CHAPTER 1
Introduction: Gendered Control in prisons ‑ The Difference Difference Makes
     Oh,  sir,  you know well that life  is full of infinite absurdities,  which,  strangely enough, 

     do not even need to appear plausible,  since they are true (Pirandello, 1922: 7‑8).

        Surely it cannot be plausible that heterosexual norms and gender roles can be a means of oppressive  control in prisons.   It  may seem implausible also  that gender‑neutral attempts to treat female prisoners the same as  male prisoners by ignoring sex and gender differences add more layers of punishment to the female carceral experience.  It's equally implausible that many prison researchers,  while  challenging the prison conditions that lead to physical  violence,  nonetheless often produce images that   promote an equally harmful form of symbolic  violence that reproduces gendered control on  both sides of the wall.  Yet, as the contributors to this volume illustrate, all this is not only plausible, but true.

        Social control mechanisms in prisons are not restricted to cells, bars,  and security staff.   As Foucault (1979)  suggested,  control includes the culture in which ideology, cultural icons,  and other symbolic artifacts become implements of control and domination. Although some of  these mechanisms are so  basic that we rarely  recognize them,  they nonetheless contribute to control and punitive processes,  especially in women's prisons. One example of such a process is gendered culture.

        At first blush, Pirandello has little to do with women's prisons,  with gender,  or with social control.   So, of course,  this volume isn't really about Pirandello.   It's about reality.   Our reality.  Gender reality.  And mostly, it's about the existential absurdity of prison culture  and the reality of gender‑based control  in women's prisons. Organizing the experiences  of female prisoners around an  existential framework provides one way of understanding  how the complexity of a gendered  social order restricts action and opportunity in tightly controlled environments.

Prison Culture as Absurd
        Absurdity,   a core existentialist theme,  suggests  that social life is inherently permeated with oppressive conditions for  which there  often seem no  obvious rational solutions.   One absurd  aspect of the human condition lies  in confronting fundamental cultural constraints, such as those imposed by gender,  that promote unnecessary forms of social domination  and often  make us  unwittingly complicit  in our  own subjugation. Borrowing from Esslin (1961:  xix),  absurdity refers to  a condition of existence out of harmony with reason,   a set of circumstances  devoid of ostensible purpose  that makes behavioral choices difficult.   An absurd existence is  one in which we  are unable to discover the obscurely  oppressive meanings and significance of our  social world.   An examination of this  absurdity highlights the tensions between freedom  and constraint in the prison  social world comprised  of ambiguous  rules,  mysterious forces,   and no immediately observable  remedies to  redress gendered power  imbalances.  This  is the "Pirandellian prison" of everyday life.

        If social existence outside prison walls is absurd,  then meaning and purpose in the social world of prisons are even more so:   Inmates are faced with high‑stakes dilemmas in their relationships with  those in positions of authority over  them.   Women prisoners especially exist in an atmosphere of subjugation at best institutionally paternalistic, at worst systematically repressive and arbitrary.   They are expected to develop autonomy and individual responsibility  even as  conforming to  conventional gender  roles promotes passivity and dependence within their prison culture.

        Prison culture  symbolizes oppressive authority,  intensifies  powerlessness,  and constantly reminds  prisoners that,   even if they  are able  to manage  the physical deprivations,  there is  no escape from daily confrontations  with their dysfunctionally absurd environment.   The stripping away of the  prisoner's identity through a series of degradations, abasement rituals, humiliations and profanations  (Goffman,  1961:  14‑21)  dissolves conventional frameworks of normalcy that  guide and give meaning to conventional  existence.  This contributes to "learned helplessness" (Goodstein et. al., 1984), in which prisoners suffer reduced motivation,  "cognitive deficits,"  and a restriction of choices proportional to  the loss  of control over  their environment  and existence.       As a consequence,  what outsiders often interpret as  abnormal behavior in prisons instead may reflect normal attempts  of prisoners to adjust to abnormal  conditions (Milovanovic and Thomas,  1989).   Absurdity emerges from this dilemma of restricted freedom of action and choice on one hand,  and the need  to successfully confront debilitating conditions in a regulated environment on the other.  The irony that administrative or legislative attempts to promote equality  between male and female  prisoners has arguably done  the opposite provides our entry into the absurdity of prison culture.

The Difference Difference Makes
        It's old news that the conditions and  policies of women's prisons are different than those of men.   As the contributors here demonstrate, considerable evidence also confirms that incarcerated women experience their  incarceration differently than men.   However, less evident is how gender differences shape policies and experiences of control,  and how gender identity and roles  shape women's adaptation and resistance to  prison culture and control.  Historically, gender‑based policies shaped many of the differences between men's and women's prisons,  as  men's behaviors and needs provided the  model for all prisons. This often led to fewer resources,   gender‑stereotyped programming,  and inattention to gender‑specific needs such as health care, child care, post‑release preparation, and other issues that affect women more than men.  Most significantly, control mechanisms in prisons and the corresponding  policies,  staff training procedures,  and resources  tend to be designed to control men, who are more aggressive,  more violent and predatory,  and cope with and experience time differently, and resolve conflicts more competitively.

        One challenge  facing both policy  makers and  researchers is whether  gender and biological differences  between men  and women  should be  recognized more  fully and translated into corresponding prison practices.   As Barbara Zaitzow and Esther Heffernan argue in their chapters in this volume,  the belief that women are innately different than men shaped the  patriarchal systems of carceral  control in which female  offenders were viewed as incorrigible "fallen women" who could be "fixed" by restoring their adherence to and dependence upon traditional images of femininity.  Yet,  women's biological differences undeniably create issues  that men do not face,  such  as pregnancies,  hysterectomies, mastectomies, and gender‑specific geriatric health and psychological needs. 

        Biological differences  extend beyond medical issues.    They also add a  level of punishment by increasing powerlessness and uncertainty.  For example, drawing from my own prison fieldnotes and prison monitoring reports  in Illinois prisons (1980‑2003),  women prisoners in Illinois believed that  prison doctors were over‑prescribing hysterectomies, allegedly to generate  revenue for local medical personnel.  No  evidence supported the belief,  but the helplessness and fears that women experienced,  not only when faced with surgery,  but  also with the possibility  that over‑prescription "could happen  to me," contributed to distrust  of medical personnel,  increased  health‑related stress,  and reinforced feelings  of helplessness and dependency.    When pregnant women  enter the Illinois prison system,   they normally give birth in local  hospitals.  The pre‑natal anxieties of labor and delivery add to the  stress of the prison experience.  In Illinois

until the late 1990s,  women were shackled to the delivery table while giving birth (IDOC,

2002).   Although no longer practiced,  the security procedures required for transporting

women to and from the local hospital,   combined with close monitoring by security staff

while in labor and delivery, increase feelings of powerlessness and anxiety.  Mothers with

normal delivery are allowed to stay with their infants for 24 hours,  with C‑sections for 48 hours (IDOC, 2002).  The subsequent separation from the infant can be traumatic, adding additional  layers of  loneliness and  depression on  return to  the prison  general population. 

        In  addition to  biological differences,   incarcerated women  also bring  their gender‑based frameworks with  them into the institution.   As the  contributors to this volume illustrate, unlike men,  women are more likely to have medical problems exacerbated by substance abuse,  be HIV positive,  and  face child care and other domestic problems needing attention while incarcerated.   Coupled with the likelihood that women are likely to come out of abusive relationships with family  or male partners,  to be less educated than male  counterparts,  and have fewer  vocational skills,  they begin  their prison experience with less social capital to adjust to,  and cope with,  incarceration.   The prison experience  also subverts the mother‑child  bond,  and when reunited  with their children,  most woman  are unable to successfully overcome substance  abuse problems or maintain stable relationships with their children (Dalley, 2002). This leads to a cycle of

repeated incarceration for the women and  an intergenerational cycle of incarceration for their children (Dalley, 2002).   In addition, Greer (2002) found that how women prisoners' emotions and ways of expressing them  influence, and are influenced by, the environment of
 prison, differ dramatically from men's emotional coping strategies.   For women, previous life experiences shaped by poverty, abuse,  drug addiction,  and disregard by significant others hindered their emotional management (Greer, 2002:  123).   These emotional coping techniques, constructed on the outside,  perpetuate gender stereotypes inside the walls in ways that sustain traditional roles of passivity and acquiescence to male power.  

Equality or Parity?
        Especially since the 1970s, scholars and policy makers recognized that, because women comprised barely five percent of the nation's prison population,  they were the "forgotten offenders."  Influenced by feminist scholars,  a combination of civil rights activists and prison reformers  advocated establishing  parity between male  and female  prisoners by eliminating gender‑based prison policies and treating both men and women identically.   To some extent,  this has occurred in the past two decades,  and gender differences have been leveled such that  policies are generally created and  applied identically.   However, parity in policy does not necessarily translate into equality of treatment, especially when policies for women continue to be driven by the control imperatives designed for men.

     Parity  denotes gender‑neutral  quantitative sameness  or  parallel standards  of equivalence without consideration for mediating factors.  The underlying assumption, quite reasonable on its  surface,  is grounded in  the belief that,  by  eliminating gender differences and  applying policies  identically across the  board,  women  would begin receiving resources on a par with men.   Equality, by contrast,  is a qualitative concept suggesting non‑parallel equivalence.   Attempts over the past three decades to improve the conditions of women's prisons  and provide resources and amenities on a  par with men has either stressed  parity as a way  of subverting gender‑based asymmetry  and establishing identical standards, or de‑emphasized the distinction between parity and equality.

        A single  example from Illinois prisons  illustrates the difference  between gender parity and equality.  In 1999, the Department of Corrections implemented a policy in which prisoners were prohibited from wearing street clothes. They could wear only apparel issued by the prison or purchased from the prison commissary (IDOC Rules, nd).   At the same time, a second policy specified that all prisoners' property must fit in two small boxes.   The first,  a "property  box" slightly bigger than a military  footlocker,  holds clothes, commissary items, and other personal belongings.  The second, a "correspondence box" about the size of a small personal computer, is restricted to papers,  letters,  and pictures. Books may be  kept in either box.  The  only property exempt from  property box storage includes authorized electronic items, such as radios, televisions, typewriters,  or fans. The policy was initially imposed on male prisoners, but concerns about complaints from men and administrators  concerns for equal  protection litigation contributed  to identical application of the policy to women.   Further,  women's additional sex‑specific property, such as undergarments, cosmetics, and feminine hygiene needs exceed those of men,  leaving them with more items  to store in identical space.   Therefore,   policy parity trumps equality, because the policy places greater hardship on women,  one seemingly minor,  but

nonetheless substantial.

         The contributors here illustrate how women's experiences of prison, and how they cope with confinement,  reflect their gender‑based experiences  in the outside world.   Past victimization and abuse,  culturally defined ways of coping with problems and interacting with others, cultural ways of encouraging traditional "gender‑appropriate" behaviors,  and women's strategies for  adapting to social control  are a few aspects  of their previous existence that women bring with them into the prison.   As Wheeler et.  al.  (1989) have shown,  women's legal needs reflect these pre‑prison experiences and differ from the legal needs of men.   Women's litigation centers more on such issues as child custody, programs, health care, prison discipline and control,  and visitation than does men's,  suggesting that establishing parity  and rigid "gender‑neutrality" is an  insufficient criterion for guiding prison policies.  Failure to recognize this both in policy and in research adds to what we  will call  the symbolic  violence resulting  from distorted  images of  the relationship between gender, control, and prison culture. 

What is Prison Culture?
       Although  the dysfunctional  nature of  prisoner culture  has been  a staple  of researchers for the past half century,  few studies have focused on the difference gender makes in the cultural experiences for male and female prisoners.   The authors here begin to fill this vacuum by examining the links between gendered culture on the outside and its recreation inside prisons.   To address this,  it helps to review the role of culture in social existence.

        Culture is the socially established set of public codes, the syntax and lexicon, that guide the conventions of  "reality construction" by which we understand  and act upon our everyday roles,  set our daily priorities and  routine,  and live our lives (Berger and Luckmann, 1967:  99).   As the totality of all learned social behavior of a given group, culture provides not only "systems of standards for perceiving, believing, evaluating, and acting" (Goodenough, 1981:  110), but includes the rules and symbols of interpretation and discourse as well.

        Like the broader culture, the prison culture reflects meanings that are manufactured, imposed, negotiated, altered, highly structured yet permeable and amorphous,  and provides the behavioral  codes for the controllers and  those they control.   Following Hayner and Ash (1939:   362),  many scholars have  distinguished between prison  culture,  which encompasses staff, civilians, correctional officers,  and others,  and prisoner culture, which reflects norms, language,  coping mechanisms,  behaviors,  artifacts,  and other characteristics shared primarily by prisoners themselves.   However,  in reality the two cultures intertwine, as prisoners and staff reciprocally create,  negotiate,  and modify rules and norms  in a dance of power  and control,  each providing  patterns of mutual expectations, meanings, and interactional strategies for the other (Thomas,  1984).   In prisons,  the cultural work of staff and  prisoners and the formal and informal structure

imposed by state and administrative personnel combine  to create rules and resources that

form prison culture.  The rules and social resources are patterned by gender, and as Owen

(1998,  1988)  describes,  the gendered culture of  prisons is reproduced in a complex interplay between and among staff and prisoners.

        Since the pioneering studies of Sykes  (1958),  prison scholars have been fascinated with the source of prisoners' culture.  One view centers on whether prisoners import their culture into the prison with them (the  importation model).   A second approach addresses whether prisoner culture  arises from attempts to  adjust to and resist  deprivation and control (the deprivation model).  Advocates of the importation model see prison culture as resulting from behaviors  intended to reduce the pains of  imprisonment (Clemmer,  1958; Goffman, 1961;  Sykes, 1958;  Toch, 1977;  Useem and Kimball, 1989;  Wheeler,  1961). Advocates of the importation model argue that  prisons reflect a microcosm of the broader street subculture,  and prisoners build their social world around the predatory norms and socially incompatible values  and behaviors that guided  them on the streets  (Irwin and Cressey, 1962;  Schrag, 1954;  Thomas and Peterson, 1977).   Unlike many studies,  the contributors  to  this  volume  avoid  the importation/exportation  dichotomy  by reconceptualizing it:  How does imported gender‑based  culture shape how women prisoners create and  respond to their  prison experience  and reproduce mechanisms  of control, domination, and even resistance?   In varying ways, each chapter illustrates how both sex and gender  combine in  ways that help  accommodate to  prison deprivations  while also providing mechanisms of control and resistance.  The contributors draw from their research of female prisons and  prisoners to explore how gendered characteristics  such as roles, scripted behaviors,  norms,  and  identity are recreated behind the walls  in ways that

reinforce conventional patriarchal images and policies.  Each author describes how gender

performances reinforce control and add to the punitiveness of women's carceral experience.

        How well prisoners "do  culture" effects how they experience their  time.   Not all prisoners master gendered culture equally.  Jones and Schmid (2000)  demonstrate how poor cultural skills among male prisoners can mark one as weak,  resulting in consequences that range from minor humiliation to predatory victimization.   When and at whom to smile, the limits of self‑revelation,  the boundaries of sharing histories of abuse or victimization with staff or peers,  the subtexts of verbal jousting matches,  or learning with whom one can safely associate are a few examples of  the types of gender‑based cultural rules that must be learned quickly.   The prison gender culture  is thus an extension of the larger gender survival game played on the streets.   Whether  inside or outside the walls of the prison, when recognizing that her gaming skills might be out of the ordinary,  a woman is constantly aware of  the consequences should she  fail to make the  right moves.   For example, Girshick (this volume) suggests that appearing too feminine may put women at risk of staff harassment or worse.   But, just as appearing too feminine in a men's institution can lead to predatory assaults or intimidation  by other prisoners,  in women's prisons,

failing to appear sufficiently feminine or  "ladylike" risks sexually‑related ridicule by

staff or other inmates,  and can lead to a staff‑imposed label of "not with the program,"

or "an aggressive trouble maker."

       As Zaitzow, Girshick, Sharpe, and Bosworth (this volume) describe,  women bring their

gendered forms of behavior with them into the institution.  However, the unique demands of

prison control  may make many of  these behaviors inappropriate,  especially  when they reflect dysfunctional street backgrounds,  such as victimization by intimates or substance abuse.   Doing gender then becomes complicated by the need to learn new rules,  including how to develop a rhetoric of self‑expression, construct a new identity and self‑concept of independence and  self‑reliance even while submitting  to passivity and  control,  and learning where the boundaries of appropriate gender expression lie between staff and other prisoners (McCorkel,  1998).   Mastering gender in prisons can thus become a manipulative exercise in coping.   Doing gender thus becomes an  integral part of control in which the complex relationship between identity, self‑expression, and manipulation of others becomes intensified.   The papers  in this volume explore  aspects of the gender‑based  ways of creating and  reinforcing the existential barriers  that serve to subjugate  and control 

women in prison.

Symbolic Violence and Prison Research
        Smith (1987)  observed that most people do not directly participate in the making of their culture,   and our ideas  about it may not  arise directly from  everyday lived relationships:

        Rather,  they are the product of  the work of specialists occupying influential

        positions in the ideological apparatus (the educational system,  communications,

        etc).   Our culture does not arise spontaneously;  it is "manufactured" (Smith, 1987:  19). 
        Yet,  most of us do not perceive this manufacturing process,  especially that of the prison research process  itself,  as a potential  act of violence.   In  subtle ways, uncritical conventional scholarship imposes,  distorts,  and twists our cognition,  and subsequently our actions,  forcefully and with often injurious consequences.   Too often, conventional prison  scholars commit the violence  of rupturing the researcher  from the people being studied in what Van Maanen  (1988:  46)  calls "realist tales." In realist tales,  the author vanishes from the finished  text,  making the reader dependent on the author's  experiential  authority   with  no  opportunity  to   reflect  on  the researcher‑researched process.  The result imposes the meanings of outsiders,  including

researchers and the audience of the research, on the messages we hear from our data.

        Symbolic violence refers  to the power of symbols to  impose,  devastate,  attack, suppress, and distort ways of seeing, thinking, talking,  and acting.   Symbolic violence often can be more  destructive than physical assault in that it  more deeply imposes and reinforces social harms caused by race, gender, and class in what Collins (1990) calls the "matrix of domination." It strengthens social  barriers and reinforces culturally embedded domination games.   In describing one way that  dominant groups can exert their will over others,  Bourdieu  (1991:   209‑210)   observes that  symbolic power  presupposes a misrecognition  of the  violence exercised  through  it and  therefore requires  some unrecognized complicity  by those on  whom the effect  is exercised.   Our  images and understandings of prison culture derive from the productions of outsiders, and researchers are a significant outside source of our understandings of prison culture.

        The ability to exert  symbolic violence exists in the ability  to impose meanings as legitimate,  thus  concealing the underlying power  relations on which they  are based (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977:  4).   In prisoner culture research of both men and women, images of  deviance,  marginalization,  and stigma  can constitute a form  of symbolic violence.  One way this occurs is through oppressive discourses that reinforce and fail to challenge existing social relations, including those of research.   Discourses are sets of symbols that we use to communicate who we are,   or who we think we are,  the context in which our existence is located,  and how we  intend ourselves to be understood as well as how we understand our topics.  Discourses impose  sets of formal or informal rules about what can be said, how it can be said, and who shall say what to whom (Schwalbe, et.   al., 2000: 435).

        As an example of how symbolic violence occurs, Heffernan (this volume)  describes how

administrative processes  of classifying  women prisoners  perpetuate gender  domination through the image‑laden  official categories and language of  prison bureaucracy.   This discourse reinforces stereotypes and imposes behavioral expectations through corresponding policies based on uncritical assumptions of  heterosexuality and gender roles.   Just as these rhetorical images connoted by official  documents create a culture‑defining reality that reflects a form of symbolic violence,  so too do research discourses shape images in ways that reproduce subtle  forms of domination in how we  examine prisons and prisoners. By failing to recognize the hidden, yet powerful,  ways that gender becomes a mechanism of control,  our  research reaffirms and recreates  an invisible source of  oppression and domination by misconceptualizing and ignoring  the crucial element of heterosexually‑based gendered culture.

        As a cultural artifact,  conventional discourses  often impose metaphors that wrench prisoners out of  their shared humanity and create conditions  that exacerbate qualities such as animosity, distrust, and predation.  In research, the images from these discourses are violent because they arbitrarily impose symbols  in ways that may grotesquely distort the "reality" of what  is seen and what is signified by what  is seen.   The distortions reflect oppressive power relations that promote the interests of the more powerful.   The conventional discourses  of prison research impose  images that obscure and  distort the deeper structures of the culture and limit  the possibility of seeing alternative meanings and connections.   Each of  the contributors to this volume provides  an antidote to the potential symbolic  violence of  research by  critically examining  how the  gendered foundations of  social life  are recreated in  prison culture and  serve as  an ironic mechanism in games of control and resistance.   All follow the prescription that critical social research should  contribute to emancipation by encouraging us  to both emotionally

and cognitively rethink repressive emotional ideas and identities.

        The question remains,  however,  as to why outside researchers,  even those with a critical eye,  should be credible in assessing  and reinterpreting the meanings of prison life as experienced by insiders.  This question poses a challenge that becomes part of our methodological problem,  lest  we,  too,  simply impose an alternative,   but no less destructive, discourse on those we study.

Standpoint: Outsiders Looking In
        There is no lack of methodological  or reflective commentaries by prison researchers who ponder over their role as outsiders.   Generally,  these focus on personal emotional experiences (Bosworth,  1999),  ethical conundrums  (Thomas and Marquart,  1988),  the difficulties of balancing  competing and often hostile inmate and  staff groups (Jacobs, 1977), or methodological issues (Jones and Schmid,  2000).   Here,  the outsider‑insider question is reframed  in the context of  the standpoint perspective to  ask:   How can well‑meaning,  white,  middle‑class,  educated,  nearly middle‑aged,  non‑incarcerated academics  "really know"  the experiences  of  generally economically  disadvantaged, neducated, incarcerated, usually ethnically different and much younger, subjects?   This question challenges  males writing  about the female  prison experience,  and raises credibility issues  when translating the standpoint  of research subjects into  our own

research narratives intended for a wider audience.    The question recently has taken on more urgency as "convict criminologists" (Stephens, 2002)  have challenged the credibility of outsider non‑convicts to "really know" what occurs in prisons. 

        In writing about  the experiences of female  prisoners,  we should reflect  on the insider/outsider question for several reasons.   First,   all contributors here write as outsiders looking in.  How can we transform our subjects into what Smith (1987: 112) calls "my puppets who speak, see, and think the words, sights and thoughts" that we attribute to them?   Second,   the prison people with  whom we interact are  demographically quite dissimilar to us.   How do we respond to the extreme essentialist view that only "identity groups" can understand their own culture?  Third, most of us teach or work with racially, ethnically,  and economically  diverse groups of students.  What  obstacles subvert our credibility when attempting to speak about and  to prisoners' culture and experiences from our own dissimilar biographical and experiential standpoint?

       Sociological texts characteristically  relate us to others and even  to ourselves as objects. Criminologists, perhaps more than other social scientists, find themselves on the outside looking in, making objects of our subjects in courts, criminals,  gangs,  deviant groups,  or prisons,  among our topics.   In reflecting on whether scholars could really fully understand the  experiences of their research subjects,   sociologist Georg Simmel reputedly asked nearly a  century ago:   "Must one be Caesar to  know Caesar?" Max Weber (1965: 90) provided the answer: One need not be Caesar to understand Caesar, he suggested, but it helps.

        Standpoint research, or the "privileged knowledge" thesis,  holds that the views and claims of insiders are  more credible than those of outsiders.   White scholars received heated criticism in the late‑1960s and 1970s  from those who argued that white experiences and assumptions narrowed  and distorted their research  lens when focused on  people of color.  This,  the critics argued,  obscured the experiences of the subordinate group by producing partial, even erroneous,   understandings.   Feminist scholars further refined standpoint methodology.  Smith (1987: 112) nicely illustrates the insider‑outsider problem when describing her experience  of watching a "family of indians" on  a rail platform in Canada.   The passing of the train, she realizes, provides an image‑creating metaphor that distances the observer and observed in ways  that silence both.   In conceptualizing this "family" of "indians" and in describing their activity,  Smith replaced others' identities and interpretative frameworks with her own, thus making "the other" less visible.

        Excluding, distorting,  or discrediting the experiences of people we study provides, at best,  only partial understandings.  At worst,   we recreate and maintain systems of privilege and domination through a process of  "othering," in which we impute identity and  

experiential meanings to others that they might prefer  not to have done by labeling them,

attributing motives, virtues, and defects, and, implicitly, by saying how we are different from them (Schwalbe, et.  al.,  2000).   Othering creates imputed selves that stand in a relationship of  superiority and inferiority to  each other,  thus  making researchers complicit in preserving the asymmetrical power hierarchies they intend to reduce.      Our standpoint matters,  because it  reflects our ideological,  existential,  and theoretical lenses that can distort how we see, interpret,  and report our studies.   It guides the topics we address, the questions we ask, and how we ask them.   It also shapes the uses that we intend for our research.   Participatory researchers attempted to resolve the insider/outsider problem by "celebrating the subject" and fully integrating members of the culture being studied as full participants  in the research design,  data collection,

analysis,  and writing.   Conventional scholars tend to ignore the issue,  although some (e.g.,  Van Maanen,   1988)  have suggested reflectively critiquing how  the types of narratives we employ can set us apart and  often above our subjects.   In penology,  the "celebration of  the subject"  emerged in  part with  conflict theorists  and symbolic interactionists who began to give voice to the  targets of social control to express their motivations and view of the world.   This provided one antidote to the dominant voices of the controllers.   More recently, the emergence of "convict criminology" (Stephens, 2002) has mobilized a cadre  of ex‑offenders and others who have experienced  the "dark side of the law"  to present  what is  perceived as  an alternative  to conventional  prison scholarship.

       The belief that  a culture is best‑studied  by insiders,  or that  the claims and interpretations of insiders about  their culture should be given more  credence than the observations of outsiders,  however,  raises the  problem of relativism,  in which all standpoints risk being judged equally valid.   Mannheim  (1937) provides a way out of this potential problem.   For Mannheim, "standpoint" was not a form of relativism, in which all perspectives are of equal value with no  transcendent rules to sift out meritorious claims from those less so.  He put forth what  he called "relationism," or knowledge seen in the full context of the historically and socially shaped ideologies that shaped it:

        Relationism signifies merely  that all of the  elements of meaning in  a given

        situation have reference to one another  and derive their significance from this

        reciprocal interrelationship in a given frame of thought (Mannheim, 1937:  86).

        Multiple audiences (or stakeholders) present the challenge of multiple standpoints on both ends of the researcher/audience continuum.  The trick is to recognize the dialectical process that elevates the claims of one audience over another, and to activate the process of critical  dialog about  competing claims.  Although  not specifically  drawing from Mannheim,  Smith,  or  others who directly address the  outsider/insider problem,  the contributors here each follow their spirit:

        Locating the standpoint  of women in the  everyday world outside the  text (in

        which the text is written and read)  creates  a whole new set of problems to be

        solved, problems of the relationship between text and reader, problems of how to

        write texts that will not transcribe the subject's actualities into the relations

        of ruling,  texts that will provide for  their readers a way of seeing further

        into the relations of organizing their lives (Smith, 1987: 47).

        While it may help to "be Caesar" to present his standpoint,  individual lenses are no less subject to distortion than other prisms.  A constant iterative dialog between insider and outsider cognition and interpretation, as the contributors here demonstrate,  provides an antidote both to relativism and to the dogma of "privileged knowledge." In this volume, we recognize the  difference between "speaking as," "speaking for,"  and "speaking about" women prisoners.  In the aggregate, we allow women to speak as themselves in order that we may,  as outsiders,  speak on their behalf.    By integrating their views with our own theoretical insights,  we allow our readers to examine the invisible ways in which gender shapes the prison experience in a dialectical game of resistance and control.  Our intent is to expand  the dialog by which we  understand how gender contributes  to the punitive context of prisons for all prisoners.

Core Themes

        Seven themes  unite these chapters.   First,   things are rarely what  they seem, especially in the absurd  world of prison culture.  Our social  reality is distorted by images that mask the contradictions,  tensions,  and ironies embedded in gendered social constructs.  The contributors,  as outsiders,  offer alternative ways of looking at and talking about  women in prison  that reduce the  distortion of conventional  images by translating prisoners' experiences from one set of cultural symbols (those of our research subjects) to another (those of our audience).  This modest exercise in cultural liberation subverts symbolic  violence by loosening the  unrecognized constraints that  distort our perception, interpretation, discourse, and action,  and alerts us to alternative meanings that ordinarily might be obscured.

     Second,  gender images function as an ideological mechanism that sustains male power and privilege, even in women's prisons.  Ideology refers to those beliefs, attitudes, and basic assumptions about the world that justify,   shape and organize how we perceive and interpret it, thus providing the conceptual machineries for maintaining social order:

               Gender expectations are essentially ideological constructions that serve the

        material interests  of dominant groups.   Hegemonic masculinity  reflects and

        actively cultivates gender  inequalities,  but it also allows  elite males to

        extend their influence and control within intermale dominance hierarchies (Sabo,

        Kupers and London, 2001: 6).

        These gendered ideological constructs support male privilege,  in which males on both sides of the walls tend to be exempt from many challenges faced by women. In prisons, this leads to policies framed through the gender  lens of male needs,  which de‑emphasizes or ignores the less visible needs of women,  both biologically and culturally.  Something as seemingly insignificant  as differences in  emotional coping  or adapting to  the aging process are experienced differently by men and women.  Yet,  prison policies are slow to address these  and numerous other gender‑derived  differences in attempting  to humanize prisons.   This  requires that we  more fully  explore the dynamics  of ultramasculine environments such as prisons in order to  display how their creation and maintenance also shape women's existence.

        Third,  gender matters.    The idealized practice of identical  treatment does not translate into gender‑neutral treatment.   Recognizing the difference gender makes neither reflects an  essentialist position nor  need lead to  what Bem (1992)   calls "gender polarization." It  only requires  that we  take into  account biological  and cultural differences and reject the assumption that a system designed for males is also appropriate for females.

        Fourth,  just as males and females "do time" differently,  not all women experience deprivation and control in the same way.   The culture of any prison is heavily influenced by variations among prisoners with respect to age, race, educational attainment, nature of the crime committed, and sentence length, as well as institutional location,  population, and security level.   As Heffernan (this volume)  observes,  women do not share the same social, cultural,  or economic capital,  such as class position,  education,  financial resources, networks, race/ethnicity, language skills, or class position (Bourdieu,  1986). Women who possess more capital do easier time than those who do not, because they are more able to draw  from their existing assets to  "play the prison game" both  with staff and other prisoners. 

        Fifth,  Girshick (this volume)  reminds us of the irony of considering abuse of and violence against women as a "women's problem" when it is perpetrated by men.   Attempting to formulate  appropriate prison policies for  women while avoiding the  broader social context of  ultramasculine control  mechanisms that sustain  abuse is  absurdly futile. Prisons, as Sabo, Kupers and London (2001) cogently argue, reflect in microcosm and in the extreme the culturally‑embedded practices that promote the ultramasculinity and patriarchy by which men create and preserve power over women,  as well as the hierarchical processes in which  higher‑status males subjugate  males of  lower status.   This  suggests that expanding studies of men in prison can  supplement feminist theory by including a critical analysis of males and masculinity (Sabo, Kupers, and London,  2001)  in order to connect broader issues  of gender  domination to women  prisoners.   This  requires continual deconstruction of the gendered processes that frame the bases of identity and action.

        Sixth,  Bosworth and Jones  and Schmid (this volume)  shift the  analytic focus of prisoner culture  formation from the importation/deprivation  model to one  of prisoner identity formation.   They demonstrate that, for prisoners, the production and display of gender involves a style that announces who we think we are others.   But,  to borrow from Kondo (1990:   48),  the relationship between style  and identity is not static.  It is ongoing,  as women create,  construct,  revise and enact their identities and sometimes creatively challenge  the limits of the  cultural constraints.   Kondo's  (1990:  18) accommodation to  a Japanese‑American female  identity in patriarchal  Japanese society included a "collapse  of identity" and a  "distancing process" similar to  that of women prisoners in accommodating to their own  controlling culture.   Ignoring the link between identity and culture risks post‑release re‑integration problems resulting from the need to re‑adapt the prison identities to an often dysfunctional street environment.

        Seventh,  women are not simply passive recipients or totally powerless victims in the gender game.  Femininity can  be employed as a power chit both  to obtain resources and resist control.   Women may also engage in  what Miller (2001:  178‑197)  describes as "contradictory gender dynamics," in which women's  doing of gender reinforces patriarchy, bargains with patriarchy,   and reinforces gender status  hierarchies.   This requires exploring the dialectical relationship in which prisoners are both authors of and subjects in the drama of their own oppression. 

Chapter Summary
        The authors here develop  these core themes in their own  individual theoretical and conceptual styles.   But, in the aggregate, they display the absurdity of prison life, its existential dilemmas,  and how gender is played out in prison as shaped by broader social historical, and cultural factors.

        BARBARA ZAITZOW provides a framework for  examining gendered experiences of women in prison by illustrating how their struggle to  accommodate to prison life reflects problems in their outside  lives.   She argues that relationships (with  outside family members, inside friends/family, and staff),  programs,  rules,  the culture itself,  combine to reinforce a definition  of "womanhood" that may  not have relevance or  practicality for women, either in prison or on release.   Further, the deceptive nature of women's prisons, often seen as "soft," "campus‑like," or "easy time," masks repression that,  while subtle, is stronger than in men's institutions.  Introducing a theme that other contributors build on,  she concludes  that identical treatment of  male and female prisons  would not be beneficial to women,  and that we cannot eradicate gender differences within prison while they persist in the outside world.

        Prisons,  of course,  have not emerged de novo,  separate from the broader culture.

ESTHER HEFFERNAN illustrates  how they are embedded in an  historical process reflecting

gendered ideologies of punishment.  Drawing from  Bourdieu,  she develops the concept of

"symbolic violence" to  illustrate how the traditional classification  of women prisoners arose out of and reinforced gender domination by imposing images of "proper femininity" on female prisoners.  This symbolic imposition is violent because it ruptures women from part of their humanity.   This forcibly deprives women  of their social capital,  and only by challenging this outside the walls can we transform prisons as well.

        Women in jails,  who‑‑like men‑‑can serve up  to several years‑‑tend to be excluded from studies of  incarcerated women.  KATHLEEN FERRARO  and ANGELA MOE correct  this by

illustrating how women  are controlled through routinization that  subjectifies women and

reinforces institutionalized power asymmetries of race, class, and gender.  They remind us that women are not simply passive agents or totally powerless victims. They possess means, albeit limited,  to  resist the imposition of  control in ways that  partially mediate domination.   In challenging the use of incarceration for most women offenders, they argue that activists on the outside, especially feminists,  should take a more active role in recognizing the relationship between gender oppression and incarceration.

        In coping with imprisonment,  prisoners engage in a dialectical dance in which their past experiences combine with the control and deprivations of prison culture to add to the punishment.  LORI GIRSHICK details how an overwhelming proportion of women in prisons and jails were physically, sexually,  and emotionally abused prior to entry.  The sexualized environment of custodial institutions, which includes physical constraint,  surveillance, and intrusive searches,  retraumatizes women with  a history of prior abuse.   Existing carceral policies fail  to take this into  consideration in policies of  control.  As a consequence,  the sexualized nature  of control in prison must be  reconceptualized as a social problem in order to prevent the revictimization of women when incarcerated.

        The androcentrism of the criminal justice  system and corresponding research,  SUSAN

SHARP and ELAINE ERIKSEN argue,  would leave the impression that all prisoners are alike.

One significant difference between male and female prisoners is that women,  far more than men,  tend to have dependent children on whom incarceration has devastating consequences. Lacking social capital,  these women and  children become society's "throw‑aways."  As a consequence,   we cannot  fully understand  women's prison  experiences without  also  understanding  the relationship  between  children and  mothers,   and how  maternal  incarceration contributes to punishment.  The class and racial underpinnings, which affect both prison and post‑release adjustment,  reinforce  the need to re‑assess the so‑called "impartiality" of the criminal justice system.   This requires, they contend, not only the need to develop creative  programs to address the needs of  imprisoned mothers,  but for researchers and others  to examine the broader  implications of this gendered  layer of punishment and its impact of the families left behind.

        Our social identity tells  us who we think we are and announces  us to others.  An identity is  not only a  status,  but a cue‑card  that prompts others  with short‑hand summaries of what they can expect and how they might respond.   The message of an identity conveys strength, weakness, honorability,  accessibility,  and other valuable attributes. But,  identities also can be constructed in ways that challenge or reinforce asymmetrical control.  Using data from her study of  three women's studies in England,  MARY BOSWORTH illustrates how the intersection of gender, race and sexuality shapes prisoners' identity. She argues that these identities can be shifted, manipulated, and transcended to challenge the power mechanisms in prisons in an ironic game that uses the gendered and racial forces of domination to renegotiate and restructure prisoners' stigmatized status.  In developing their identity as women or as members of  an ethnic group,  they shift from being passive recipients of power to agents resisting it.

        Most studies of prisoner culture focus either on  male or on females.   Few do both. RICHARD JONES  and THOMAS  SCHMID correct  this by  illustrating parallel  adaptation

strategies of females and male prisoners in two Midwest institutions.   They introduce the

metaphor of "cultural sojourner" to describe  the border‑crossings from the outside world

into prison terrain, a crossing that requires creative identity work.  Like Bosworth, they

describe how control in women's prisons is partly a dialectical identity struggle in which

women can resist some of the dominating forces that constrain them.   Focusing on identity

assaults,  in which prisoners' former identities  are replaced with new,  more degrading ones,  their  analysis illustrates  how building  on identities  as mother  and other non‑institutional statuses helps women from seeing themselves only as captives.  Reversing the traditional approach of  applying concepts used to study males  on female prisoners, Jones and Schmid  suggest ways to use our  understandings of women to  examine the male prison experience.

        We  cannot fully  understand gendered  power  in women's  prisons without  also understanding how  conceptions and practices of  masculinity shape a  hierarchical power

structure.  FAITH LUTZE moves  us beyond the prison arena by  arguing that even women's

prisons reflect an  ultramasculine environment based on traditional  sex role stereotypes and male models of domination.   Male power, she explains, defines individual interaction (private and public),  the law,  and the  formation of policy and institutions.   This inhibits especially women with histories of prior abuse, for whom the institutionalization of ultramasculine sex role stereotypes reaffirms their powerlessness.   The irony is that even "women‑centered" approaches to programs intended to empower women are likely to fail, because the current structure of prisons  magnifies the structural inequalities of society that women will confront upon release.

        Although the explicit theoretical perspectives underlying individual pieces vary, the central organizing theme that unites these pieces  combines critical gender theory with an exploration of the absurdity of gendered experiences that extends beyond the walls.   The strength of  this eclectic integration lies  in pulling together  seemingly conventional empirical studies within a broader framework that allows gender domination to be displayed as part of our Pirandellian existential prison on both sides of the walls.
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