclusion 

In this article, we relied on women in prison to shed light on 
the practices and experiences of imprisonment at two key points in 
the recent history of penality in the United States. Much scholar- 
ship on criminal punishment has focused on macro-level shifts in 
discourses and logics, or on legislation and policy, with little 
attention to whether and how these shifts are translated into 
practice or experienced by those subject to criminal punishment. 
But as Garland notes, "[t]he question of how prisoners engage with 
[imprisonment] practices and the ways in which these practices do 
or do not actually shape prisoners' subjectivity and behavior is ... 
[an] issue of great importance" (1997:207). 

In addressing this issue, we found that imprisonment did 
change and in ways that are perhaps predictable given the growing 
punitiveness and pessimism of the criminal justice system and the 
public over the last twenty-five years of the twentieth century. 
Evidence supportive of the change hypothesis can be seen in how 
women characterized their relations with other prisoners and staff, 
and how they responded to the prison regime. In the 1960s, CIW's 
stated goal was to provide women with an individually oriented 
and therapeutically informed rehabilitation program. Official 
discourse was optimistic about prisoners' capacities for reform 
and encouraged close relations among prisoners and staff. By 
contrast, in the 1990s penal rationalities that emphasized self- 
reliance and individual responsibility were more hostile to a prison 
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social order based on collaborative relationships and familiar 
interactions. Prisoners did not expect to be guided toward reform 

by benevolent others. In official discourse, the prisoner as an 
economic actor had replaced the inmate, or "resident," as a social 
actor who was a member of a prison community. As the prison 
became less ambitious in its goals and lowered its expectations of 

prisoners, prisoners in turn came to expect less from the prison 
and from each other. In a penal regime characterized by greater 
austerity, greater emphasis on custody and security, and less 
attention to individuals, prisoners appear to have responded by 
becoming more self-reliant, and more detached from and 
distrustful of other prisoners and staff. 

However, women's experiences at CIW also suggest that 

changes in penality-in both the practices of imprisonment and 
who was subject to them-did not fundamentally alter how they 
did time or how they dealt with the problems imprisonment 
presented them, even though some of those problems and their 

responses were regime-specific. As such, we believe that the 

"continuity" hypothesis receives stronger support. In important 
respects, the ways in which women in the 1960s and 1990s 

managed their lives in prison and related to those around them 
were quite similar. In both periods, most women sought individual 
and private solutions to the problems imprisonment presented 
them, by distancing themselves from and negotiating their 
relations with others so as to buffer the pains of imprisonment. 
Even those who served time under the ostensibly more benevolent 
and less punitive regime of the 1960s did not, by and large, 
embrace or expect open and trusting relations with others. A 
woman who had served over 25 years at CIW captured this idea of 

continuity in spite of change in an interview in 1995: ". .. the faces 
have changed, the words have changed, the clothes have changed. 
But the way women do time has not changed that much. The way 
the institution offers what should be done with time and society's 
expectation of what happens when the person comes out has 

changed completely, and it's sad." 
The interviews revealed a number of other continuities in 

women's responses to imprisonment that space prevents us from 

documenting fully. For example, women in both periods almost 

unanimously acknowledged their need for rehabilitation, but many 
questioned the extent to which this could be accomplished within 
the prison context, whether through the prison's guidance (in the 
1960s) or on their own (in the 1990s). In both periods, women 
noted how various routine practices of imprisonment as well as the 
existence of contradictory goals and conflicting logics subverted 
efforts at rehabilitation. And in both periods, women also 

questioned whether the prison had the resources and will 
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necessary to achieve-or to allow them to achieve-rehabilitation. 
In this respect, our findings resonate with those of Hannah-Moffat, 
in her study of the federal imprisonment of women in Canada: 
"Prisons are governed by material structures, cultural sensibilities, 
and mentalities that limit the extent to which the content of a 

regime can be changed.-Regardless of the form and content of a 
woman-centred regime, it is still in many respects about punish- 
ment, security and discipline" (2001:197). 

The ways women responded to what they viewed as these 
fundamental features of imprisonment were quite similar. They 
rarely engaged in serious violence, racial conflict, or gang activity, 
even in the 1990s as the criminal justice system sent more women 
to CIW and "masculinized" (a term some staff and prisoners used) 
its regime. But if some of the more obvious and public forms of 
disorder and rebellion were infrequent at CIW in either period, 
concerted efforts to challenge power relations and subvert rules 
were not. For example, in the 1960s and the 1990s, women 
admitted to using and dealing drugs or other contraband, and to 

"appropriating" items from the prison for their personal use. 
These were characterized by prisoners in various ways: as 
resistance, as efforts to exercise some control in their highly 
restricted lives, or simply as ways of easing the pains of prison life 
(see also Bosworth 1999). 

This suggests that while discourses, practices, and people come 
and go, important realities of imprisonment persist, as do certain 

gendered assumptions about the nature and needs of criminal 
women. The stabilizing influences of ideological notions of gender 
and of assumptions about women's criminality were an important 
source of continuity in both the practices and experience of 

imprisonment at CIW. Staff and officials in both periods shared the 
view that their charges were not, on the whole, dangerous or 

predatory, but disabled and deficient; and that female prisoners' 
particular needs required a gender-specific regime. These views 
reflected and reinforced prisoners' attitudes toward and relations 
with each other, which were often distrustful and suspicious, but 
also intimately affectionate at times. 

Whether subject to the maternal, therapeutic regime of the 
1960s that promoted rehabilitation through individualized treat- 
ment or to the neoliberal regime of the 1990s that shifted 

responsibility for rehabilitation onto prisoners, women at CIW 
lived with and negotiated fundamental features of imprisonment 
that shaped their experiences in comparable ways. Penal regimes, 
O'Malley (1999) argues, often incorporate elements of different 
and conflicting rationalities, albeit in an uneven and negotiated 
fashion. Our research, like others' (Lucken 1998; Lynch 1998, 
2000), has shown that an apparent concern with the rehabilitation 
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of offenders can coexist with punitive, disciplinary, and managerial 
preoccupations, in part because the definition and means of 
accomplishing rehabilitation, like many other goals of imprison- 
ment, are not fixed. As such, changes in imprisonment over the last 
third of the twentieth century may best be described as a 
"refigurement" rather than a transformation (Garland 1995), as 
a continuation of a reformist project that has a long history of 
resurrecting and repackaging old practices under new labels and 
justifications. 

References 

Abramsky, Sasha (2002) Hard Time Blues. New York: St. Martin's Press. 
Adams, Kenneth (1992) "Adjusting to Prison Life," in M. Tonry, ed., Crime andJustice: An 

Annual Review of Research, Vol 16. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. 
Adler, Michael, & Brian Longhurst (1994) Discourse, Power and Justice: Toward a New 

Sociology of Imprisonment. London: Routledge. 
Berk, Bernard (1966) "Organizational Goals and Inmate Organization," 71 AmericanJ. 

of Sociology 522-34. 
Berk, Richard A., Sheldon L. Messigner, David Rauma, & John E. Berecochea (1983) 

"Prisons as Self-Regulating Systems: A Comparison of Historical Patterns in 
California for Male and Female Offenders," 17 Law & Society Rev. 547-86. 

Bloom, Barbara, Meda Chesney-Lind, & Barbara Owen (1994) Women in California 
Prisons: Hidden Victims of the War on Drugs. San Francisco: Center on Juvenile and 
Criminal Justice. 

Bookspan, Shelley (1991) A Germ of Goodness: The California State Prison System, 1851- 
1944. Lincoln: Univ. of Nebraska Press. 

Bosworth, Mary (1996) "Resistance and Compliance in Women's Prisons: Towards a 

Critique of Legitimacy," 7 Critical Criminology 5-19. 

(1999) Engendering Resistance: Agency and Power in Women's Prisons. Aldershot, 
United Kingdom: Ashgate. 

--- (2000) "Confining Femininity: A History of Gender, Power and Imprisonment," 
4 Theoretical Criminology 265-84. 

Bottomley, A. Keith (1990) "Parole in Transition: A Comparative Study of Origins, 
Developments and Prospects for the 1990s," in M. Tonry & N. Morris, eds., Crime 
andJustice: An Annual Review of Research, Vol 12. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. 

Bottoms, Anthony (1995) "The Philosophy and Politics of Imprisonment and 

Sentencing," in C. Clarkson & R. Morgan, eds., The Politics of Sentencing Reform. 
Oxford: Clarendon. 

(1999) "Interpersonal Violence and Social Order in Prisons," in M. Tonry & 

J. Petersilia, eds., Crime andJustice: An Annual Review of Research, Vol. 26. Chicago: 
Univ. of Chicago Press. 

Buwalda, May (1963) "California Institution for Women," Correctional Rev. 13-15, 
(September/October). 

California Bureau of Criminal Statistics/California Department of Justice (various years) 
Crime and Delinquency in California. Sacramento: California Bureau of Criminal 
Statistics/California Department of Justice. 

California Department of Corrections (1957) Orientation to Employment in State Correctional 
Service. Sacramento: CDC. 

(1960) Rules of the Director of Corrections and of the Superintendent of the California 
Institution jor Women. Sacramento: CDC. 

- (1962) Biennial Report of Department of Corrections. Sacramento: CDC. 



Gartner & Kruttschnitt 301 

(1994) Inside Corrections: Public Safety, Public Service. Sacramento: CDC. 

-(1999) Characteristics of Population in California State Prisons by Institution, December 
31, 1998. Sacramento: CDC. 

California Senate Concurrent Resolution 33 Commission on Female Inmate and Parolee 
Issues (1994) Final Report. Sacramento: CDC. 

Campbell, Nancy D. (2000) Using Women: Gender, Drug Policy and SocialJustice. New York: 

Routledge. 
Carlen, Pat (1994) "Why Study Women's Imprisonment or Anyone Else's?," 24 BritishJ. 

of Criminology 131-40. 
Carter, Iverne (1963) "The Challenge at C.I.W," Correctional Rev. 12 (September/ 

October). 
Cassel, Russell, & Robert B. Van Vorst (1961) "Psychological Needs of Women in a 

Correctional Institution," 23 American J. of Corrections 22-24. 
Clear, Todd (1994) Harm in American Penology: Offenders, Victims, and Their Communities. 

Albany: SUNY Press. 
Clemmer, Donald (1950) "Imprisonment as a Source of Criminality," 41 J. of Criminal 

Law, Criminology and Police Science 311-19. 
Colvin, Mark (1992) The Penitentiary in Crisis: From Accommodation to Riot in New Mexico. 

Albany: SUNY Press. 

Cressey, Donald (1959) "Contradictory Directives in Complex Organizations: The Case 
of the Prison," 4 Administrative Science Q. 1-19. 

Cummins, Eric (1994) The Rise and Fall of California's Radical Prison Movement. Stanford: 
Stanford Univ. Press. 

Diaz-Cotto, Juanita (1996) Gender, Ethnicity, and the State: Latina and Latino Prison Politics. 

Albany: SUNY Press. 
Dilulio, John J. (1987) Governing Prisons: A Comparative Study of Correctional Management. 

New York: Free Press. 
Downes, David (2001) "The Macho Penal Economy: Mass Incarceration in the United 

States - A European Perspective," in D. Garland, ed., Mass Imprisonment: Social 
Causes and Consequences. London: Sage. 

Feeley, Malcolm, & Jonathan Simon (1992) "The New Penology: Notes on the Emerging 
Strategy of Corrections and its Implications," 30 Criminology 449-74. 

(1994) "Actuarial Justice: The Emerging New Criminal Law," in D. Nelken, ed., 
The Futures of Criminology. London: Sage. 

Field Institute (various years) The California Poll. San Francisco: Field Institute. 
Fox, James G. (1982) "Women in Prison: A Study in the Social Reality of Stress," in R. 

Johnson & H. Toch, eds., The Pains of Imprisonment. Beverly Hills: Sage. 
(1984) "Women's Prison Policy, Prisoner Activism, and the Impact of the 

Contemporary Feminist Movement: A Case Study," 1 The Prison J. 15-36. 
Freedman, Estelle B. (1981) Their Sisters' Keeps: Women's Prison Reform in America, 1830- 

1930. Ann Arbor: Univ. of Michigan Press. 
Garland, David (1990) Punishment and Modern Society: A Study in Social Theory. Chicago: 

Univ. of Chicago Press. 

(1995) "Penal Modernism and Postmodernism," in T. Blomberg & S. Cohen, 
eds., Punishment and Social Control. New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 

(1996) "The Limits of the Sovereign State: Strategies of Crime Control in 

Contemporary Society," 36 British J. of Criminology 445-71. 
(1997) "'Governmentality' and the Problem of Crime: Foucault, Criminology and 

Sociology," 1 Theoretical Criminology 173-214. 
(2001) The Culture of Control: Crime and Social Order in Contemporary Society. 

Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. 
Gartner, Rosemary, & Candace Kruttschnitt (2003) "Women and Imprisonment: A Case 

Study of Two California Prisons," in T. Blomberg & S. Cohen, eds., Punishment and 
Social Control, 2nd ed. New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 



302 A Brief History of Doing Time 

Genders, Elaine, & Elaine Player (1990) "Women Lifers: Assessing the Experience," 80 
The Prison J. 46-57. 

Giallombardo, Rose (1966) Society of Women: A Study of a Women's Prison. New York: 

Wiley. 
Girshick, Lori (1999) No Safe Haven: Stories of Women in Prison. Boston: Northeastern 

Univ. Press. 
Gomez, Laura A. (1997) Misconceiving Mothers: Legislators, Prosecutors and the Politics of 

Prenatal Drug Exposure. Philadelphia: Temple Univ. Press. 
Greer, Kimberly (2000) "The Changing Nature of Interpersonal Relationships in a 

Woman's Prison," 80 The PrisonJ. 442-68. 

Grusky, Oscar (1959) "Organizational Goals and the Behavior of Informal Leaders," 65 
American J. of Sociology 59-67. 

Haney, Lynn (1996) "Homeboys, Babies, and Men in Suits: The State and the 

Reproduction of Male Dominance," 61 American Sociological Rev. 759-78. 
Hannah-Moffat, Kelly (1999) "Moral Agent or Actuarial Subject: Risk and Women's 

Imprisonment," 3 Theoretical Criminology 71-94. 
(2001) Punishment in Disguise. Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press. 

Heffernan, Esther (1972) Making It in Prison: The Square, Cool and the Life. New York: 

Wiley. 
Jacobs, James (1977) Stateville: The Penitentiary in Mass Society. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago 

Press. 
Kruttschnitt, Candace, Rosemary Gartner, & Amy Miller (2000) "Doing Her Own Time? 

Women's Responses to Prison in the Context of the Old and the New Penology," 38 

Criminology 681-718. 
Kruttschnitt, Candace, & Rosemary Gartner (2003) "Women's Imprisonment," in M. 

Tonry, ed., Crime and Justice: A Review of Research, Vol. 30. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago 
Press. 

Lucken, Karol (1998) "Contemporary Penal Trends: Modern or Postmodern?," 38 
BritishJ. of Criminology 106-23. 

Lynch, Mona (1998) "Waste Managers? The New Penology, Crime Fighting, and Parole 

Agent Identity," 32 Law & Society Rev. 839-70. 
(2000) "Rehabilitation as Rhetoric: The Ideal of Reformation in Contemporary 

Parole Discourse and Practices," 2 Punishment and Society 40-65. 

Mandaraka-Sheppard, Alexandra (1986) The Dynamics of Aggression in Women's Prisons in 
England. Aldershot, United Kingdom: Gower. 

Mauer, Marc, Cathy Potler, & Richard Wolf (1999) Gender and Justice: Women, Drugs, and 

Sentencing Policy. Washington, DC: Sentencing Project. 
Messinger, Sheldon, John E. Berecochea, David Rauma, & Richard A. Berk (1985) "The 

Foundations of Parole in California," 19 Law & Society Rev. 69-106. 

Messinger, Sheldon, & Philip Johnson (1978) "California's Determinate Sentencing 
Laws," in Determinate Sentencing: Reform or Regression? Proceedings of a Special 
Conference on Determinate Sentencing at the University of California, 1977. 

Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Justice. 
Morales, Richard (1980) History of the California Institution for Women, 1927-1960: A 

Woman's Regime. Doctoral dissertation, Department of Sociology, University of 
California, Riverside. 

O'Malley, Pat (1992) "Risk, Power, and Crime Prevention," 21 Economy and Society 
252-75. 

(1999) "Volatile and Contradictory Punishment," 3 Theoretical Criminology 
175-96. 

Owen, Barbara (1998) In the Mix: Struggle and Survival in a Women's Prison. Albany: 
SUNY Press. 

(1999) "Women and Imprisonment in the United States: The Gendered 

Consequences of the U.S. Imprisonment Binge," in S. Cook & S. Davies, eds., Harsh 



Gartner & Kruttschnitt 303 

Punishment: International Experiences of Women's Imprisonment. Boston: Northeastern 
Univ. Press. 

Pollack, Jocelyn M. (1986) Sex and Supervision: Guarding Male and Female Felons. New 
York: Greenwood. 

Pratt, John (2000) "The Return of the Wheelbarrow Men; or the Arrival of Postmodern 

Penality?," 40 British J. of Criminology 127-45. 
(2002) Punishment and Civilization: Penal Tolerance and Intolerance in Modern Society. 

London: Sage. 
Rafter, Nicole Hahn (1990) PartialJustice: Women in State Prisons, 1800-1935, 2nd ed. New 

Brunswick, NJ: Transaction. 
Rierden, Andi (1997) The Farm: Life Inside a Women's Prison. Amherst: Univ. of 

Massachusetts Press. 
Rock, Paul (1996) Reconstructing a Women's Prison: The Holloway Redevelopment Project, 

1968-1988. Oxford: Clarendon. 
Rose, Nikolas (2000) "Government and Control," in D. Garland & R. Sparks, eds., 

Criminology and Social Theory. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. 
Silberman, Mathew (1995) A World of Violence. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
Simon, Jonathan (1993) Poor Discipline: Parole and the Social Control of the Underclass, 1890- 

1990. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press. 
(1994) "In the Place of the Parent: Risk Management and the Government of 

Campus Life," 3 Social and Legal Studies 15-45. 
---- (2000) "The 'Society of Captives' in the Era of Hyper-Incarceration," 4 Theoretical 

Criminology 285-308. 
--- (2001) "'Entitlement to Cruelty': The End of Welfare and the Punitive Mentality 

in the United States," in K. Stenson & R. Sullivan, eds., Crime, Risk, and Justice: The 
Politics of Crime Control in Liberal Democracies. Devon, United Kingdom: Willan. 

Simon, Jonathan, & Malcolm Feeley (1995) "True Crime: The New Penology and Public 
Discourse on Crime," in T. Blomberg & S. Cohen, eds., Punishment and Social 
Control. New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 

Sparks, Richard, Anthony E. Bottoms, & Will Hay (1996) Prisons and the Problem of Order. 
Oxford: Clarendon Press. 

Street, David, Robert D. Vinter, & Charles Perrow (1966) Organization for Treatment. 
London: Collier-Macmillan. 

Sutton, John (1997) "Doing Time: Dynamics of Imprisonment in the Reformist State," 
52 American Sociological Rev. 612-30. 

Sykes, Gresham (1958) The Society of Captives: A Study of a Maximum Security Prison. 
Princeton: Princeton Univ. Press. 

Sykes, Gresham, & Sheldon L. Messinger (1960) "The Inmate Social System," in 
R. Cloward, ed., Theoretical Studies in Social Organization of the Prison. New York: 
Social Science Research Council. 

United States Bureau of the Census (1993) Census of Population and Housing. Vol. 1: 

Population Characteristics. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office. 
Valverde, Mariana (1998) Diseases of the Will: Alcohol and the Dilemmas of Freedom. 

Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press. 
Ward, Joyce (1982) "Telling Tales in Prison," in R. Frankenberg, ed., Custom and Conflict 

in British Society. Manchester: Manchester Univ. Press. 
Ward, David A., & Gene Kassebaum (1963) "Patterns of Homosexual Behavior Among 

Female Prison Inmates," Los Angeles, CA: School of Public Health, Univ. of 
California. 

- (1965) Women's Prison: Sex and Social Structure. New York: Aldine. 
Wilson, Thomas P (1968) "Patterns of Management and Adaptations to Organizational 

Roles: A Study of Prison Inmates," 74 American J. of Sociology 146-57. 
Zalba, Serapio R. (1964) Women Prisoners and Their Families. Sacramento: Department of 

Social Welfare and Department of Corrections. 



304 A Brief History of Doing Time 

Zedner, Lucia (1995) "Wayward Sisters: The Prison for Women," in N. Morris & D. J. 
Rothman, eds., The Oxford History of the Prison: The Practice of Punishment in Western 
Societies. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Zimring, Franklin, & Gordon Hawkins (1994) "The Growth of Imprisonment in 
California," 34 British J. of Criminology 83-95. 

(1995) Incapacitation: Penal Confinement and the Restraint of Crime. New York: 
Oxford Univ. Press. 

Zimring, Franklin, Gordon Hawkins, & Sam Kamin (2001) Punishment and Democracy: 
Three Strikes and You're Out in California. New York: Oxford Univ. Press. 


	Article Contents
	p. 267
	p. 268
	p. 269
	p. 270
	p. 271
	p. 272
	p. 273
	p. 274
	p. 275
	p. 276
	p. 277
	p. 278
	p. 279
	p. 280
	p. 281
	p. 282
	p. 283
	p. 284
	p. 285
	p. 286
	p. 287
	p. 288
	p. 289
	p. 290
	p. 291
	p. 292
	p. 293
	p. 294
	p. 295
	p. 296
	p. 297
	p. 298
	p. 299
	p. 300
	p. 301
	p. 302
	p. 303
	p. 304

	Issue Table of Contents
	Law & Society Review, Vol. 38, No. 2 (Jun., 2004), pp. i-vi+177-383
	Front Matter [pp.  i - 180]
	Presidential Address and Commentaries
	Rivers of Law and Contested Terrain: A Law and Society Approach to Economic Rationality [pp.  181 - 198]
	Pittsburgh, City of Bridges: Developing a Rational Approach to Interdisciplinary Discourse on Law [pp.  199 - 206]
	Building the Bridge from Both Sides of the River: Law and Society and Rational Choice [pp.  207 - 212]
	Crossing Oceans, Spanning Continents: Exporting Edelman to Global Lawmaking and Market-Building [pp.  213 - 220]
	Cultural Contingency and Economic Function: Bridge-Building from the Law & Economics Side [pp.  221 - 228]

	Cops and Robbers: Selective Literalism in American Criminal Law [pp.  229 - 266]
	A Brief History of Doing Time: The California Institution for Women in the 1960s and the 1990s [pp.  267 - 304]
	Business Litigation in the Transition: A Portrait of Debt Collection in Russia [pp.  305 - 348]
	Review Essay
	American Adversarialism [pp.  349 - 383]

	Back Matter



