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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Punishment and Coping in “Golden County”: An Ethragany of Jail Living

by

Michael Lawrence Walker
Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate Program in Sociology

University of California, Riverside, June 2014
Dr. Ellen Reese, Chairperson

A growing body of research has been dedicated am@éxng the effects of mass
incarceration with particular emphasis on the ligé®rmer prison inmates, their

families, their communities, and their life chanpest incarceration. This dissertation
takes a different focus, looking at the everydagdiof inmates in a county jail system.
Though often discussed anecdotally within studigwrisons, jails are distinct from other
types of punishing institutions in terms of functi@menities available to inmates, and
scope. These differences make for a qualitativalgue inmate experience. The
distinctiveness of jails provides for equally disti sets of punishments and coping
strategies that inmates adopt for survival. Thdifigs presented here reveal the practical
application of “tough on crime” policies and praets inside jail walls where the lives of

captured men have been nearly invisible.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

DIFFERENTIATING JAILS FROM PRISONS ..o 11
STUDIES OF JAIL LIFE ..ooiissscssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s ssssssssssssss s sssssssssassssssssssssssssasas 14
METHODOLOGY .ciiimcmsmssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssassssssassssssassssssassasas 17
THE SEELINE oeueteeeeeeceeeret et ece ettt a bbb e s b s RS e ARt 20
Data COIlECHION ..t 21

F N O 0053 Lo L) ) v D PP 24
RECOTAING FIElANOLES coureurreererecrersensreet et sesesseessses s sess s ssssss s es s sssass s ssssssssssssssans 28
ANIALY SIS certeeerieeeeseesetse et es e ettt R R AR s R AR R R bR R 29
PLAN FOR THE DISSERTATION ....cccucsnmmmmsmnmmsesmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssases 30
Chapter 2: A PENAL SOCIETY ..covrssssmsssmsmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasasssasasssas 32
GOLDEN COUNTY FACILITIES ....cuosninmmmmmsssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssases 34
OPEN DAYTOOIMS. ....cuveueereeueeseesseesessesssesssessessessse e sss s s s s s s b £ s bR bbb s s e 35
ClOSEA DAYTOOIMS.....cvueeieurerseesseeeessessesssesssssessse s essessses s sse s s s b s s s s s bbb bbb a s 36
SINGIE-MAN UNILS.couirieueerreerneesseesseesssessessesssessseesssssssssssesss s sssessssssssssssssssssssss s sssasssasssesssssssssssssssans 37
CATEGORIES OF PUNISHMENT ....covnmsimmsmsssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssases 37
Environmental PUNISHMENTS ....iiirisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 38
Private PUNISNIMENTS ... ssss s ssssss s ssssssssssssssans 42

A NETNEIWOTId ..ot ——————— 44
0 45
FOrmal INtake PrOCESSING .oiirerereerseeesesesseesssesseessssse s sessssesssssssessssssses s sssesssesssssssssssssssssssssssans 45
INfOrmal INtaKe PrOCESSING ....ovuiierieeeretreesetecseesei st sssse s ss bbb snssss s 48
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A PUBLIC IDENTITY ..ccounmnmmnmmsmmmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas 51
ReSisting PUDLIC IAENEITIES ....vureeriereeeeeree ettt s s s nees 55

Vii



SUMMARY .ot ssssssss s s s assssss st ss s s s s s asasssnss s s s asasasassnanss 57

Chapter 3: CLASSIFICATION, RACIALIZATION, AND PUNISHMENT ......ccccocuusunns 59
INMATE CLASSES ... s s s sssssssassssssassssssassssssassasas 62
TIUSEEES ottt e 62
The General POPUIAtioN ... sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnsens 66
STGMATIZEA ClASS cuuieueeeeureereeurereesseeses e esessersse e sss e s ss e s s s bR s Rt 67
Interactions between ClasSes... s —————————— 70

A WeD 0f RESENTMENT .....cuierrrien e sas s snns 76
RACIALIZED INMATE GROUPS ... ssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssas 77
Racial Formation & RacialiZation ... sssssssssssssssssans 80
Classification: The Organizational Racial Project ......ecensesseeseessseesssessesseesseesns 82
The “Politics”: The Micro-Interactional Racial Project ... neneenseenseseensesseeseeseenns 94
APOLITICAL SPACES ... sssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssssasssssnass 100
Pre-Housing HOlding CellS......eeeseseieesseesssssssesssessesssssssssssssssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssnes 101
Mental Health HOIdINg Cells.....oerieneniieceseeseeseeseieesseesesse s sssssssssss s sssssssssssssens 102
The Trustee POd.....irissssssssss s 104

B 00 0101 PPN 106
EXPLAINING VARIATION IN THE RIGIDITY OF RACIALIZATION......couuusmmsssmsssssssssnans 108
SUMMARY ..uuitiissssssssssssssssss s ssss s sas s sass s s s AR AR R R AR 112
Chapter 4: “JAILING” ...oomnmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasasssasases 116
Y= o100 0170 D 1= 0] 9 7= o (o) AP 117
CONTAMINATION wovuitirirs s e s b 122
120 TaTuTed o F=1 I 010} 4 1) g (ot [ ) o 00N PP 132
TIME o s A AR AR AR RS S R R R RR 135

viii



FREE TIME ... s s s s sn s smsssssas s s s s s ss s sasasasas s 136

PENAL TIME ...t ssss s ssss s s s st s s nass s 138
Time as PUNISNMEN ... 140
TIME @S @ TASK .ot s 142

TIMETABLES ... s asssssssssssssassssssssssassssssasssssnans 151
Reference Groups & POINLS .....oeeineeneecsseesesseesesesssessssse s ssssss s ssss s sesssssssssssssssssns 153
MANAZING TIME ... ceveeeieerrereerersers s seee e es s bR s R R R 154

SUMMARY ..ucuitisisssssssssssssssssssss s ssss s sas s s s s s AR AR R AR 157

Chapter 5: PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER ......coiicinssssmssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssans 161

PUNISHMENT AND COPING ....covurminsmscssssmsssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssases 164
Racialization as Punishment......sssssssssssens 165
CJATIIE” wveeeeeeeeeeseessetsessseseesse s sesse s sesses s s bR s R RS R e R AR R b 167

SUMMARY ... s s s s s s a0 168

ReEfETreNCES ...t —————————————— 170



FIGURES

FIGURE 1: GOLDEN COUNTY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE ..cuiiuirieninieieneeeeneeneneeeneens 88

FIGURE 2: POLARITY CONTINUUM



TABLES

TABLE 1: ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL

TABLE 2: MICRO-LEVEL..........ccc....

Xi



CHAPTER 1: AN UNDEREXAMINED SOCIETY

It was my birthday, 2008. That morning | had dedido head down to the Providehce
courthouse to take care of a traffic ticket. Ilepavith a clerk briefly and was asked to sit
in the waiting area while some documents were @gether. Moments later | was
approached by a couple of sheriff’'s deputies wistrutted me to “stand and face the
wall.” I later discovered that charges that hadrbled and dropped were refiled, and |
made the job of executing a warrant easy by dehigenyself to the courthouse.

Unceremoniously, | was taken through a serieooidors to the Providence
Downtown Detention Centet. At the first station in the intake processingaaideaned
forward with my legs spread uncomfortably wide amglpalms flat on a desk as a deputy
catalogued my personal items. | was instructecetdy and sign a property form and a
screening form that documented my general disposét the time of admittance. |
signed the property sheet, and | noticed that 8paty had checked several boxes on the
screening form in order to move the process alastef® | disrupted the flow. | told the
deputy that he should not have checked the “noityigtf mental illness” box, which
prompted him to ask me whether | felt that | mightharm to others or myself.
Thinking over the events of the day, | defiantlidtbim, “I don’t know what | might do.”

Nothing else was said. Straightaway | was esdddea small room where a

deputy instructed me to strip nhaked. Instead efusual county orange uniform that

! All names of places and persons have changed.
2 The term “jail” and “detention center” are inteattyeable.
® This was a common practice at the intake in Pevie.



inmates donned, | was given a heavy, green, nylessdhat was held together by
Velcro-straps on one side. Then | was placedsafaty celf’

The cell was approximately 8’ x 8'. It was co#hd there was a breeze at my feet
that drafted up the green safety dress that | wesinwg. The walls and floor were soft
compared to the concrete floors of the rest ofdille The air was saturated with a
pungent smell. Human feces were smeared on the,wplattered against the ceiling,
tossed against the camera in the corner of the retseaked across the floor, and
smudged on the 4” x 8” window in the cell door. tt@acorner to the cell door was a
grate on the floor covering an ill cut hole thatyaded direct access to a septic pipe. The
mechanism for flushing the “pipe” was controlleddsputies from outside of the cell,
which meant that human waste festered in the hai€aideputy remembered to flush.

| struggled against the environment for reliedaf/ kind. A deputy offered me a
cup of drinking water from time to time, and | wgisen meals at designated times.
However, presumably for my own safety, | was neegia bed or bedroll. Therefore, |
was strategic with where | stood and where | satsstw avoid the feces of previous
occupants. | took off the nylon dress, openegbjtaind spread it across the floor so that |
could lie down safely; however, this meant thatmaked skin was bare to the cold
breeze in the room. | saved the skim milk carfoos “feeding§” and stacked them up

as pillows for my head. My mind raced in a thousdmections. | softly sang songs to

* Safety cells are typically used for captured pesssho seem self-destructive or are otherwise ddeme
mentally unstable and troublesome in some way.

> A bedroll included a foam mat, two flat sheetd] arthin, coarse, wool blanket.

® Deputies often referred to breakfast, lunch, @ndet as “feedings.”



myself to pass and measure time and to focus mygtite on something—anything other
than my circumstances.

After what felt like a day, a young Asian womanonitientified herself as a
worker for the county’s department of mental hesldiited me to administer a survey of
items regarding my mental stability. Through a kimatch in the cell door that was knee
high, she struggled through the “one size fits gilléstions, and after several instances
wherein she began to read a question and stoppadideshe realized that it was not
relevant for my situation, | became annoyed. kdsker whether she was simply reading
a form to me or trying to determine what landedimine cell. She said she “wanted to
help me,” and she continued down the list of qoesti Agitated, | delved into the
meanings of every question she askBd | feel like committing suicide? Well that
depends. Are you talking about before | was pthis shit hole or after because that’'s
an important factor that you might want to consid&wventually, her patience ran out,
and while in the midst of asking a question shpsd and said, “You know what? It
doesn’t matter.” She closed the hatch and walkesiya

Many hours later, an older Black woman from thpadement of mental health
visited me without a survey form. We talked ligtdind briefly. She told me that if |
wanted to get out, | needed to tell the doctor (wioaild be visiting me next) that | was
not suicidal or dangerous anymore. | explainedlithhaas desperate to get out, and so
when a kindly East Indian psychiatrist came by alaoday later, | told him that | was
better—that | wanted to live. He said, “Okay. Wgét you out of there.” Hours later,

he was true to his word, and a deputy escortecoraeshower after which, | was given



the typical Golden County inmate uniform and plabadk in line to complete the rest of
the intake process.

| open with this experience because it sits atrtexsection of concerns regarding
mental health care for inmates, punishment, thetion of jails, and the general care and
management of penal inmates. More important fopomposes here, the experience
takes us from theoretical and macro-level discunssad punishment and penal
management to the practical application of copingtegies in response to what | call
environmentalndprivate punishmentsvhich refer to the constellation of tactics z&d
(whether purposeful or indiscriminate) to penaliz@ates.

There is a large body of research that lookseagtbwth of punishment—the
expansion of the carceral state—and the indirdettsf of “the prison boom,” “mass
incarceration,” “mass imprisonment,” and the likeammmunities and the families of the
incarcerated. Certainly, the growth of the U.Sig@gopulation has necessitated such
studies. From the 1970s through the early 200dsnillion persons were added to state
and federal prisons (Western 2006). By year's20iP, 6.93 million adults were
inmates in a correctional facility of some kind tlbey were otherwise under the
supervision of the criminal justice system thropginole or probation agencies (Glaze
and Herberman 2013).

This has had disastrous results for communiteesjlfes, and interpersonal
relationships (Lynch and Sabol 2004; Western 2@éar 2007; Comfort 2008; Murray
and Farrington 2008; Goffman 2009; Wildeman 200@Kéfield and Wildeman 2013).

The life chances of former inmates who hope toraghejob market are curtailed by



virtue of being former inmates (Schwartz and Skairii962; Pettit and Western 2004;
Western 2006; Pager 2007; Goffman 2009; Wakefiettildggen 2010). The
intersection of racialized criminal justice polisiand stratification forces have lead to
disproportionately high numbers of Black Americaia datino American inmates in
penal institutions, which contributes to the “seditation” (Oliver and Shapiro 1997) of
poor black and brown communities (Wacquant 2000¢cMant 2001; Pettit and Western
2004; Western 2006; Massey 2007; Russell-Brown 28&%ander 2010; Bobo and
Thompson 2010; Wakefield and Uggen 2010; Tonry 20Thus, the picture of
American society that is developing is one thdé&ful and controlling (Feeley and
Simon 1992; Garland 2001b; Simon 2007; Russell-Brad09; Rios 2011; Tonry 2011)
with cyclical social ills that transform humansarfbdder for the carceral state.
Unfortunately, our efforts to understand the largfects of expansive
punishment policies and practices have not tragdlet a greater understanding of the
inmate experience. The practical application afipament for inmates is often
mentioned incidentally within a discussion of tladigies that led to higher rates of
incarceration and what those rates mean for respeadmmunities. This is mostly due
to difficulties in gaining access to penal inmgfeéatenaude 2004; Trulson, Marquart, and
Mullings, 2006; Sutton 2011; Wacquant 2002; Rhad39; Waldram 2009). Still, the
overall dearth of scholarship that situates inmateke center of analysis is startling.
Perhaps, even more alarming is that most of whatneev of penal living comes by way
of studies set in maximum security prisons, andtrabthe more illuminating of these

studies were produced generations ago (Rhodes ¥@&dquant 2002). Notwithstanding



the parochialism of studying only one type of pnisthe reach of American jails far
exceeds that of state and federal prisons combwleidh makes the general lack of
interest in jails a bit confusing.

To be clear, the population of state and fedatiabp inmates typically
outnumbers that of jail inmates. For instanceydsr’'s end 2012, there were
approximately 1.57 million inmates in state andefadl correctional facilities (Carson and
Golinelli 2013) compared with 744,524 faihmates (Minton 2013). However, a more
telling comparison is between admission ratesait§admitted almost 11.8 million
persons during the 12 months ending June 30, 2Mikton 2012:3). In comparison,
state and federal prisons admitted 668,800 inniateéke end of 2011 (Carson and Sabol
2012), which means that in a comparable amountra, tAmerican jails admitted over
17 times as many persons. These numbers repasantunities of people who live
large and often significant amounts of time belpedal walls, yet their experiences are
poorly understood and obscured by piecemeal stadlieges of suicide, violence, sexual
behavior, and so on.

Given the gaps in our knowledge, this dissertatnay be understood as a new
first step toward updating our appreciation for ith@ate experience and an expansion of
the earlier efforts of Spradley (1970) and Irwif&5%) who turned their attentions to jails
and jail inmates. My attention is on the lived enences of inmates in a society that is
wholly oriented towards controlling and punishirgpple. First, | conceptualize jails as

a type ofpenalsociety profoundly shaped around the mandate to punisiates. | argue

" This number includes city and county jails.



that the encompassing nature of most penal institsit what Goffman (1961) described
as a key feature of total institutions, is pregisghy jails are better understood as a type
of penal society—a bounded social system signiflgaeparated from the free world
that is organized to inflict punishment. Seconardue that inmates are reconstituted as
“criminals”—a type ofpublic identity—through a series of degradation ceremonies
(Garfinkel 1956), and ultimately, it is this pubidentity that justifies the punishments
given to inmates. Finally, | present an analy$ithe coping strategies that inmates adopt
in order to survive life in a county jail systefihus, my goal is to contribute to our
understanding of the practical application of poment and coping at the micro-level.
THINKING ABOUT PUNISHMENT

Punishment is most often discussed by way of sbisitmrical analyses that look
at how changing cultural bases and political presssareate a punitive society (Currie
1998; Garland 2001b; Western 2006; Simon 2007; Watig2009; Tonry 2011).
Rarely, however, do scholars situate their analgsethe lived experiences of inmates
who are most vulnerable to criminal justice pokcaand practices. So while we have
been developing a clearer understanding of thedrsect between penal expansion and
crime rates over time and the larger effects tHethe voices of penal inmates are
conspicuously missing. Hence, how penal inmate&ont and cope with punishment is
also missing.

With few exceptions, this oversight is even foumdualitative and ethnographic
examinations of penal living. Some of the mostgieating investigations of inmate life

have stopped short of producing a statement ongwwshment is lived and managed



from the viewpoint of inmates (Clemmer 1940; Spegdl970; Carroll 1974; Jacobs
1977; Irwin 1970, 1985; Fleischer 1989; Toch, Adaarsl Grant 1989; Conover 2001;
Ross and Richards 2002; Santos 2007). Part o$she is that these studies do not
generally conceive of penal environments as pralguarganized to inflict punishmefit.
An equally relevant issue is that qualitative reslean penal environments has been so
sporadic that researchers are compelled to proexj@eratory studies that look at the
general structure and culture of penal living, oe do the complexity of inmate life, they
focus on certain aspects of penal living at theeasp of others. For instance, Clemmer’s
(2940) prolific work,The Prison Communitys a study of “prison culture” that excludes
the everyday coping skills that inmates developetiemployed in response to the
punitive nature of prison life. Likewise, Carrall(1974) important ethnography in
“Eastern Correctional Facility” focused on racatigns, but he did not consider how
race relations might add another punitive dimensidife in a maximum security prison.
This does not mean that the significance of punestit from the inmate
standpoint is completely missing in the literatuhe Society of CaptivesSykes (1958)
described what he called the “pains of imprisonryiewhiich was a typology of
punishment categories that inmates generally exipegi Sykes labeled these categories
types of deprivations, which included the depriwatof liberty, of goods and services, of
heterosexual relationships, of autonomy, and afisigc In response to these
deprivations, a small number of inmates lived thees as “plans for the future” instead

of facing the reality of incarceration (Sykes 1988). Primarily, however, the pains of

8 In Prisons in TurmoilJohn Irwin (1980) was one of the few scholars tinpy acknowledge that, “We
are dishonest and foolish we do not admit thatghment is basic in our response to crime” (p. 238).



imprisonment were mitigated through the taking bwisat he called “argot roles.”
Argot roles gave structure to inmate society, batanimportantly, inmates took on
different roles within different situations as ayn@ lessening the hurt associated with
being deprived liberty, for instance. For exampien becameats, inmates who
betrayed the confidence of other inmates, in oralglain preferential treatment from
prison officials. Thdall busterwas openly defiant in an effort to maintain a geofs
autonomy. Similarly, men inhabited other roledlifferent points throughout their
“moral careers” (Goffman 1961) in order to alleei#the punitive nature of
imprisonment.

Goffman (1961) extended Sykes’ (1958) discussiopunishment and coping.
Though Goffman’s analysis was set in a mental hea#titution, he was careful to
connect the systematic mortification of inmatehisstudy with the experience of
persons entering other types of total institutiolmsaddition to Sykes’ (1958) “pains of
imprisonment,” Goffman described the intake prodessotal institutions as the start of
a series of mortifying events that inmates willfamtil released. The process includes
“role dispossession” in which a person’s abilityseguentially schedule role
performances is disrupted; inmates are subjectéobidience tests” wherein they are
degraded and forced to degrade themselves in trdweak their will; and each inmate
experiences several violations of the “territoéself,” which Goffman appropriately
labeled, “contaminations.”

Goffman suggested that inmates navigate thesefitatibns or pains through

either “primary” or “secondary adjustments.” Inesivho adopt primary adjustments,



fall in line with the goals and become exemplarymbers of the institution. In essence,
they become part of the stable fabric of the ing8th, and they derive a certain degree of
comfort from accepting and working within the edésied rules of the institution. Those
who adopt secondary adjustments, become membéres tlinderlife” of the institution.
They participate in underground economies for gardsservices that they would not
otherwise have access to, but most important\gredary adjustments provide answers
to the question of how to manage or cope with #iagpof imprisonment and the ongoing
mortifications facing inmates daily. For examesense of autonomy and liberty is
gained through successful subversion of institationles, and creature comforts like
better food and other useful goods can be gainedigh secondary adjustments—all of
which provide inmates with a sense of ownership-sedf and of goods.

Following Sykes (1958) and Goffman (1961), Toc@93) interviewed 700
prison inmates in maximum security institutiongNiew York, using what he called a
“transactional” approach, meaning the lives ofglheicipants were examined within and
in relation to the participants’ environment. Qufghe central contributions of this study
is that the concerns, problems, and coping stregdtiat inmates employed were
carefully detailed in their own voices. Most inm&bncerns converged under the
categories of privacy, activity, safety, emotiofesddback, support, structure or stability,
and autonomy. Much of the content of these corscean be mapped with relative ease
onto Sykes’ (1958) pains of imprisonment, and thairg strategies employed echo the
secondary adjustments that Goffman (1961) docurders&milarly, Rhodes (2004)

conducted an ethnographic examination in severgtabunits within maximum security
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prisons in the state of Washington, in which shealestrated the futility and irrationality
of mental health treatment in a space that is pdggcally and emotionally damaging.
Though she did not organize her argument in thisrmag embedded within her detailing
of inmate responses to the pains they experiens®lation, is an analysis of coping
strategies that mirror many of the behaviors ofe8yk1958) argot roles.

Taken together, these studies suggest that pemiteasures are so fundamental to
the organization and operation of penal institugitmat the development of coping
strategies is a matter of survival—not convenieniceother words, the notion of “doing
time” in a penal institution is inextricably tied €mploying coping skills without which,
inmates risk being overtaken by the pains of inggnsent. However, one might expect
to find dire struggles for survival in maximum saguunits wherein control is enforced
to an extreme degree relative to lower levels otisey. But what of American jails?

Are they merely the criminal justice system’s vaétions for persons who have been
found guilty of petty crimes and for those who aviaal? To what extent do jails

provide experiences similar to those found in prssb Though few in number, there have
been some important examinations of jails, whighllldiscuss below. First, however, a
distinction between jails and prisons should baldsthed.

DIFFERENTIATING JAILS FROM PRISONS

Few individuals who have been to jail and prisauld choose to go to jail
versus prison if given the chance. As an exanipl@&nessed a court hearing in which a
man had been found guilty of a minor charge whitarcerated in a state prison. He had

been brought to Golden County for court proceedindss case. During his case, he
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was held at Providence. Upon sentencing, the jndged that the inmate had the choice
of serving the additional time at Providence omgddack to prison. “You want to go
back, right,” the judge suggested. When the inmatiled, the judge added, “That’s
usually how it works.”

On a separate occasion, an inmate offered th@afwlg illuminating metaphor:

In prison you're home. You're just home. Theytb make it
comfortable for you. Jail is punishment. Prisohke working for the
government. You'll be taken care of. You justyiur job, and you'll be
okay. Jail is like working at McDonald’s. Yoouwd be fired. The pay
sucks. The whole thing sucks.

Though they are often talked about interchangeaiigons and jaifsare not the
same. Jails differ from prisons in terms of capya@verage daily population, budget,
function, and the demographics of the inmate pdjpuia. As the front house of the
criminal justice system, all prison inmates matatel through jails, but many jail inmates
never see the inside of a prison, and jail syst@m<alled upon to provide a variety of
services. The primary function of jails is preitdatention (Jackson 1991; Kerle 1998a,
1998b; Wallenstein 1999), but jails also hold inesawaiting transport to prison, prison
inmates participating as defendants or witnesseshier court cases, the inebriated,
vagrants, and persons charged with low level migdagor crimes are housed in two-man
cells with persons charged with crimes as serisustt@mpted murder (Fitzpatrick and

Myrstol 2011). Additionally, jails are increasiggierving as ad hoc mental health

institutions (Liska, Markowitz, Whaley, and Belldi®99; Etter, Birzer, and Fields 2008;

® Jails are often confused with “lockups,” which aneall holding areas typically run by local police
departments. Persons held in lockup are oftensetewithin 72 hours (Kerle 1998).
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Wacquant 2009). Thus, jail populations are exoagally diverse (May, Applegate,
Ruddell, and Wood 2013).

The largest jail systems in the U.S. have greapacities than nearly all U.S.
prisons (Wallenstein 1999); however, jails tentbéochronically underfunded and
managed in a style that approaches criminal negladype of unconcerned warehousing
of human life (Pogrebin 1982; Klofas 1984; Wacqu2®fd9). Relative to prisons, jails
have poorer physical and mental health care sexweerse facilities, dysfunctional
amenities, and fewer programs designed to improedife chances of inmates. This
lack of resources figure largely in the experienafgail inmates whose time in jail often
exceeds the “county lid.” A “county lid” is the mianum amount of time that a
sentenced inmate may be housed in a county jakréeafhe is required to carry out the
sentence in a state or federal prison. Howeves,abmmon for inmates to languish in
jails for years while fighting a legal case. Duyrithnis time, the notion of presumed
innocence is little more than empty rhetoric beeansarcerated persons are known as
“inmates,” subject to the same arbitrary rules rddgtions, deprivations, threats, and
penalties that are meted out to sentenced inmates.

Such are the major differences between jails aisdps. To be sure,
incarceration in a jail system is qualitativelyfdrent from time in a state or federal
correctional facility. In fact, inmates who havedithe misfortune of experiencing both
institutions frequently report that jail is a fapre punishing environment (Irwin 1985;

May, Applegate, Ruddell, and Wood 2013). | nowtary attention to research that has
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peered into American jails. My focus here is npomithe historicaf development of
jails or management practices. Instead, | am coecdewith what we know of the inmate
life in jails.
STUDIES OF JAIL LIFE

An examination of jail as a social system hashsa&n produced for nearly thirty
years; however, jails have not gone completelyigdo Researchers have covered topics
that fall under the broad umbrellas of administ&tnanagement (overcrowding, jail
design, surveillance, job satisfaction, etceteraate health (suicide rates, mental health
resources, etcetera), and inmate safety (ratesxobsassault, violence, rule infractions,
etcetera). But studies of these kinds do not @apitture of what is going on with
inmates at the micro-interactional level. Thatsaktant investigations into the form
and functions of jails have yielded some tellingulés.

There is evidence to suggest that poor commur{pdicularly poor
communities of color) are literally being reprodddeehind jail bars. Spradley (1970)
conducted an ethnography in which he examinedke bf men who identified
themselves as “tramps”—a categorical identity casgal of several identities all tied to
the experience of (to varying degrees) drunkenaedssragrancy. Spradley gathered data
from Seattle criminal courts, an alcoholism treattreenter, and he interviewed 100 men

who had been arrested for public drunkenness. ddtiee central findings of this study is

% For analyses of the historical development ofAheerican jail system, see Goldfarb, Ronald. 1976.
Jails: The Ultimate Ghettdsarden City, NY: Anchor Books (pp. 9-13); Johwiir. 1985.The Jail:
Managing the Underclass in American Sociétys Angeles: University of California Press (Bgl0);
Kerle, Kenneth E. 199&merican Jails: Looking to the Futur&/obur, MA:Butterworth-Heinemann (pp.
1-12).
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that “tramps” were arrested over and over not beed#loey were guilty of any crime but
because they offended the sensibilities of politieers and the public at large.

Irwin (1985) made a similar determination in heok, The Jail Irwin worked as
a caseworker for prisoner services in three Sandigeo jails, and with the fortuitous
support of a recently elected sheriff, who had dasririend and coworker, Irwin
interviewed 200 inmates, from which, he developisdtabble thesis.” He described the
“rabble” as persons detached from conventionalké@cganizations and who were,
therefore, in a state of disrepute. The thrushefrabble thesis is that the primary
function of jails is to manage the rabblecauseve find them offensive. Though their
crimes are mostly annoying and petty, the rableehaghly visible, which is why they are
arrested and rearrested so often. Nearly a dexatler, Goldfarb (1976) came to a
related conclusion.

Goldfarb (1976) crisscrossed the United Statel avtieam of researchers
gathering information from jail administrators, tagy workers, inmates, and court
officers. Ultimately, he determined that the Ancan jail had become the dumping
ground for a “disparate collection of social outsaand underprivileged people in
desperate need of unavailable social services"q#97 Like, Spradley’s (1970)
“tramps” and Irwin’s (1985) “rabble,” Goldfarb (18yconceived of jails as recreations
of the American ghetto.

The extent to which modern jails recreate Amerighettos has yet to be
determined; however, the notion that modern jadiations are comprised of inmates

charged with non-serious crimes has been challenBedent research has demonstrated
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that while the “rabble” are certainly held in moalgails, the majority of jail populations
include inmates with serious violent crimes (Bakstl, Gibbons, and Jones 1992;
Petersilia, Turner, and Fain 2000). Petersilialet2000) profiled inmates in Los
Angeles’ Men’s Central jail and concluded that jgaehoused the “worst of the worst™—
inmates charged with various counts of murderngited murder, and other violent
crimes. These findings might well point to the miiag landscape of jail populations in
the era of mass incarceration more than suggettatgrwin (1985) got it wrong.

Either way, from the viewpoint of inmates, jailg significantly more punitive
than prisons (Goldfarb 1976; Irwin 1985; May anda@010; May, Applegate,
Ruddell, and Wood 2013). The simple issue hetleasjails are underfunded and often
outside of the minds of the general public versisops. As a result, jails tend to be
resource-deprived and excessive in punishing insnak@is makes the issue of coping
particularly salient in jails. For the questiomi@ns: how do modern inmates in these
largely forgotten spaces manage their time andghuments?

Finally, though caution is warranted with thisnejfails have been shown to be
“criminogenic” (Spradley 1970; Irwin 1985). Theegter the frequency of interaction
with the “rabble” or “tramps” or those who are mo&en jailed, the greater the
likelihood that one will become a member of thatugr and arrested again. This is the
heart of the “rabble thesis,” and it harkens bacKlemmer’s (1940) concept of
“prisonization” whereby newly incarcerated inmageadually take on the cultural
personality of more seasoned inmates—a personldtyis inimical to authority. In

some ways, such processes have less to do wittingréariminals” than they do about
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acclimating one’s self to a difficult environmentarder to survive physical, emotional,
and psychological attacks.

Given the reach of the American jail system, aaneixation of jail living in a
modern jail is overdue. How do inmates cope withimnmental and private
punishments in modern jail systems? What formscamtients to these punishment
tactics take? How successful are inmate copiragegires at mitigating punishment?
These questions remain to be answered.

In the next section, | provide an extensive actofimy methodology. Research
in penal environments is fraught with challenges thust be negotiated, and in my case,
those difficulties were intensified by my positias a “complete-member-researcher”
(Adler and Adler 1987). Following the methodolaggction, | provide the outline for
this dissertation.

METHODOLOGY

The decision to analyze and write about the ththgsl observed and
experienced as a Golden County inmate was not taiethy. Initially, | resisted turning
my fieldnotes into a research project. After nrgtfarrest in 2006, professor Scott
Brooks encouraged me to write up my experiencehileN did as he suggested,
admittedly, 1 did not take the exercise seriousgduse | had only spent a night in Desert
Sun Detention Center, and | did not see the vadweriting about an experience that |
wanted to put behind me. Then, in the winter d&0n the eve of the day that | would
surrender myself at Providence Downtown Detentient€r for a 180-day sentence,

professor Ellen Reese called me and suggestetikbap my eyes open and perhaps jot
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down what | experienced. Again, | was not fullgdg to receive the wisdom of the
suggestion, in part, because | was convinced tyaedgademic career was over. | had
successfully completed a year of graduate studlyeatime. Nevertheless, upon entry, |
began recording personal notes (a kind of selectifle sociological analysis) regarding
being in jail. After a week, | took heed to prafes Reese’s exhortations, and | started
recording two sets of notes—one personal, the abeblogical.

A couple of years after being released from Goldennty, | was able to reenter
the graduate program with two extensive sets tdri@es, but | was still not convinced
that | should do anything with them. Prior to ircation, | had little interest in
criminology or criminal justice, and as the timgegached for me to choose areas of
specialization in my graduate program, | vacillabetiveen a project on racial identity
development and one based upon the fieldnotes fjatiebred as an inmate. The fulcrum
of my decision rested upon the issue of self-exaiiwin, and | contended with three
guestions. Could an analysis of my fieldnotes dthing more than an interesting
ethnography in a difficult to access space? Waultng up my experiences be an
attempt to profit from my own misery? Would | berpetuating a set of stereotypes by
being the Black male graduate student who wroteltatace and “the hood” to the extent
that jails and prisons are becomegension®f or perhaps institutionalizedcreations
of depressed urban environments? In fact, alktlare true, and | had to make peace
with that fact in order to proceed.

There is a degree of exploitation in any resededign that involves human

participants. Whether the researcher is a Whitddi®-class “outsider” (as many
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ethnographers are) peering into the lives of exax#tt communities in order to gain an
understanding of how “they” do “it,” or the reselaec is a member of the economically
depressed, racial community (many jails and pridiisis criterion) being examined, to
the extent that the researcher benefits much rharethe participants from the research,
exploitation is inherent. In my view, the extemtwthich participants are exploited is a
function of the benefits that participants recdnaen the research project, the degree to
which the researcher was embedded within the contynoiinterest, the goals of the
study, and the viewpoint taken when writing up &nalysis. In regards to these factors,
my goal with this ethnography was to understandatbed of jail inmates from the
inmates’ viewpoints; | was completely embeddedrasmate throughout the duration of
this study; and my analysis reflects the uniquetjposng of inmates as a way of
understanding how jail is experienced—not just hailg are run. However, in regards to
who benefits from the research, it is my hope thgtstudy leads to policy changes that
improve the quality of living for jail inmates. Adttedly though, this is only my hope.
For the ethnographer whose researdtdase to homen the sense that the
researcher partly shares the worldview of the gadnts and community members, there
is a degree of self-exploitation that must be dateal. To write or not to write is a
particularly important issue when we are talkinguisubordinated groups who have
long been the focus of sociologigabblemresearch—that is, research that begins with
the assumption that how these groups (Blacks atiddsain urban environments, for
example) live is problematic, offensive, criminogeror otherwise interesting because it

is not how “normal” society lives. In developing lethnography of Dominican “stickup
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kids” in the South Bronx, Randol Contreras (201&ppled with this very issue, in part,
because he was an insider:
| was afraid that, unlike privileged ethnograpghevho were praised for
studying dangerous urban worlds, | would be ieitiffor revealing
violence in marginal communities. | was afrdidttthe Black and
Latino/a scholarly communities, who wanted no enoegative images,
would become angry at me for studying violent Daoan men (pp. 17-
18).
Contreras’ (2013The Stickup Kidss an ethnography accomplished through the
childhood relationships that he had with the priynaarticipants. He was transparent
about the social milieu in which he was raised laon a certain amount of violence was
normative. Thus, in revealing the inner workingi®is community and Gus and Pablo’s
activities, he was exposing a bit of himself, anca discussed openly, that is a scary and
possibly dangerous choice to make. In the finalyasis, | followed Contreras’ example.
| determined within myself to do my best to accelatepresent the inmate world,
including all sociologically relevant content. ¥atuded accounts that, while interesting
in a rather base and voyeuristic sort of way, #@tld in the way of understanding what
jail life is like for inmates:
The Setting
The data presented here are based upon fieldwoducted in Golden County
detention centers. California’s Golden County l®é#se second largest sheriffs office in

the state, covering the fourth largest county engdtate in terms of population and land

area. Excluding the eighty-eight beds designatediedical use and sixty-four beds

™ This does not mean that | left out events thatraight consider to be personally damaging. Thismeea
that | included only as many examples as was napgfs convey my point.
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reserved for a substance abuse program, the fieatiten centers have a combined
capacity of 3,754 beds for male and female inmstdske several other county jail
systems in California, Golden County jails frequgioperate above their rated capacity.
During 2007 and 2008, when | was in the field foe tongest stretch of time, Golden
County operated its jails at 115% of their totgdaety (Minton 2010).

Forty-six percent of Golden County denizens arinbéda, 39% are White
Americans, and only 7% are Black Americans (U.$1506 Bureau 2013). Latino
inmates maintained a numerical majority through®atden County’s jail system.
Additionally, Black Americans were disproportiongteepresented in Golden County
jails, and they often outnumbered White Americanates in many housing units.

Data Collection

| recorded fieldnotes as an inmate of the Goldearn®y jail system for various
intervals of time from the fall of 2006 through theginning of the summer of 2008. My
time in the “field” ranged from 24 hours to 120 senutive days. In total | did 135 days
of jail time. Because | was transferred betwedrigailities while in the field, my
fieldnotes reflect experiences in all but one & tire detention centers.

Each period of data collection represents a tim&hich | had been arrested and
processed as an inmate through the Golden Coumgri®u Court system. | faced the
same fears that other inmates faced. | had the gaoblems with my public defenders

that other inmates had, and | hoped for an ealbase like many others did. For the

12 This citation has been removed for the sake ofidentiality.

13 Nationally, White Americans account for 46% of ja# population, Blacks represent 37% of jail
inmates, and Latinos/as account for 15%; howevalifd@nia has the largest population of Latinosras
the union (Pewhispanic.org), which helps to accdontheir numbers in California penal societies.
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greater part of the jail time that | was given,dsanot affiliated with an academic
institution. In short, while conducting this etlgnaphy | was an inmate—not a scholar
impersonating an inmate. The difference is impurteecause when you know that you
cannot go home (or leave the field) because yduteeyou have reached the point of
saturation or because you are ready to see youlyfambecause you have other things
to do, you are sure to gain a deeper understamditige experiences of the groups and
settings that you are examining. That was cestdhe case for me.

My approach to examining jail living was naturatgDenzin 1971; Goffman
1989). | sought to understand the experienceeirtmate world from the inmate’s
viewpoint. However, because | was an inmate, anadpife in jail served the dual
function of explaining my own situation and theustures that governed Golden County
life. In order to explicate my own feelings angexences from those that were
sociologically relevant to inmate life, | continuedrecord two sets of notes throughout
the length of the study. When an event was thoteghave dual relevance, | recorded it
twice. This method helped to separate me from nayyais a bit, and it provided a
necessary outlet for my personal feelings.

That outlet often proved invaluable. Sometimess$ involved in conversations
with other inmates that invoked a wide range of #oms in me. Without a constructive
outlet for those emotions, | might have lashedatwdthers or myself. For instance, a few
of us (Black inmates) were watching a televisioogoam that depicted a recreation of
rape in the telling of a crime story. | commentieal | just did not see how a man could

force himself into a woman who is not aroused @&ndfted. D-Double responded,
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“Bitches get wet during rape. That's the ultimt&etasy for a bitclif you really think
about it. They want to know what it’s like to kaped.” The depravity of D-Double’s
comments infuriated me, and a small back and femgued that | quickly dropped in
consideration of where | was and how often | wdwdgte to see the same men. So, | was
angry. | recorded the event as a way of exercigiggnind and exorcising the negative
emotions that were built up from the interaction.

In a separate and unrelated conversation T, anBthek inmate, who was in jall
for battery against his wife, explained, “She daieat her with a trophy and a
broomstick. Everybody in my family knows she lie®isgusted, | asked if he hit her to
which he responded, “Yeah. | admit | hit her.aibed her around, but | didn’t know she
was pregnant at the time.” T's wife was very eanljer pregnancy—three weeks
accordingto T.

“Mufucka don’t sound that sorry to me,” | grumbledder my breath, wanting to
say something but not wanting to bring too muchrdibn to how | felt.

“Women be lying,” chimed in Scotty, my cellmatetlad¢ time. “It's his Indian
blood. It's too much.” T claimed to be part Natismerican, and Scotty believed that
there was something unique to Indian blood thatentadm uncontrollably passionate to
the point where they could be violent.

For me, conversations like this were particulathallenging, but | could not have
survived in jail if | were an island. | could ne¢ a maverick voice arguing passionately
about my beliefs. Jail was not the place for tiaecording my feelings about

conversations like the above was often the onlyrgpmechanism that | had available to
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me. More importantly, maintaining a personal dutbe feelings and responses to what |
experienced and observed, helped to produce a obggetive set of sociological
fieldnotes.

An Insider Status

As an inmate, | was a “complete-member-researqietler and Adler 1987),
meaning | was completely immersed within the jaibd'native.” However, my status as
an inmate, alone, was not sufficient to qualify fimefull participation within the inmate
world. Insider status is just that—a status. dasprivilegesaccompany a knowledge
base commensurate with one’s status (Contrerdscforting). There is a difference
between livingn a gang-dominated neighborhood and béiom a gang in that
neighborhood. Anderson (1999) made this pointisrdiscussion of the differences
between “street” and “decent” communities membeéikewise, my race, class, gender,
organizational membership, and any other sociakdiaation do not automatically
confer upon me full participation in the activitiea given group. Privileges come with
being viewed as “one of us,” and that level of iegacy is granted when knows how to
conduct one’s self as a member. | was grantegrikideges of an insider because | was
an inmateand | knew the “code of the street” (Anderson 1999).

In making my observations, steering conversatiorget information, and
analyzing the data as it came, | did not attemgefmarate myself from other inmates.
The two sets of fieldnotes helped to separate mytiems from my analysis so that my
investigation would not be overly clouded by hofelt. However, the themes that |

chased down do reflect my values, interests, asdipo, as is the case for all social
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scientific research whether the research designasitative or quantitative. | admit to
the subjective nature of this research. It wagssary. Even as an inmate, | could not
have gained an understanding of the inmate woltldhi&intained a completely objective
outlook upon what inmates did and how they feltwltbeir lives as inmates. Therefore,
| welcomed some of the problems associated witinsider status (Merton 1972; Adler
and Adler 1987; Labaree 2002; Lofland et al. 2006amely the production of a highly
subjective text. The post hoc analysis of my fiigdi has been more objective, but this
was possible only after | gained a deeply subjeadtivderstanding of jail living.

Navigating as an insiderThis ethnography presented some unique chakenge
Foremost among these challenges was my statusiasiate. | was subject to the rules
that deputies instituted. Sometimes that meanttieae would be no time allotted for
interaction with any inmates other than my cellméecause | did not hold a job in jall,
my opportunities (there were some) to interact withates outside of my housing unit
were curtailed. Therefore, most of what | recorghetlided interactions with inmates in
the same housing unit that | was in.

| dealt with these challenges by availing mysékwery service and program that
Golden County had to offer. When there was an dppity to have some recreation
time, | went. | never turned down a visitation.h&# we were given time out of our cells
to shower, get hot water, and interact, | alwayatwe visited a mental health nurse and

psychiatrist regularly. | went to “church.” Whéehurt my foot while playing
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basketball’ | visited one the jail's registered nurses. Irehiad a wisdom tooth removed
while in jail, which made me eligible to receivepanedication and talk to other inmates
during the “pill call,” when a nurse and deputyideted prescribed medicine to inmates
throughout the housing units. In short, | madeafsevery opportunity | could to interact
with other inmates.

The Golden County jail system classified and sgaped inmates according to a
specialized racial scheme thought to minimize sgcusks. As a result of these
classification practices, a rigid set of racializates known as the “politics” developed.
The “politics” instituted Jim Crow like rules intoany jail spaces. My classification as a
“Black”*® inmate hindered my access to inmates in differaeial classifications. In
many dayrooms, | could not have a casual conversatith inmates who were not in my
racial classification. However, | found that inestvere much more willing to talk when
in spaces that included only a few of us (for exlywasitation, “church,” and mental
health), and | regularly interacted with inmateshase spaces. Still, the bulk of my
fieldnotes concerning non-“Black” inmates are oliagonal or gathered through passive
participant observation (Schwartz and Schwartz 1955

| used conversations as ad hoc interviews. Fiante, when | wanted to know
how others coped with jail living, | sparked a cersation by offering how | coped.
Usually, that prompted a response about how oghergved. Sometimes, though, |

simply asked directly. Eventually, | revealed thatas writing about being an inmate.

% pPart of the inmate uniform included rubber sligpimat were ill fitting and typically in a state of
disrepair. Most inmates took them off to play bals&#. During a game, | tried to make a quick mewel
ripped a large flap of skin off one of my feet, winbled profusely. A nurse bandaged my foot.

| have used quotes here to denote the uniqudizatialassification in Golden County—not my free
society racial status.
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That revelation was positive. In fact, since in@satvere trying to make sense of their
lives in jail, the response | received was vernyifpes Toll, a Black inmate, said that he
“could write a whole book on the shit that goes onGolden County jails, including
“how the paint color affects us.” Most importantiiiough, my insider status kept other
inmates at ease and willing to interact with melidinot “grill” or “interview” inmates.
We had rather natural conversations that were eypdrd the scope of everyday
interaction. | simply drove conversations towdrd tontent that interested me.

| also tried to interact with jail staff, includjrdeputies, nurses, dentists, and
psychiatrists. Here, code switching from the usuaate diction to that of a college-
educated individual proved invaluable. The goas ¥eaget the deputies and jail
personnel to see beyond the uniform | had beemgiwve the status | had been ascribed.
Most of my success was based upon my ability t@ ®wdtch. | usually only had a few
minutes to interact with this group, and so | haddin legitimacy by separating myself
from other inmates quickly. Deputies generallyaregnmates as dangerous,
unintelligent, unworthy of discussion, and alwaysking for an opportunity to con their
way into a privilege. As such, deputies oftentedanmates with disdain. | began just
about every conversation with deputies with theesgorestion: “What made you decide
to be a deputy?” | settled on that question agpemer, resting on the belief that most
people enjoy talking about themselves. Also, thegstion easily segued into other
aspects of life in jail, and, of course, it sagsfimy curiosity. Typically, my college-
educated diction inspired a, “What are you doingeher “How did you end up here,”

and | never had a deputy refuse to answer a questio
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My interactions with other jail professionals wéges directed in the sense that
my only goal with talking with them was to hold enwersation. Except for when talking
with a mental health professional, a deputy wasgdypresent during my interactions
with jail professionals. With this group, too,digkly mentioned that | am college-
educated and that | planned to continue my coléegeer. Sometimes, | mentioned my
education in an awkward manner; other times | naadeducated observation to
demonstrate that | was intelligent. That usuaélipked to make conversations flow
freely. However, there were times when nothingidlded to any type of conversation at
all. A nurse, for example, ignored my academicatuwes while discussing the
usefulness of her position given the number of it@sia She was distant and calculating.
She finished her prescription for pain medicationrhe, and she promptly sent me on
my way. Even that interaction, however, was infatire. Still, my interactions with
deputies and other jail professionals constituidenall percentage of what | recorded.
Recording Fieldnotes

The only writing utensil available to inmates veagolf pencil, which, along with
paper, had to be purchased from the jail's commysskn closed dayrooms, inmates
were not permitted to carry pencils away from tleelt. Thus, while in a closed
dayroom, | recorded events while in my cell, andpen dayrooms, | recorded notes
while on my assigned bunk and only at the end efdidly. In some ways, it was good
fortune that my mind was not occupied by the nonmigrferences of life—television,
the Internet, and cell phones. The sensory degwivéhat is so common to penal living

allowed me to recall conversations better thanrinadly would. Also (probably because
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there really was not much else to talk about), itewaften had the same (or very similar)
conversations over and over. Most of what | prekere is a direct quote. When | could
not recall the actual words, | captured the spirthe conversation and used italics to
denote those instances.

Inmates generally stored their personal itemsdgmall twelve-inch cardboard
box that was issued during the intake proces®pt ky fieldnotes in my box. There
was no way to lock this box or to store it in aselace, but | never worried much that
another inmate would go in my box and take anythifilge coercive sanctions for such
an act were prohibitive. Few actions aroused tigeaof inmates like being stolen from.
My main concern was that the deputies would takdiatgnotes during a raid or a
routine “toss.* | only needed to encounter one deputy with a nst@ak to have all of
my work taken from me. Consequently, | often ndhil®tes home and conveyed what |
saw in letters to my academic advisor. Upon rétgrhome, my advisor turned those
letters over to me, so that | could transcribe amalyze them.
Analysis

| transcribed both sets of notes and the lettesitreceived back from professor
Reese, professor Jane Ward, and Edna Bonacichwiim | had been in regular
communication. During transcription, | kept a sep@document open in which | coded
for major themes as | transcribed my notes. Whead done, | had a full set of

transcribed fieldnotes organized into a preliminasging schemenasculinity jail

'8 This was the term used to describe the routidesearches conducted by the deputies during which a
inmate’s personal property would often be tosseahtbfro in his cell and sometimes out into the oam
area of the dayroom.
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living, deputiesracial politics, class politicsfacilities andservicesandcourt. | then
searched for intersecting themes, and in a sepdoatenent, that coding scheme
included: ‘Southsider “Black” and “Wood racial politics, coping “Southsiderand
“Black’ masculinity relationships to womerandopen dayroomandclosed dayrooms
among others. The content of this examinatioraged upon the intersecting recurring
themes of jail living from the viewpoint of inmates
PLAN FOR THE DISSERTATION

This dissertation presents an analysis punishar@htoping in a contemporary
jail system. In chapter two, | conceptualize tr@dan County jail system agpanal
society | argue that when considered from the viewpofnail inmates, Goffman’s
(1961) concept of the “total institution,” is bestderstood as a penal society. Itis here
that | explicate the notion @nvironmentalndprivate punishmentsAdditionally, |
describe the inmate intake process to show howentaused to ascribe to captured men
apublic identity—in this case, that of the “criminal.” | conteridht this public identity
justifies the treatments inmates receive in thedsiof deputies and some inmates as
well.

| open chapter three with a discussion with audismn of the role of the
classification process in shaping inmate socialcstire in Golden County jails. | look at
the interplay of various inmate classificationshwpiarticular attention on how the
stratification of the classifications creates arsiyoamongst inmates. | then turn my
attention to race relations wherein | use Omi andam’s (1994) racial formation

perspective to explain the creation of three ramdlinmate groups. | argue that Golden
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County’s racial classification practices are bageon institutional myths (Meyer and
Rowan 1977) about risk management and race retaiopenal institutions. These
institutional myths achieved hegemonic influencel despite the difficulties that the
racial project created, many inmates were complicit

Chapter four introduces the concepjailing, which encompasses a group of
tactics that inmates employed in order to weakerbtbws of punishment. Jailing is
contrasted with environmental and private punishisiehthen provide a discussion of
the significance of time in a penal society andnea the meanings attached to penal
time with punishment and coping strategies.

| summarize my key arguments and findings in obiafée. | suggest that the
findings presented in this dissertation have imgodrimplications for race scholars,
penologists, and researchers interested in howiththls manage interactions with and
within difficult environments. | concluded the ghar with thoughts for future

researchers.
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CHAPTER 2: A PENAL SOCIETY

Golden County is the fourth most populous count@€atifornia, and it operates
five detention centers. Each detention centeoisected to a local courthouse, but they
are unified as a single jail system. Deputies sones transferred to different jail sites
within the system, and inmates were frequentlydi@med between jail sites in what
deputies and inmates called the “county tour.” Tdwainty tour” described the busing of
inmates between facilities in order to relieve avewding, quell violence, ensure that
inmates appeared in court for their cas&{(shd (according to unsubstantiated inmate
lore) generate income for the county. The “couaty” represents the sharing of
resources—information in particular. The jails Wext in conjunction with one another,
and so did the inmates being transferred. Theysioared news of what was going on in
one facility with inmates in other facilities thiglu what was known as the “JNN"—the
“Jail news network.” In this way, each jail was emerconnected subsystem of the
Golden County jail system.

Since Goffman’s (1961) booRsylumsresearchers have tended to conceptualize
penal institutions as one type of “total institutib A total institution is differentiated
from other types of social organizations by thédbkeacompassing character. That is, to
varying degrees occupants of total institutionssaneered from social interaction with
society outside of the institution. That separat®typically built right into the facility
symbolized by locked doors, high walls, barbed vig@reces, and various other security

measures meant to keep occupants from interactigtine world outside. It is the

" Inmates were frequently held in facilities outsafehe jurisdiction of the court in which theirssawas
being adjudicated.
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totality of separation and the removal of the leagithat separate the spheres of one’s life
so that occupants work, sleep, and enjoy leisare th homogenized groups or cohorts
according to highly routinized schedules that ctigrézes total institutions.

Goffman described five total institutions, whichry in the severity of
surveillance, separation, and control. There laoséd “established to care for persons felt
to be both incapable and harmless” such as seareriomes; “places established to care
for persons felt to be both incapable of lookingathemselves and a threat to the
community albeit an unintended one” such as mddalth hospitals; those “organized to
protect the community against what are felt toritentional dangers to it, with the
welfare of the persons thus sequestered not theediate issue,” which include prisons
and jails; boarding schools and the like, which“agreportedly established to better
pursue some work like task and justifying themselvely on these instrumental
grounds;” and finally some are designed as “retr&aim the world even while often
serving also as training stations for the religiaisech as monasteries.

In each of the five types, occupants are subjectedutinized “batch living”
(Goffman 1961) and a profound degree separatian free society. It is precisely that
separation—perceived and actual—that feeling aidp@ihisked away to a netherworld
to be punished that leads me to conceptualize tiée@ County jail system not as a total
institution but as a type of punitive society.

Jails are “institutional” in the sense that they ereated in order to solve social
problems—in this case, the problem of what to dibvwhose charged with crimes.

However, by “penal society,” | mean to emphasiziséinct set of cultural symbols
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(Turner 2006) bounded geographically, politicaigd economically. Beyond being
subjected to the characteristics of Goffman’s (396tal institution, penal inmates
contended with systems of language, technologyefiseialues, and norms that were
shaped (purposefully or indiscriminately) by anhawitative mandate to inflict harm.
The organizational character of life in penal ingions is so punitive—the separation so
profound—that it is more accurate to think of thestitutions agpenalsocietieswhich |
define as any bounded social system formally estadad to punish inmates. In penal
societies, the facilities, the grouping of inmatég, amenities available and those
missing, the rules established by administratodstha implementation of those rules by
middle managers (deputies in this case) are dasigniee painful to inmates. Even the
“treatment” programs and services are laced wihrashing lining, as they typically
include degradation rituals meant to shame andsdeipamates.

In the next sections, | provide a general dedornpdf Golden County jalil
facilities. That description will include some ionpant terms that | will use throughout
this dissertation. Next, | layout a broad founadatior evaluating punishment. Finally, |
give an account of inmate intake processes, whaghes into an analysis of the creation
of an ascribed identity given to inmates.
GOLDEN COUNTY FACILITIES

For the sake of convenience, | have distinguigbeldlen County housing units as
eitheropenor closed dayroomsinmates often used the term “dayroom” and “hogsi
unit” interchangeably, but in closed dayrooms,“tdeyroom” areas also referred to a

section of a particular housing unit. For examf@Be4” referred to housing unit “G” and
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dayroom “4.” Some closed dayrooms were segment#us way, but they constituted a
single unit. “Dayroom” also referred the commoeaar in closed dayrooms. In this
sense, the dayroom was where the hot water washtheers, and the tables where men
ate and congregated. Sometimes, though, inmatggetddor “dayroom” or “dayroom
time,” meaning they wanted time out of their célishower, get hot water, and
fraternize. In open dayrooms, the “dayroom” areas wot separated from where men
slept in a significant way, and so the “dayroomhstituted the entire living quarters.
Open Dayrooms

Open dayrooms are dormitory-styled housing usibsnetimes called “tanks”) in
which beds are stacked three-high in rows. Theged in rated capacity from as few as
seven inmates to more than 50. In larger openodays, the unit's amenities (sinks,
toilets, and eating area) surrounded the bunk ldgsh were in the center of the room.
Often, there were three sinks, showers, phonestalets in the larger open dayrooms,
but always, there were at least two of each. imesof the smaller open dayrooms, the
beds surrounded the tables at which inmates dte.sihk, showers, and toilets were to
one side of the room. Other small open dayroonre wennected by metal bars to
comprise a single housing unit. These types ofatays typically shared shower
facilities. At designated times, the bars werepjped” open to each dayroom access to
the showers. For example, inmates in 21-C3 woeldiben to the showers for an hour,
and then 21-C2 would be given access to those showers for a different hour. Most
of the day, though, the showers (there were ontyitwunits of this kind) were closed off

to the entire housing unit.
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Closed Dayrooms

Closed dayrooms were housing units comprised ofrhan cells, and there were
at least two types. In older facilities, men weoeipled in tight cages with traditional
bars lining a long hallway. These cells provideel fleast amount of privacy, and they
were among the filthiest and most dilapidated bhalising units. These units were
“intermittently watched” (National Institute of Jicee 2011), as a deputy had to
periodically walk the hallway to see what inmateevdoing. Units of this type were
not connected to a dayroom, and without a telemisiophone, inmates hated the units.

Newer facilities implemented a podular design,clHirought Bentham’s
panopticon to life. Dayrooms with two tiers of twman cells surrounded a command
pod. Typically regarded as “remote surveillandéatjonal Institute of Justice 2011) a
deputy could look into, communicate with, and cohtine cells in each dayroom on both
tiers from the command pod. Typically, there watréeast two deputies in a pod at any
time, but the one running the pod was known aspbd primary.”

Each cell was equipped with a toilet-sink unit anthetal two-high bunk bed unit.
There was a metal desk and a metal pole fusectgrtiund in front of the desk with a
round, flat, metal surface atop the pole where tes\avere to sit. There was a button and
intercom system with which inmates could commumagith the pod and the pod could
contact a cell of choice. In these units, thedaits passed through each cell so that
inmates shared the same air. The dayroom aré& ipddular housing units contained,
among other amenities listed above, the phoneghwhere cut on periodically during

the day.
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Single-Man Units

There were two types of single-man units, difféiegad by their institutional
purpose. Some were austere and reserved for pogisimates who disrupted the social
order of the jail or otherwise posed a securitk.ri¥hese cells contained only the most
basic of amenities (a place to sleep, relieve os&lls and wash one’s hands). Men
confined in this type of cell were not permittedchve books or any other comforts.
Other single-man units looked more like small aparits. They included a television, a
shower, a sink, a toilet, and a bed with a mattr@$sgese were typically reserved for
inmates classified with a medical condition thamosed them from general population.
CATEGORIES OF PUNISHMENT

Though not often formally discussed, jails are mi¢a punish. Time in a penal
society is supposed to hurt—to be uncomfortabld,tarthe extent that reform is no
longer a major mandate of correctional facilitiEs€ley and Simon 1992), jails can be
said to do little more than punish inmates. Byuarof being incarcerated, inmates
become the object of free society’s moral outragel, public retributive cries for
“justice” through incarceration and discussionshaf potency of incarceration as
deterrence to recidivate center on the effectiveinépenal societies to punish inmates.
From the viewpoint of inmates, nothing is more cartb the experience of being jailed

than the myriad punishments with which they mudiydmntend.
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Types of penal harm (punishment) fall under twoal categorieenvironmental
or private’® Briefly, environmental punishments are those #natconnected to the jail
facilities themselves. Private punishments incltese based upon interpersonal
interactions. In practical application, punishmeas multidimensional and multilayered
so that various environmental and private punisiieneere interconnected and
experienced simultaneously. My classification seeeshould be understood as an
analytical tool.

Environmental Punishments

Most environmental punishments were germane kdiyaig. The freedom of
movement of all inmates was restricted. Jail idstlething was often soiled, ill fitting,
and dilapidated. The bedrolls were thin, filthgdavholly inadequate for anything
approaching a comfortable sleep. The hot wateresiomes went out. Toilets often
flooded. It was cold in almost every space. Femwvates had access to natural sunlight.
Everyone was subject to a highly routinized lifegd o inmate escaped exposure to
physical contaminations (Goffman 1961).

Environmental punishments might have been medi&tgdlden County jails
were not managed with the urgency of malign negl&tte intensity of environmental
punishments did vary a bit by whether an inmate iwatosed or open dayroom. Men in
open dayrooms were often neglected. Deputies €aeak inmates on a scheduled basis,

and there were cameras with which deputies coutdhwtae goings on in open

18| have constructed these categories as compasifgkes’ (1958) “pains of imprisonment,” Goffman’s
(1961) mortifications, and Toch'’s (1992) “transantl” concerns.
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dayrooms, but inmates did not have direct accedspaties. Between scheduled checks,
whatever needs an inmate had, he had to waitthetihext scheduled check, and
scheduled checks were conducted in a hurried marh@deputy wanted to be caught
giving an ear to inmate complaints or needs. Caqunsetly, deputies often operated in
what might be called an “impotent mode” in the setimat their typical response to

inmate requests was, “I don’t know” or “That’s patily not gonna happen” or “I'll see
what | can do” or every inmate’s least favoritepasse, “I'll let the person in charge
know.” None of these responses were productiyaaactive. Though there were
exceptions, typically, “I'll see what | can do” whigle more than a brush-off statement.
Inmates were commonly disregarded in this manner.

Neglect of this kind was so common that one matisat it reached the level of
institutionalization. For instance, a certain nmbf rolls of toilet paper were supposed
to be doled to each dayroom, but inmates frequeatiyout of toilet paper. When that
happened, a man could hope that a fellow inmatebkad hoarding a roll that could be
made available to him, but most often, inmates i@meed to endure the degradation of
begging deputies for a roll or two. Inmates putdquest after request, and deputies
ignored the requests in one way or another. Ewadgfunew toilet paper would be
delivered to the housing unit but not as a direstilt of an inmate’s need. As a case in
point, my celly® at the time, Flip, and | were nearly out of topiaiper. | hit the intercom
button to call the pod and request more toilet pap&e female deputy said, “I'll see

what | can do.”

¥ Deputies and inmates referred to cellmates asiés&lbr a “celly.”
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| accepted her response asoaand headed back to my bunk. Thinking that the
deputy was not listening, Flip bitterly said, “Désee what you can do! We need some
toilet paper.”

“Well if you think it's a lie, then it will be,”lhe deputy responded, shocking us.
We did eventually get toilet paper, but it cameloaday that dayrooms were typically
supplied with toilet paper. It was not in respotseur request.

Similarly, the clothes that inmates were issuedvigpically dilapidated. Almost
all of the socks had holes in them. Twice a weelothing exchange was conducted
during which inmates were permitted to exchangastef clothing that they had been
wearing for clean items. To stem the tide of ilmra&iquests and complaints, deputies
often announced what was missing from the clotleixchange or what was in a state
disrepair. It was never explained why certain gemere missing. The announcement
simply informed inmates of what they would not béeao exchange. “Listen up gents,
we’re running low on socks, so if you get some withes, they won't be replaced.” In
other words, because the stock was low, inmatesdwvai be permitted to exchange
socks with holes for socks without holes. “We ddrdve T-shirts or tops—only
bottoms, socks, and chonies [boxers].” Given tegudency of such shortages and
oversights, inmates came the understanding wagathat supposed to be harsh and
unpleasant—that going without was simply par far tburse.

In closed dayrooms, particularly the podular tyhe, pod primary shut the lights
off in the dayroom around 10 p.m.; however, thatign the cells never went off. With

the lights off in the pod and the dayroom, inmatese illuminated in their cells.
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Deputies could see in the cells, but the inmateddooot see into the pod as clearly.
More importantly for the inmates, though, the Igghbsed a serious problem. At first,
the constant light is annoying, and men copedterasting ways. The light fixture was
approximately eight feet from the ground, so atathan or one standing on the stool
could reach the lights. The lights were in a metaling with a plastic covering. Most
inmates spread open old potato chip bags or newspages and pasted them to the light
fixture using toothpaste as the adhesive. Thisrdahthe lights but did not blacken the
light out. Inmates on the bottom bunk tied théieet to metal handgrips on the top bunk
to drape the sheet and dim the light. This wapfbklbut it removed a layer of warmth,
and the cells were always cold. Men who slepthentdp bunk typically tied their T-shirt
around their heads to cover their eyes, but agfairemoved a layer of warmth, and the
top bunk was usually colder than the bottom burdabsee it was nearer the vent.
Moreover, it was uncomfortable to sleep with ors¥igt wrapped around the head like
that.

Covering the lights was prohibited. “Get all tisait off my lights, or there’s no
dayroom for this pod,” a deputy once announcedtiecall four dayrooms in a pod.
During their standard checks and head counts, aeplnequently instructed inmates to
remove anything covering the lights, but becausgeswery deputy required the lights to
be uncovered, covering the lights was a nightlygatofor inmates in order to sleep.
From the pod, those cells which had their lightgeted were noticeably dimmer than
those that did not have the lights covered. Camsetdy, the pod primary often used the

intercom in certain cells to instruct the inmatesihcover their lights. At shift change,
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depending upon which deputies were working the podates who had taken down their
light coverings would put them back up. The lightsed a constant battle. Inmates
often got very little sleef’
Private Punishments

Private punishments include those based uporpeteonal dealings with other
inmates, deputies, and jail professionals. Deputipically interacted with inmates in a
hostile manner, regularly denigrating and disreBpgt¢hem. Much of this falls under
the category of “obedience tests” (Goffman 196 1jiclv were public mortifying rituals
designed to teach inmates their place. For exgniplas well known and understood
that deputies went through inmates’ mail beforéveeing it; however, that was typically
done out of sight, and so in some ways, the vimatvas out of mind for inmates. One
night, though, an older, gray haired rurfistrolled throughout the dayroom passing out
mail and conducting a count of the inmates to enthat everyone was where they were
supposed to be. When he reached the cell of &Blawrican inmate named, LK, he
leaned against the railing with his legs crossetiGasually opened LK’s mail and
thumbed through the private pictures that LK’s wied sent as an update of what his
family was doing in the free world. When he fireshlooking at the pictures, the deputy
put them back in the envelope and slid it underdib@ without a word. The act was
appalling, and it served as a reminder that theatesi lives were not their own to

control.

20 A high-ranking Latino inmate once told me, “evemgayoes to mental health” for sleep issues.

%1 The “runner” was the name given to the deputy whobket was to periodically leave the pod, enter th
dayrooms, and count the inmates in their cells. flin@er also delivered mail and periodically walkiee
dayroom as a show of presence.
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Such antagonisms were common in Golden County.ekample, deputies
ensured that inmates were sleep deprived. Duhieig toutine head counts in closed
dayrooms, deputies often kicked the cell doorsakeninmates up. Ostensibly, the
deputies needed to be sure that everyone was blivéhe practice did little more than
wake up men who were having a difficult enough tge#ing to sleep. Some deputies
sang to themselves or announced their presenclyland unnecessarily. Early one
morning, a couple of hours before breakfast, a tyepanducted his security check while
dribbling a basketball. The silence in the dayramas broken by the echo of the ball
being dribbled as the deputy inconsiderately maslevhy by the doors on both tiers. In
open dayrooms, a deputy would come in and yele&mh inmate to respond to his name.
The lights in the open dayrooms were typically stftiat a particular time, but during
security checks, some deputies cut the lights back

Using the justification of risk management, degsittould mistreat inmates and
claim to be doing their jobs. The lighteededo be uncovered for security reasons.
Likewise, inmatesieededo be awakened for head counts in order to erthate
everyone was alive and well. Because these tyjpesnalties could be explained away
as artifacts of proper inmate management, they tirerenost insidious.

Taken together, the effects of environmental amndape punishments were
profound. Even long-term jail inmates did not “ptido jail living in the sense that they
were not able to make jail a livable space. Irtstdaey got better at surviving the
environment. Men became more adept at managimgekggosure to certain pains at the

expense of others, but there was no avoiding poresh altogether. As a result, when
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life became difficult because a jail was put orcddown” status—keeping inmates from
being able to shower or leave their cells or bunitse-general feeling was, “Hey. That'’s
jail,” as an inmate once rationalized to me.
A Netherworld

This sentiment-hey, that's jat—is closely connected to feeling that being in jail
is like vanishing from the consciousness of fregety. Whether the jail was embedded
amongst the downtown buildings of a city like the\Rdence Downtown Detention
Center or set in a relatively underdeveloped akeaSunland Detention Center or
Brownwood Correctional Facility, once inside onedlwse facilities, the outside world
seemed distant. The smell and feel of the aircv®phony of sounds, the energy of the
inmates, the shutting out of the sun—inmates wetels with the feeling that they had
descended into a netherworld—a hidden and forggtiee. This feeling of
netherworldlinessvas especially acute for inmates who did not kecany mail, visits,
or who did not have someone in free society whold/be receptive to a collect call
from jail. Even though most inmates had accesslévision programming and a daily
newspaper, there was a feeling that they werernmedar away land peering into a world
that they once belonged to and hoped to visit agaenday. Inmates were physically
close to the free world, but psychologically, th&tahce was infinite. Accordingly,
inmates often spoke of what they would do once tt@myched down” or “entered the
world” or “landed” or “made it home.” Such talkgressed the netherworldliness of time

in a Golden County facility.
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INTAKE

Admission into a Golden County jail was a two-predgrocess. Formal
procedures began with the removal of each man'sopat effects, the issuance of jail
garb, photographing and fingerprinting, assigningremate number, classification, and it
intake concluded when inmates were escorted fraildboking” or “processing” area to
a housing unit within the jail. Depending upon hiousy a given station along the formal
process was, men were sometimes rerouted to ddtems and doubled back to
complete earlier stations as needed. Informalgs®es included a variety of
mortifications (Goffman 1961) designed to train nhenv to be proper inmates.
Together these processes dispossessed (Goffmahih@@ites of their free society roles
and transitioned them into jail living.
Formal Intake Processing

Deputies ran the formal intake procedures likassembly line in a factory.
Captured men began on the line like raw materaadd, moving from station to station,
the process concluded with the production of “iresdt Upon entering a Golden County
jail, the steel door closed, and the inmates wareduced to the noise of walkie-talkie
chirps, chatty deputies, men being escorted tdfrapénd inmates yelling through secure
doors for attention, “Dep’! Hey dep’!” Though digenting, there was a progressive line
of production stations that were operated in amoed and efficient manner.

The production line began with a prepping stati®ising above the noise were
orders delivered with a militaristic cadence andree of annoyanceGentlemen, stand

inside the red line and put your nose to the wBlb not say a word. Don’t speak unless
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spoken to. Take off your shoes, socks, and beiltsthem in the brown bag. Keep your
eyes on the wall until you are told otherwis#&'hile facing the wall, each man was given
instructions so that a deputy could conduct a gaesech for contraband&pread your
legs. Raise your left foot. Raise your right fobtbld your pants with your left hand.
Raise your right hand. Hold your pants with yoight hand. Raise your left handhe
search and the initial removal of each man’s pebkib@ems prepared him for further
processing in which he would continue to be strippkhis “identity kit” (Goffman

1961).

The next station was a desk where men handedlosiepersonal items and a
brief mental history survey was conducted. Menensermmoned to the desk and given
specific instructions for how to approach 8pread your legs two feet apaif, as a
result of the general disorientation that men hauhd this process, a man did not spread
his legs when told, or if he did not spread thenefaough, a deputy would kick his legs
apart. Lean forward and put your hands flat on this tablgypically, a man’s pants (if he
was wearing pants) fell off at this point becausdnad removed his belt earlier. His
personal items were catalogued and placed in btlgs. If he had any money with him,
it was counted in front of him, recorded on a propetake form, and eventually
transferred to his commissary account. The deputging this station also questioned
each man about his mental health history and whéthéad a sexually transmitted
disease. As a matter of practice, the deputyisstation hardly looked up from the form
he was filling out while conducting the brief sugyand he usually checked some of the

boxes on the survey prior to hearing the inmatesponses. Men were then instructed to
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sign the form for accuracy, but they were givethelitime to thoroughly review the
document. Without an indication of mental inst#jileach man was moved on to the
next station.

Always minding the red line that ran parallel tavall throughout every corridor
that an inmate might walk, men were escorted tmalsoom where they were given a
minute to undress, put their clothes in a browrpprty bag, and choose jail-issued
clothing. T-shirts, rubber sandals, orange boti@mrange tops, and boxers were on the
floor in a series of milk crates roughly separdigdize. These items were in various
stages of dilapidation. Some shirts and boxerewtined or yellowed. Some sandals
had bad tears in them. Men were discouraged fearching through the piles of jail
wear for the best itemslust pick a pair of sandals and move on! Theyboeyour
clothes anyhowOnce dressed, each man handed over his browaflpegsonal items.
Men had entered the clothing room with symbolshefrtfree society identities, but they
emerged with the accouterments of a “penal inmate.”

Following their symbolic transformation, the fimgeanting station was next and
then on to a picture and identification room whits@ divestment of their identity kits
was fully realized. In the picture room, men wieigtructed to remove their tops so that
their tattoos could be documented. Then, they whotographed from different angles
using a camera that was mounted high upon a wgkta clear picture of each man’s
face as he looked up. While the picture was prgteach man was assigned an inmate

number.
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An inmate’s number was very informative. It numbegan with the year the
inmate had been admitted to jail and the numbearroétes that had been admitted before
him. That number could also be used to give arateran idea of how long he could be
jailed. For instance, while passing through ao$single-man cells, | passed the cell of
an inmate whose case had been in the news duangjrite. He had been arrested for
multiple counts of child abuse and torture. Himate number was 199916446, which
meant that 16,445 men had been officially admitte@olden County facilities before
him in the year of 1999. He had been in jail forenyears, and his trial was far from its
conclusion at the time of this study.

The inmate’s picture (commonly known as the “mhgt¥ was printed and
attached to a plastic wristband, which includeditimeate’ number and name. The
issuance of the wristband marked the objectivesttamation from free society
individual to penal inmate. The person who waginally taken to jail had been stripped
of his identity kit, photographed, and assignedamate number. From this point on,
men were inmates—known according to their inmatalver.

Informal Intake Processing

Concurrent to formal intake procedures, each mas subjected to a series of
mortifications that introduced him to whanieantto be an “inmate.” In effect, the
informal process was a crash coursénowto be an inmate—particularly while in the
presence of authority figures (Goffman 1961).

From the inmate viewpoint, these informal procesdemortification felt like a

psychological and biological assault. Deputiesmfpoke to inmates with contempt, and
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the structured chaos of intake sometimes madeugtgins difficult to follow. Men who
did not respond quickly enough or who respondedamgxly in some other way were
often ridiculed for beindpeaf! or Stupid or Unable to follow instructiodsFor instance,
when a nervous man became confused and made thg wiave while being frisked, the
deputy demanded, “Hey asshole! Do you know yaitifiem your right?” When the
man tried to explain that he had not heard theunsons clearly, another deputy chimed
in, Just follow instructionSwithout all the explanation.” Men were told whemspeak,
how to respond, and the tone in which they werengiggd to communicate. Deputies
routinely mocked and derided inmates for mistakey made, clothes that they wore,
and their inability to find jail-issued clothingatfit.

Inmates were made to walk with their hands clagydnd their backs, which led
to men to walk with their heads slightly bowed.n&omen tilted their heads back to
feign standing erect, but their shoulders droopeddrd. Eventually, this posture
became normal for inmates whenever they were iptegence of deputies, and rarely
did a deputy have to instruct an inmate to assinagositior’? Similarly, inmates
learned to address deputies with supplicating woicerder to ask for the most basic of
items: “Hey dep, is there any way we could get stwilet paper?” Requests made in a
demanding voice or those made in an effort to ags®ate rights were ignored, flatly

denied, or given lip service. For example, whenaa had been passed over during

22 Carter G. Woodson (1998 [1933]) famously made phisit with regard to the education of Black
people: “When you control a man’s thinking you di have to worry about his actions. You do not have
to tell him not to stand here or go yonder. He fiiltl his ‘proper place’ and will stay in it. Yowdot

need to send him to the back door. He will go withoeing told” (p. xiii). Similarly, inmates leagd their
position so well that most of the time they did require instructions about where they should blecov
they should behave.
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“chow time,” he spent hours begging every deputy wassed him for a meal. Most
deputies ignored his exhortations that he hadtd t@eat. A few deputies did respond,
offering, | don’t know why you weren’t fed, but | don’'t harey control over that!’ll

see what | can doOr, as was most common, deputies passed oespensibility of
seeing to the needs of inmates to a mythical “6ttéeputy who would see to it that the
request was filled.

Inmates experienced these mortifications publidipey suffered the indignity of
answering questions about their personal histamdkeir mental health histories within
earshot of other captured men and deputies whotsoeseshared a laugh at their
expense, and the cramped spaces in which inmateshekl denied them the ability to
deal with the reality of their arrests privately.

The informal process—ypublic mortifications, puldierision, “role dispossession”
(Goffman 1961), the malign neglect, and variouggohisms—were an expression of
what Goffman (1961) called “the welcome.” This veastes of passage program in
which inmates were informed of their status and ertadaccept it. The instructions that
deputies gave functioned more like “obedience té&sffman 1961) in which inmates
were taught how to comport themselves properlyn&mmates were made to stand
when others were allowed to sit. Some were isdlate particularly filthy or cold
holding cell because they could not catch on tacgence that deputies used and
respond properly. Inmates who stepped outsideeofdd line were derided for being too
incompetent to follow simple instructions. Thissateaining—a programming of sorts.

Each man was taught how to address a deputy, hawaltg and what level of
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degradation was commensurate with being a penaltenirhus, inmates were disabused
of notions of “inmate rights” because whatever teaga to them was justified by their
being in jail. This philosophy was made clear gw of the more sadistic deputies who
periodically reminded inmate¥ou’re in my house now, gentlemévou shoulda

stayed in school. Let this be a lesson. Ha,Reading idun-damental,” as a deputy

with a booming voice once announced.

From the viewpoint of the deputies, the trainingmmeceived during intake made
the job of controlling them much easier. An inmate knew not to make requests was
less likely to pester deputies. Similarly, inmatds knew how to properly conduct
themselves according to their status made theilag@ment much easier. In essence,
formal and informal intake processes greased #mesiftion from the free world to the
netherworld for inmates and deputies.

Beyond training men in the ways mfoperpenal inmates, intake was also the
starting place for the construction of a generdligecio-political persona, a “public
identity” (Hancock 2004), which deputies used tstify the catalog of punishments
given to inmates.

THE CONSTRUCTION OF A PUBLIC IDENTITY

The legal principle of “presumption of innocencg’a bit of paradox for the jail
inmate. Sixty percent of jail inmates are remaneclistody pending their day in court
(Minton 2013), which means only 40% of jail popidats have been found guilty of a
crime. For those who fall into the former categahg problem of course, is that while in

the custody of a jail, they are “penal inmatescirig the same degradations and
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punishments that inmates who have been found gofilycrime must face. Inmates
awaiting trial are not housed in separate facdjtend deputies have no way of making a
distinction between who has and who has not beemdfguilty of a crime. Thus, an
individual’'s status as an inmate is taken as poddiis guilt, and it is further used as an
indictment of his essential character. The syHloggoes something like this: criminals
are arrested and taken to jail; jails house critsirthis man is an inmate and therefore a
criminal.

Throughout an inmate’s “moral career” (Goffman 1p@e is subjected to a
series of highly ritualized ceremonies designedegrade, denigrate, and invalidate his
personal identity. That personal identity is replhwith a highly stigmatized identity
thought to be commensurate with his status asraateand his essential nature as a
“criminal.” For example, deputy Brown, who | hagleral interactions with, began a
conversation with my celly and | over the cell notam in Sunland. He started to talk
about how the inmate’s life was worry free. | reglthat | had a son, a car note, and
credit card bills, adding, ‘dlid have a life before | came here.”

“What the fuck could you do with a credit card¢ scoffed. “You're already a
criminal!”

Deputy Brown’s intention was to remind me that stgtus spoke louder than
anything | could say. While | was trying to asglet my life had meaning beyond the
jail, he viewed such assertions as invalid. Iri,fdee notion that | could be responsible
enough to maintain a credit card was, in his mamdithetical to my status as an inmate

and my nature as a “criminal.”
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Interactions of this type were common. Depufiequently disregarded inmates
because they were trained to assume that at thiediedl interactions with inmates
(especially those initiated by an inmate) was dlaus gain favor or a privilege in one
form or another. When an inmate complained aldwaitold or worn out clothing, he
was remindedHey, that’s jail...don’t do the crime if you can’t tfee time which meant
that whatever an inmate faced while in jail wasraated not only because he was in jail
but because h#eservedis punishment. Sometimes, inmates were remintidteo
status and how they were viewed through rather muo@dhteractions with authority
figures. For instance, men visiting mental hephtfessionals were frequently required
to speak about the charges they were faritight of their past run-ins with the law and
their present status as inmates. Such interacte@nforced the deconstruction of an
inmate’s personal identity while highlighting hisgsnatized status.

Ritualized interactions of this kind are expressiof what Garfinkel (1956)
called “degradation ceremonies,” and they are fatindal mechanisms in the daily
operation of penal societies and the criminal gesiystem. Garfinkel (1956) defined a
degradation ceremony as “Any communicative workvieen persons, whereby the
public identity”® of an actor is transformed into something lookeds lower in the local
scheme of social types” (p. 420). A degradatiaemm®ny is said to be successful when
the object of the ceremony (in this case the pemadte) is reconstituted as a “new

person” in the eyes of the condemners (deputiégr admates, jail professionals, and

% A “public identity” as Garfinkel (1956) was usitige term is better understood as a “personal igénti
or just an “identity” in the way that social psydbgists tend to define the concept. See Burke dets S
(2009) for an example and useful review.
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eventually the public) to the degree that the nadtons behind the inmate’s past, present,
and future behaviors are taken to reflect the esdamaracter of this “new person” that
has been constructed (p. 421). In other wordhdaextent that inmates were
reconstituted as “criminals” such that their pasésent, and future behaviors were
understood as reflections of their criminal chaeadhe degradation ceremonies may be
considered successful.

However, in order to have a successful ceremoayfiitkel (1956) delineated
several critical components. The “perpetratoré(thmate) and the event that led to the
ceremony (the criminal act for which the inmate wea®sted) had to be cast as “out of
the ordinary” (Garfinkel 1956:422); there must bel@anouncer” (a deputy or officer of
the court) who is legitimately recognized as ae@spntative of the public interest; and the
perpetrator must be defined in opposition to thialipland made to be an “outsider” as a
result (p. 423). Even with the principal comporsentplace, a successful degradation
ceremony depends upon a number of factors thatdedhe authority of the degraders,
the number and status of the witnesses, the fregueith which the ceremonies occur,
and the status of perpetrator. Most individualrddgtion ceremonies fail (Garfinkel
1956), but done repeatedly over time, an individsi@ahore likely to be reconstituted with
the new stigmatized identity.

In Golden County, degradation ceremonies recartstitthe personal identities of
inmates into a type of a nonspecific, morally, gmant, identity—a “criminal.”
“Criminals” are a type opublic identity which is a socio-political construct that, in its

role as the embodiment of public moral indignatigrysed to “justify ideologically
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specific forms of public policy” (Hancock 2004,%7). Public identities are “social” in
the sense that they are created through interattpyocesses, and they are “political” in
that they tend to be used as justifications forgyallevelopment and implementation
(Hancock 2004).

Public identities are remarkably stable structuaesl because they are typically
the objects of our moral outrage, their existeremahnds action in order to deal with the
problems that “they” create. In this function, tikeminal” is used to justify the need for
more police, bigger and more modern penal sociedie$ more stringent laws. The
effect of public identities is augmented by thesrsections of race, class, gender, and
other social identities. Accordingly, American gig has become increasingly oriented
toward punishment and control in order to managerioals”—especially low status
“criminals” like poor Black and Latino Americans #&and 2001; Bobo and Thompson
2010; Rios 2011). Thus, the constitution of a puidlentity is a political act.
Degradation ceremonies situate penal inmates wili@rbroader social context of
criminal justice as the objects of moral condenara{Garfinkel 1956; Hancock 2004).
Resisting Public Identities

Most inmates resisted degradation ceremonies eing lbecast as “criminal,”
refusing to be fully subjected to the ritualistancdemnation of their selves. For instance,
at night, the runner conducted a “face card” chetkyhich the deputy called each
inmate’s last name, and inmates were requiredsjpored with their first name as the
deputy matched each inmate’s face with the nammaltes perceived these “checks” as

demeaning. Sometimes, the face card checks wankicted in such a routine and
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unconcerned manner, that an inmate could get avthyr@sponding with something

other than his government name. Scotty, who wasetly for a brief period, once
responded with “Ya chick! Ya!” when his last namas called. | sometimes responded
with “Egypt” when my last name was called. “Egyptas the nickname | was given by
other inmates while in Sunland. In both instantes,deputy accepted our responses and
moved on.

Similarly, many inmates refused to wear their tasds, which were constant
reminders that they were in jail. One inmate lige@the wristband to “wild animal tag,”
and so he wore his only when he needed it to redas’zcommissary items or visit
mental health.

Degradation ceremonies were meant to invoke slzamdeegret in the hearts of
inmates (Garfinkel 1956); however, as | noted abawwiccessful degradation ceremony
required the accomplishment of rather stringemucirstances. That said, some inmates
had accepted the construction of the public idgnt8isqo, an older Black American
inmate, was facing several charges, including lauyglstrong-arm robbery, felony
fleeing, and resisting arrest. He explained tleah&d been crying himself “to sleep every
night.” Nevertheless, he said that he plannedtdicue stealing from department stores
upon release. His attitude was fatalistic. He &aather simple way about himself, and
it seemed to me that he did not see a better fibut@mself.

His plans were seconded by D-Double, another Bfaukrican inmate, who said
that he did not “believe” in giving up his criminalistle. “Get better at it! If you get

caught for the same crime twice, you're just stupithough, D-Double sometimes
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refused to comply with directives given by deputiespecially those given in public—
he nevertheless accepted the idea that he wagwrfal,” and he planned to be a better
one when set free.

It is not altogether clear what differentiated soimmates from others in terms of
their level of resistance or complicity with beiregast as a “criminal.” Some of the
more salient factors include the inmate’s life ademafter release. The more fatalistic
the inmate, the more likely he was to think of hethas a criminal who needed to
sharpen his skills. Also, the degree of isolatidhat is, the frequency and intensity of
contact an inmate had with the free world seemeaubitant. The most isolated inmates
tended to think of their next hustle. These sama also tended to have more extensive
criminal histories, which likely explained theilagve isolation to other inmates who
were newer to the criminal justice system. Finatlys reasonable to presume that the
length of time is a salient factor in an inmatdidity to resist degradation ceremonies.
The longer an inmate’s moral career, the moreyikel is to face frequent, public, and
intense degradation ceremonies. Thus, an inmabtrfovertime) be worn down and
experience “moral fatigue” (Goffman 1961) to theéest that he comes to accept the new
stigmatized identity given him.

SUMMARY

As a penal society, jails are organized towardyibed of punishment. The
various methods of punishment (environmental andaf®) are brought to bear in order
to do inmates harm. From the inmate point of vipunishment is a multidimensional

(cognitive, affective, and corporeal) and multileaek (control systems nested within
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hierarchies) experience. In Golden County, thelmigical basis for the penalties
imposed took on hegemonic nature in the sensertimattes came to understand their jail
experience as commensurate with what “inmatesivpein incarcerated. Inmates often
adopted the “this is jail” attitude that deputissablished during intake. For first-timers,
the hegemony of punishment was made possible thrimtigractions with veteran
inmates who had already adopted the view thas ‘tthat it is,” but more significantly,
repeated ritualized degradation ceremonies of mgrinitensity and the construction of
the “criminal” were instrumental in lacing punishmievith a hegemonic edge.

As “criminals,” mistreatment could be justified atrleast tolerated where many
of the penalties that men experienced would be nesshtolerable if the presumption of
innocence were not trumped. It is because innvades seen as criminals that free
society allows for punishment to be so fundametatalenal living. Dilapidated clothing,
dirty food trays, and general poor living condiscare filtered through the lens of
righteous indignationThey committed a crime. They deserve whatevergiey

The moral condemnation of free society demandsipslto address the problems
that criminals present and represent. Thus, ilecation rates are used as justification for
“tough on crime” policies such as sentence enharogrand the transformation of
schools and other community organizations intoiericontrol” (Garland 2001b; Rios
2011; Tonry 2011) particularly when the public itignis augmented by race or gender,
such as the “criminalblackman” (Russell-Brown 20884 the “welfare queen” (Hancock

2004). After all.Something must be done about those people
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CHAPTER 3: CLASSIFICATION, RACIALIZATION, AND PUNIS HMENT

Ostensibly to reduce risk and maintain order (Been1987; Fernandez and
Neiman 1998; Brennan, Wells, and Demory 2004; Biitee2006), Golden County
detention centers classified inmates accordingremge of factors that included race,
whether the inmate had been sentenced, the ndttlve charges, a man’s mental health
status, his penchant for violence, his sexual tatean, and whether an inmate had been
a witness for the prosecution in a case. Eachvas permitted to create its own
classification procedures; however, the goals adsification and the general course
taken to classify inmates were nonetheless relgtatable throughout Golden County,
and once assigned, an inmate’s classification wally enforced. Changes in a man’s
classification occurred when, for instance, theas & significant change in his mental or
physical health, he required protection from ofiherates or other inmates required
protection from him, or if his case concluded aedias sentenced to time below the
“county lid.”?* Classification sorted inmates into a hierarchiyasitem whereby different
degrees of stigma and sets of privileges were caedainto inmates by class. The
stratification of inmates began during intake.

The factory-line like processes that defined ietalllminated with classification.
Inmates sat in what | cghire-housing holding cellfor as little time as an hour to as
much time as was needed until they were transféor@achousing unit. Pre-housing
holding cells varied in size and other design festubut none deviated far from the

experience provided by one in Providence Deterfienter. Its dimensions were

24 A “county lid” is the maximum sentence a jail intmanay receive without being transferred to a priso
to do his time. In Golden County, as is the cas@any other counties, a county lid was one year.
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approximately 11’ x 7. The lights glowed beigéhe cell had a sliding door with a wire
mesh window. Just inside the cell to the left wadained stainless steel toilet that
greeted each incoming nose with the fetor of a mestently flushed excrement. On the
wall to the left was a corkboard with numbers td bandsmen and three working
phones from which a man could make collect caRanning along the length of the cell
wall at knee-height was a wooden bench that meat atep and under. Men were
warehoused in pre-housing holding cells until sumetbby a deputy for a classification
interview.

One-by-one, a deputy called men from pre-housoidihg cells to conduct a
classification interview, which determined an ingiatsecurity risk level and hence,
where he could be safely housed. Inmates weraldbké@ sexual orientation and
whether they affiliated with a gang. If they haxyathey were asked about their tattoos.
They were questioned about their mental health aartiey gave their answers, a deputy
rather unemotionally checked boxes on a survey .folnma matter of practice, the
deputy conducting the interview generally checkententhan one box per question,
which suggested that the deputy might have begroneng to certain items on the form
for the inmates. In other words, the interview wasoutine that unless the inmate said
something to disrupt the process, the housing dasan was nearly a forgone
conclusion prior to an inmate’s responses to thegification interview questions. For
example, having gone through the process befor&mamding that | was eligible for
housing in the trustee pod, | waited for an opputjuto discuss my housing status

during the classification interview. When the mtew was concluding without the
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deputy mentioning my eligibility, | offered, “I'vbeen sentenced. | have a release date.
I'd like to be a trustee if possible.”

“Oh you have a release date,” responded the depthyhis eyes scanning down
the survey form.

‘Mmm Hmm.”

The deputy scribbled something on the survey fof@kay. | marked that down.
There’s no guarantee though. It's if there’s space

Following that classification interview, | was lead in a trustee pod for a week,
which might not have happened had | not disrugtecdeputy’s routine. He had been
conducting the interview with the brevity and ingfional efficiency that characterized
most deputy-inmate interactions—mistrust. Thugas best to remain indifferent and
on guard when dealing with inmates. Consequedtgsification interviews did not
stray much, and deputies conducting the intervieften went about the task with an
attitude that hardly hid the tedious (even irksomelire of what they were doirfg. So
long as an inmate did not disrupt the intervievpose an overt threat to security, the
classification process concluded, and the inmatelvedd in a pre-housing holding cell
until he could be escorted to his housing assignmen

The classification process was a significant deteant for how inmates
experienced incarceration. The classes were hgjhdyified and further subdivided in

ways that made navigating the inmate world a morepdex task. In this chapter, my

% presumably, the deputy conducting the classificaititerview would have the answers to many of the
guestions asked on the survey instrument; how@ezhaps due to a bureaucratic or legal requirentigat,

deputy asked the inmate to respond to the itenth@survey. For example, every inmate’s tattoos had

been well-documented prior to the classificaticieiview.
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goal is to examine the stratification of inmatesoas Golden County detention centers
and how nested hierarchies translated into vanyitepsities of control and, hence,
punishment. As a point of information, there weegeral classifications (the medical
unit, administrative control unit, and the mentehlth unit) that | will not discuss at
length due to space, and methodological shortcaosnimtgerent in an ethnography of this
kind. Nevertheless, | will highlight the largesigses of inmates—those that gave
Golden County social structure its character.
INMATE CLASSES

The three largest classes of inmates were theersisthe general population
inmates, and a composite group that | have namesstitimatized claskr reasons that
will become obvious shortly. Each group was caeféra particular status and ranking
within the inmate social structure, and in gendraktees were the high status class with
the stigmatized class sedimented at the lowessrahthe penal society. As is common
within any society with scarce resources, there gquate a bit of animosity between the
classes. Below | provide a general outline of edaks, and then | discuss how these
groups interacted.
Trustees

A trustee was an inmate who had received a sestéad a release date under the
“county lid,” and who held a job within the jailThat job may have been general
cleaning, working in the kitchen, working in theihalry room, or as a factotum to be

worked at the disposal of deputies. Trustees Wweused in a separate housing unit

62



known as the “trustee pod.” In Providence, thetee pod was comprised of two-man
cells.

The trustee pod was a well-known oasis compareadost any other housing unit
available to inmates. Inmates who had been ludkyigh to do their time in a trustee
pod frequently regaled men in general populatiamsira units with stories of how much
easier it was to do time in the trustee pod. Tlmaler of inmates in trustee pods was no
smaller or larger than the average general pojpuatayroom. It was the amenities in
trustee pods that set them apart. In Provideheetrtistee pod overlooked the street with
windows that allowed for natural sunlight so thatramate could watch the color of the
sky change with the rising and setting of the slihe dayroom area was immaculate.
Trustees were given actual cleaning supplies tanciestead of being asked to make do
with whatever they could afford to purchase witbitlown money. There were books
with all the pages in them. The checkerboardsdilatie pieces, and there was more
than one set. There was more than one deck of gatd all fifty-two cards. There were
several areas where inmates could congregatehagdlid not require every inmate to
be in each other’s space. The hot water in aflelshowers was hot, and there was
almost never a line for the showers or the phomasates interacted freely with one
another as they saw fit. The only distinction Wwasveen that of “greens” and “oranges.”

A great deal of dayroom time was given in thetgagod, but most of it was for
“greens” only. The trustee pod held trustees,talso held inmates who had had a
release date under the county lid but who did aetlha job within the jail, thus they

wore orange tops and bottoms. The trustees weengops and bottoms. Quite often

63



the pod would announcBayroom time, gentlemen. Dayroom time. Greeng.onl
Greens only.The cell doors popped open, and though “greend™aranges” were
housed in the same cell, only the “greens” werengézd to leave the cell for dayroom
time. The trustees who functioned as extensioiseofleputy authority strictly enforced
this rule. Some inmates chose to wear only thebwt and T-shirt while in the
dayroom, and periodically, an “orange” would tryp@ss using this tactic; however, his
“orange” bottoms always stood out. Moreover, thd was quick to remind the trustees
that dayroom time would taken away from them ifytdel not police the “oranges” from
enjoying dayroom time before they were permitt€bnsequently, “oranges” were
typically shouted back into their cells by trusté€areens only, fucker! Greens only!”
Despite this division, time in the trustee pod weskedly different from time in
general population. Certainly, the dayroom amesitvere important for making
punishment manageable. Having access to creatorods like hot water, a newspaper,
television, a working clock, natural sunlight, andow from which one could see free
society persons going about their day, phonesnaoré than enough space to keep
inmates from having to run into one another albég®d the sting of punishment.
Similarly, the jobs that trustees performed typgicahme with perquisites. For instances,
trustees working in the kitchen ate better thana@hgr inmate. Trustees working in the
laundry rooms made sure that they had the newed¢anest of everything. Perhaps
more significantly, though, deputies and otherpaitsonnel treated trustees with a degree
of humanity that was denied general population tesia\Whereas the general population

inmates were regularly subjected to the ritualimsadfirming of the criminal public
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identity, trustees were typically spared such gud’hey had a release date, and as a
deputy once described trustees, “They are likedodml. Children want to please their
parents.” Thus, trustees were treated as thowghitad a future—however bright or dim
that future was—beyond the walls of the penal sgci&eneral population inmates were
not thought of outside of the “orange” tops anddos that they wore.

The aforementioned benefits were significant foderstanding how inmates
experienced incarceration while in a trustee poavdver, the most consequential factor
was that of the release date. In order to beldidor placement in a trustee pod, an
inmate had to have a release date under the cbdrfand there had to be space).
Having a release date provided certainty—an attdéngoal—that made doing one’s
time a manageable activity. It was not uncommanrfmates in the general population
to be in a Golden County facility for three or fougrars awaiting trial. During that time,
they have no certainty about their future. Lifeegches to a halt until the trial is
concluded and they can determine their next st&pgre was little reason to plan for the
distant future because one was likely to be ingaprison. On the other hand, a release
date gave inmates hope—something to look forwaahtbsomething to plan for.
Conversations with one’s family and friends weré erapty because an inmate knew
when he was returning to the free world.

This helps to explain why the general mood intthstee pod tended to be upbeat
and hopeful. Beyond the available amenities, tietedge that one had a release date
provided inmates in trustee pods with a sense mtidlogical security” (Giddens 1984).

That knowledge transformed jail from an abyss afipliment into finite time that could
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be reduced to manageable moments until one wassegle That knowledge also
preempted the need for inmates to settle into benetalized into the inmate culture.
Inmates had little need in committing themselvetheovalues, beliefs, and norms of the
inmate culture since they would not be there fagloWheeler (1961) made a similar
contention when he observed that prison inmatdsdnatv from prison society as they
prepared for reentry into the world of free societhus, the trustee pod was free of the
control apparatuses that made incarceration siwlifand punishing in the general
population.
The General Population

Golden County’s general population of inmates iad of men who were at
various stages of their moral career. While samasites with a release date were housed
in general population because there was not enspadte in trustee pods, most general
population inmates had not been sentenced. Someeimvthe midst of a trial. Some
were not close to beginning their trial. Some wezaring the end of their trial. In any
case, it was common for inmates in the general latipa to be incarcerated for over a
year. This was primarily due to the charges thahanate faced.

In contrast to Irwin (1985) and Spradley’s (19#iGdlings, Golden County jails
were mostly comprised of inmates with crimes farengerious than public drunkenness
and disrepute. Most of the men with whom | integdhad been arrested for attempted

murder, assault, armed robbery, battery, domegilence, and theft. Many these
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charges included “gang enhancemefitet other types of enhancements. These charges
often meant that an inmate could not qualify tdreéeased on recognizance” (ROR),

and most were either denied bail or assigned aabadlunt that was purposefully out of
reach?’ The seriousness of these charges typically esbirtextensive cases in which
inmates remained remanded to custody for yearesd mmates comprised the heart of
the general population.

Stigmatized Class

Thestigmatized clasef inmates was a composite class of inmates #uptired
special considerations in order to safely incateettdem. The class included “protective
custody” (PC), “administrative segregation” (Ad-SE@mates, and inmates with
contagious diseases or debilitating health problefise stigmatized class was
segregated from general population and trusteemulsedheir presence fomented
aggression and violence; hence, they posed a sethreat to the jail. This was
particularly true for “PC” inmates.

PC inmate housing units held the largest and swatrely stigmatized and
disgraced of all inmates. “PC’s,” as they wereeagalty called, were inmates that had
been incarcerated pending a charge or chargeswoélsaisconduct, inmates who had
become known for “snitching” or informing the autiies regarding the illegal activities
of other inmates, and inmates who, for one reas@maother, required protection from

the general population inmates. Whatever the rettsat an inmate had “PC’ed up”

% “Gang enhancements” refer to California’s STERg&t Terrorism Enforcement and Prevention) Act
passed in 1988, which adds greater punishmentifoes committed “for the benefit” of a street gang.
" Goldfarb (1976) provided an excellent analysithefbail system as a sort of welfare system fordieid
class and high prestige individuals who have bessted and detained.
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(chosen protective custody), that classificatiomdenaim a target wherever he went, and
the unwillingness on the part of general populationates to permit a “PC” to freely go
about his business without a fight necessitategéigeegation of “PC” inmates.

“AD-SEG” inmates were among the most violent ai-gocial inmates in Golden
County. The identification band of AD-SEG inmatess red instead of the standard
white. When | asked deputy Brown about the redibahat | had seen being escorted
here and there throughout the jail, he explainédyiinistrative segregation. Twenty-
three and a half hour lock down. No phones. Nasi' | asked if the red band means
the inmate had been getting into a lot of troulsBasically it means that if | put him in
the cell with you, he would jack your shit up.” dther words, deputy Brown was
commenting, that AD-SEG inmates are violent andherto aggression; hence, if | had
been placed in a cell with one, he would “jack [ralg]t up.”

Therefore, “ad-seg” inmates were held in admiatste segregation units, which
were single-man units that were plain, austere extigme in their deprivation of input.
They were Golden County’s version of a secure mmushit (SHU). These units were
used as disciplinary tools, but they were also ghowof as functional answers for unruly
inmates. Whatever the benefits that could be ddrfvtom storing inmates in those cells,
the extremes of deprivation seemed to be maddemigen | passed by AD-SEG cells, |
often heard a man who seemed to cry out just te ame noise and a stimulus to which
he could respond—even if the stimulus was the saditdgs own voice. Some men in
AD-SEG cells paced incessantly; others stared émthdeeply through the tiny window

in the cell door at nothing and everything at tame time. Men in AD-SEG cells, which
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sometimes were little more than a very small hgdiall that had a magnetic strip
adhered to the door that read, “AD-SEG.” A fubalission of the effects of time in
administrative segregation cells is beyond the sadphis study; however, Rhodes
(2004) provided an illuminating ethnography of thiersection of punishment and
treatment, in a maximume-security unit. One of ¢emtral findings was that the stiffening
of controls in penal societies is negatively ralate the effectiveness of mental health
treatment. Additionally, a more stringent increaspunishment apparatuses was likely
to exacerbate the physical and mental health dongdibf inmates. Thus, AD-SEG
inmates seemed to be in varying degrees of deé¢ioor, and the nearly indiscernible
noises that some of the men made, the constamgad dead stare were outward
manifestations of the inward stress level thateéhomates faced.

Inmates with contagious or debilitating medicahditions were kept in single-
man units. In contrast to “ad-seg” units, medaslls contained a bed—not just a metal
slab with a foam mattress. In Sunland, they heedewision, a shower, a toilet, and a sink
all within space that was approximately 9’ x 9’hélcells were illuminated with the
institutional beige glowing bulbs. In some waysgede cells avoided the worst aspects of
general population living and administrative segtexm. General population inmates
regularly complained about the forced interactiwatt tharacterized batch living. Men
soaked in the hours of alone time they had whein tkdly was away at court or mental
health. Administrative segregation provides a sgaca man to do his time in peace—
alone and unfettered by others; however, adminiggraegregation almost entirely cells

were devoid of stimuli. Medical unit cells provitla safe space where an inmate could
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be alone to experience a full range of emotiom®iso chose, and he could do so without
the immediate reproach of other inmates. And emntto the “ad-seg” cell, the medical
unit cell had a television and the accoutrements @hall studio apartment. Thus, the
general population inmates sometimes commentedrimates in the medical unit were
“lucky” that they had chronic medical conditionbias HIV or hepatitis or a bad staph
infection.
Interactions between Classes

At the heart of interactions between the thremary classes of inmates is
resentment, which is to be understood as a congofkjealousy, dissatisfaction, and
aversion. Resentment refers to feelings of indigimasult. Generally, it is a position-
based emotion in that it emerges through the iotieras of dominant and subordinate
groups (Turner 2010). Subordinated groups arereteged with resentment when they
are made to defer to dominant groups (Turner 2di@yever, in Golden County, power
differentials were not always the determining fadtw resentment across the classes.
The classes of inmates had different reasons $anteng one another. Sometimes the
resentment was based upon power or privilege @ifiteals. Sometimes the resentment
was a response to threats and reproach. Othes,ttheeresentment emerged through
socialization processes and group identity fornmatibhus, instead of the resentment
being unidirectional along hierarchical lines, irtegin Golden County were caught
within aweb of resentmenta network of interdependent resentment-basedaictiens.

Trustees experienced the most intense resentriiéely dressed better than other

inmates. They ate better than other inmates. Thept more time free of their cells
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than other inmates. Most importantly they wereegalhy treated better than other
inmates. In the trustee pod, the trustees or figelinctioned as extensions of
administrative power. In order to keep extra daymdime, they policed the “oranges”
from being out of the cells before they were petexit This often led to arguments
between “greens” and “oranges” in large part beedls only difference between
“oranges” in the trustee pod and “greens” in tlstee pod was that a job had not yet
opened up for the “oranges.” Thus, the “orangeghe trustee pod often resented the
treatment they received from the deputies and gheehs” who it seemed, abused their
fortune as if it were a natural right.

Interactions between trustees and general popuolatistees were similar. For
instance, Sunland conducted an inmate clothingam@d twice a week. Dayrooms of
inmates were herded from their cells where theywiit deputy-escorted trustees who
received dirty clothing and issued clean clothethendesired size of general population
inmates. Though there were some trustees whottriedsure that certain inmates
received cleaner towels and clothing that fit, gathg trustees gave inmates whatever
they grabbed. A general population inmate couldmain, but that would bring the
attention of a deputyGentlemen! Just get your fucking chonies and getgg These
are not your clothes anyhow. Keep the line mowegtlemen.When trustees handed
out clothing that were noticeably stained and ddaged, general population inmates
frequently indignantly requested better optionsio3e requested were almost always met
with a prompt) can’t do that for yodrom the trustee followed by a reminder from a

deputy that the line needs to keep moving. Fdamse, when a general population
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inmate was particularly resentful that his socks hales in them, after being rebuffed by
a trustee, a deputy chimed in, “C’'mon guys. Thegonna have holes.” Such
interactions engendered a great deal of resenttoeatrds trustees who were
characterized as “house niggas” by D-Double. “Ttiey't want no problems,” so they
functioned as control agents, but more importanltigy often went about their work with
an air of superiority.

Ken expressed the feelings of the majority of gelngopulation inmates on the
matter when he said, “[Trustees] think they're &ethan everyone else. Like, they think
they’re deputies and shit.”

On the other hand, trustees resented general ggapuinmates, in part, because
general population inmates represented a burdemnustees but also because general
population inmates did not seem to understanddhstraints under which trustees
performed their jobs. A regular complaint amortgsstees was that they were being
worked too hard for $.50/day. “It's slavery,” omg cellies grumbled under his breath
while getting ready for work. “They make usteir work. ‘Real talk. We're doing the
work they’re supposed to be doing. If we weregtdjtheywould have to clean this
fucking jail up, and they don’t wanna do that, eyt shit on us.”

“Meanwhile, you got every-fucking-body begging fmetter clothes and more
food and shit. Yo. I hate that shit, bro,” myettzelly chimed irf® “That’s why | hate

dealing with them.”

% While | was in the trustee pod at Providence, $ W third man in a two-man cell. | slept in whais
known as a “boat.” It was a 6’ long plastic casbaped sleeping apparatus made for situationsichwh
there more inmates than there were beds.
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“The deputies?”

“Naw, the other incarcerated fools up in here \whawly ain’t never getting out
no time soon and shit. They're dealing with thgmtitics and shit, and they want to
pressure us to give them more of everything andngeouble.”

During the above exchange, my celly was expressicgmmonly held feeling
that trustees were trapped in the middle of depw@ral general population inmates. The
trustees resented the general population inmatderimng them to choose between
doing their jobs as outlined by deputies and supmptheir fellow inmates.

Resentment was expressed in other ways too. @arsard game in the trustee
pod, a conversation started between three truatsmsg how best to rank the jobs that a
trustee could get. The men quickly resolved tihgt@eaning job was their least favorite.
One inmate in particular made a statement that sedrtire feeling of the conversation:
“Do dese mufuckas know dat da messes they maka lgettleaned up by us? And den
dey wonder why da fuck we don’t be fuckin’ with théike that. Mufucka cuz you
nasty.” Trustees resented having to clean up aftear grown men—particularly men
who did not seem to care that other inmates hald tthe cleaning.

The stigmatized class of inmates, particularlyRi@inmates, was the object of
universal resentment. While AD-SEG and medical inmhates were resented because
they upset the social order of inmate life, genpagdulation inmates and trustees were
socialized to resent PC inmates. Normative strektire forbids one to become an
informer (Jankowski 1991; Anderson 1999; Rios 2@dntreras 2013). The penalty for

being an informer or a “snitch” can range from atb®y to death; hence, the phrases,
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“snitches get stitches” and “snitches end up ialsis.” This code is so diffuse that one
need not be involved in street culture to knowrthle. In penal societies, informers must
be kept in separate housing units for their owngmton, as general population inmates
are taught to feel offended by the presence oflsegd. Men who are suspected of telling
a deputy that he felt threatened, that they knemistonduct of any kind, or those
suspected to have given information the a polieiggncy regarding criminal activity, ran
the risk of being made a victim. General poputatramates generally operated with
standing “go” orders to attack snitch inmates ugpight.

In response, “PC” inmates formed gangs for pratactand they resented general
population inmates as much as they were resetle | was in acourtholding® cell,
across the hall werourt-holdingcells full of “PC” inmates yelling and cursing s,

“Eh fuck you putos! You think you betta us! Yoe'no different than me, homie. This
door opens up, and I'll fuck you up, homie!” |&d silently through the window at the
inmate, knowing that he did not want our doorsgeroand that it made him feel better to
yell empty threats.

“Fucking PC-snitch-ass bitches getting’ riled u@,Voice from behind me asked.
He was a fast walking Latino inmate.

“Yeah. It's just whatever. I'm just watching tekow,” | responded.

29 This is my term. | have holding cells primarily their utility but also by the character of inteiantthat
took place in each one. “Court-holding cells” tethde be violent places; “pre-housing holding cellgre
typically pensive spaces; and “mental-health hajdiells” tended to be emotionally unfettered spaces
wherein inmates shared some of their deepest fears.
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The Latino inmate flipped the bird to the “PC” iata across the way whom then
began to fire off more obscenities. “Fuck you Ibit&Ahh...Fucking PC’s,” he said with
a smile while walking back to the metal bench.

The PC gangs were called “2.5"—half of 5.0, whieds short for “Hawaii 5-O,”
which was pronounced as “5”-“0.” “Hawaii 5-O” wadelevision series about a police
investigator. PC gang members were called “2.b&ause they worked for the police
as informants, but they were only half-cops, sg ttwuld not be called 5-O; hence, 2.5.
Chino, a Black American inmate who had done some th Chino State Prison said that
there was a PC gang there called the “independiersr” The PC gang in Golden
County developed in response to the stigma attatchéekir class and the resentment that
their status engendered. Thus, they resentedsoieeause they were first rejected and
resented.

The most heavily resented group were those inntdtagyed with a form of
sexual misconduct. Even amongst PC’s inmates edasgth sexual misconduct were
resented. Their presence offended the sensibilifienmates to the extent that inmates
were mandated to physically attack these men ujgbn. sFor this reason, inmates facing
sexual misconduct or child endangerment chargethdid best to keep their charges
unknown. During intake, | tried to assuage a latimmate who was deathly afraid that
his charges would get out and that he would have@up” if that happened. He was
facing child endangerment charges. At the timegai$ just he and | in the pre-housing
hold cell. 1 assured him that | would not say &inyg, and | warned him to simply sit

silently so that he would not draw unnecessary ewation to himself in order to keep

75



from being asked about his charges. His fear warsanted. For example, an inmate
named Mansa Musa, had originally been placed igé&meral population, but when
details about his case aired on television (hefagiag multiple charges of crimes
against his children), he was being attacked eVieeygrhe went. Eventually, he was
moved to a single cell in the medical unit for prstection.
A Web of Resentment

The interactions between the classes were rife rggentment. The web of
resentment built mistrust within the everyday iat#ions of inmates. A man need not
have actually been a snitch to earn the label anddated accordingly. Mere whispers
of suspicions would be enough. Similarly, if therere questions about a man’s charges,
eventually, he would be made to answer to thosegelsan court, and arraignments were
conducted in factory-line like manner in the preseaf other inmates so that everyone
knew the charges an inmate was facing. Even astregnt built solidarity amongst
some groups, it did so at the cost of creatingstiwvis between inmates that might not
otherwise exist. For instance, not every man wasffended by the charges and
apparent behavior of PC’s that he was preparedtently attack every PC that came
within his reach; however, no inmate wanted wordgead that he was sympathetic to
PC'’s, and for inmates in leadership roles, viokstion was a requirement. Thus,
resentment often led to violence, and when it didrasult in violence, it bubbled under

the surface, building into deep-seated animosity.
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RACIALIZED INMATE GROUPS

The inmate classes | described above were braggladis of classes of inmates;
however, the trustees and the stigmatized classwdtes constituted a relatively small
proportion of the total population of inmates thgbaut Golden County. Most inmates
were in general population housing units, and thwses were profoundly racialized
spaces. This is not to say that there were housirtg designated for specific racial
groups, but in closed dayrooms, inmates were asgigallies according to a racialized
scheme. Idohnson v. California, 543 U.S. 499 (200%¢ Supreme court decided that
assigning inmates to housing units according raa® umconstitutional and that penal
institutions must demonstrate a compelling intemestrder to circumvent the strict
scrutiny standard’ Despite this mandate, inmates continue to bedtbascording to
race in penal societies in California and in thasess the nation (Henderson et al. 2000;
Goodman 2008; Trulson et al. 2008; Noll 2012).

The general institutional logic behind segregatimgates by race is two-pronged:
race can serve as a proxy for gang membershipgeairkg inmates segregated by race
helps to reduce opportunities for gang violencel lass violence with the potential to
polarize inmates makes the management of inmatelgtogns much easier (Henderson
et al. 2000; Goodman 2008; AELE 2010; Noll 201Zhe problem is that race is not a
good proxy for gang membership. It is bad polmgdnflate the two. First, not every
member of a given racial classification is ganghated, and some gangs are racially and

ethnically diverse. For example, two of the latggsg denominations in the nation—

%In other words, penal societies are subject ta#me standards and rules regarding the use of socia
classifications to govern how individuals are teeblby which every other institution must abide.
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crips and bloods—span the racial and ethnic specfsee Goodman 2008 for recent
evidence). Moreover, using race as a representiiiiqgang membership understates the
history and social construction of race and ovégstthe significance of gangs.

Beyond these administrative concerns, there isrtpe that inmates segregate
themselves by race, and there is some evidenagfms this claim (Carroll 1974,
Jacobs 1977; Irwin 2005). However, the relatiopdietween self-segregating inmates
and administrative practices that racially segreganates is underexamined. Hemmens
and Marquart (1999) found that the perception theg¢ was a problem depended upon
the race of the inmate—with black inmates (on ayeydinding race to be less of an
issue than Latino or white inmates. It is unclelether the driving force behind racial
segregation is inmate preference, administratieéepence, or some hybrid of the two
(Trulson and Marquart 2002).

The belief that inmates should be racially segetjeeflects widespread
opinions, assumptions, and interpretations aba& amd American race relations that
have been legitimated in the minds of penal marsagencerned citizens, and criminal
justice officials who (to varying degrees) are aavaf reports of apparently racially
motivated riots in penal societies. These behafgtion as rationalized myths (Meyer
and Rowan 1977) that make sense of racial segoeg@piegel 2007). Such
institutional myths (Meyer and Rowan 1977) form ¢eenmon sense behind rules and
practices to make them seem reasonable and evessaeyg irrespective of their actual
efficiency. In Golden County detention centersjabsegregation was mythologized as a

legitimate form of risk management.
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Golden County administrators, deputies, jail perngd, and inmates had accepted
that racial segregation was necessary for maimi@ear and peace within the detention
centers. In a conversation with Nurse Bee who avesof the mental health nurses
working at Sunland Detention Center, | mentionet tife in jail was organized
according to race, and she responded rather indliigndwell | read in the [local
newspaper], | think not too long ago that peopleanmplaining or blaming the jail for
segregating inmates. Don'’t they know that theyédkhling each other if they weren’t
kept apart?”

During intake, | sparked a brief exchange witleputy while being fingerprinted,
and he made a similar argument. “So am | justimgaibn another black guy to make bail
or what,” | asked, wondering how long | would bédh@ a pre-housing holding cell.

“Pretty much. Or space might open in other walese rules don’t work in the
world, but they work in here,” he retorted plainly.

Along the same line of logic, | once jokingly adk@e “Black” “rep™ (short for
“race representative”) what we would do without hand he responded, “Prawly get
into a riot.”

In each of the above examples, behind the respafsbe deputy, the “Black”
rep’, and Nurse Bee is the risk reduction myth thbnalizes racial segregation as a
necessary measure for the safety of everyone. ifeespabundance of examples that
racial classification was problematic, inefficieat,at least not a factor in reducing risk,
the practice of segregating inmates by race coatinand it began with the intake

process.
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In the following sections, | present an analydigage relations in Golden County.
While there were other social constructions (geraher reputation, for example) that are
important for understanding how inmates experienhed time in Golden County, race
and racialization processes were driving forcesnakethe very construction and
character of Golden County social structure. R teason, a discussion of the
significance of race is warranted. | begin withcartline of Omi and Winant's (1994)
racial formation perspective, which provides myottetical framework for examining
race followed by what is meant by “racializatiorNext, | conceptualize the Golden
County jail system as a race-making site whererae@l projects were at work. |
conclude with an analysis of racialized and nonatered spaces within Golden County.
Racial Formation & Racialization

Omi and Winant (1994) define “racial formation”‘&@ise sociohistorical process
by which racial categories are created, inhabirashsformed, and destroyed” (p. 55).
This perspective is based upon the fluidity of rase construct that derives its meaning
from the organization of social, economic, andtpzl forces. In other words, the
meaning(s) of race change(s) based upon the pusspudinof societal forces, which
represent the interests of particular groups. Twh® is defined as “White,” for instance
changes based upon the political, economic, andldaterests of ruling groups at a
given time.

According to the racial formation framework, raséan element of social
structure” that Signifies and symbolizes social conflicts and ie$¢s by referring to

different types of human bodidgalics in original p. 55). In other words, nteags
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attached to race (and hence racial groups) ardamahsbeing contested and transformed
through political struggle. Thus, race is not bgtally determined. It is socially
constructed, and the attribution of phenotypesttam racial categories is “always and
necessarily a social and historical process” (p. 55

The racial formation process is accomplished thhowrhat Omi and Winant
(1994) call “historically situategdrojects” which are the ideological mechanisms that
link race as a cultural symbol (meaning) and raca structural phenomenon
(organization). A racial project is the simultans@xplanation or interpretation of racial
dynamics and an endeavor to “reorganize and réulistrresources along particular
racial lines” (p. 56). Racial projects may be neatructural, occurring at the institutional
level, the meso-level within organizations, anthatmicro-level between individuals
determining “common sense” understandings of race.

Within the racial formation framework racial proje pervade society at large. A
multitude of racial projects compete, and in becuayra part of our ideological lexicon,
some rise to construct a “common sense” undersigrafirace and racial order. This is
a key aspect of racial formation processes. Rémialation operates at the level of
hegemony wherein subordinated groups come to thfinéce in a “common sense”
manner based upon a ruling group’s ideologicalgigsons for racial order. Thus,
subordinated groups consent to what is understetlealegitimate authority of a ruling
group’s beliefs about race. Though these beliefg aitimately not serve subordinated
groups well, subordinated groups nonetheless rabarchacial ideology as representative

of some more general principals about how to kes#tihk of race and racial order.
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A related concept of importance here is thateofalization Racialization is the
process of attributing a racial meaning to phenar(@&tmaguer 1994; Omi and Winant
1994; Bonilla-Silva 1997). People and things candrialized; hence, innocuous items
like watermelons and fried chicken as well as dotis like basketball, polo, and hockey
have been infused with racial meaning, resultinganexample, “White activities” and
“Black foods.” Racialization processes reflect iegemony of racial ideology. At the
center of racialization processes is the fittingnatterial, social, and psychological
“things” into racial categories (Bonilla-Silva 1997In this way, racialization is concept
intrinsically tied to the racial formation prospeet
Classification: The Organizational Racial Project

During the classification interview, the deputydacting the interview plainly
asked, “Do you get along with all races?” So lasgan inmate posed no overt threat to
security, he was assigned to a housing unit irgdmeral population according to a
racialized scheme that allowed for only three fdazaéegories. Contrary to Goodman’s
(2008) findings, there was no negotiation procei$s kggard to determining an inmate’s
race. In Goodman’s (2008) institutional ethnogsg@m inmate’s race was determined
through negotiations that included the inmate cibreectional officer, and prison
administrators. An inmate could argue that he khbe given a particular racial or gang
affiliation, and the inmate’s choice was weighed aegotiated in accordance with
prevailing thoughts about what the “right” categargs for each inmates and the
established system of categorization. In GoldeanBg inmates were asked whether

they got along with all races, but deputies neg&ed inmates to identify themselves in
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terms of race or ethnicity. Instead, the clasaifan deputy simply looked at each inmate
and determined the inmate’s proper racial clasdifhen based upon a set of common
sense understandings about what the typical “Wot@huthsider,” or “Black” inmate
should look like. The question, “Do you get alomith all races” was aimed at
determining whether an inmate could be housed meige population versus a PC unit—
not whether he could be housed in a racially irgtsgt cell. Thus, upon entering their
cell, inmates learned that they had been fit ime of three categories of inmates that
were delineated by an unrefined color scheme blassely upon perceived phenotype.
Mostly brown inmates were housed together as “Sidéins:®* mostly black inmates
were housed together as “Blacks;” and mostly winmiteates were housed together as
“Woods.”?

It is at the point of official classification thtte race-making process begins.
Free society racial and ethnic identities such sia\and Native American, are ignored,
and reinterpreted, and reformulated according tbadegories. Simultaneously, the jail's
social structure comes to be organized along néwiged racial lines: the “Woods,” the
“Blacks,” and the “Southsiders.” This is the esseof the racial formation process.

Golden County recidivists new what awaited theuot,fiost-timers had no idea
that the classification interview had sorted theio ia racialized group at the
organizational level. Nevertheless, Golden Couméyle organizational provisions for

the three racialized groups. The largest groupthe&Southsiders” or “Surenog™

31 |n northern California, Latino inmates are typigalalled “Nortenos,” meaning “northerners.”
324Woods” was short for “peckerwoods,” the genealofyvhich, | never discovered.
33 Spanish for “Southsiders.”
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They were comprised of “homies,” “paisas,” “Indidrnsnd non gang-affiliated Latino
Americans. A “homie” was a gang-affiliated LatiAmerican inmate. In free society,
two “homies” might have been from warring gangd,ibuGolden County, as was the
case for all Latinos, they were united under theut8sider” banner. Paisa or “paisano,”
translates to “countryman,” but the term carrigtegative connotation, and it identified a
“Southsider” as being an unassimilated or recentitéa immigrant that spoke little to
no English. Within the “Southsider” hierarchy, {ba@sas were low status men, and they
were often the butt of jokes or objects of ridicule

The “Woods” were comprised of White American inegat The “Woods” were a
divided group. The leadership was derived from“tdoenrades”—short for “White-
power comrades.” They were conspicuously whiteesmpcists. They greeted one
another with the symbolic “heil Hitler” salute. @t “Woods” were White American
men who were not affiliated with a gang or a podtigroup with any type of racial
philosophy, and they made efforts to distinguiggnikelves from gang-affiliated inmates.
For example, while sitting in mental-health holding cedwaiting my turn to speak with
Nurse Bee, | chatted with a “Wood” and a coupléSwuthsiders” about how easy it was
to receive a gang enhancement in Golden Countydaridg a brief exchange, the
“Wood” made it clear that he did not want to beoassted with the comrades. “They
checked my tattoos, but | don’t have gang tat'€Xplained. “So, they couldn’t add that
shit on.”

“Yeah they check everybody’s tattoos,” the “Wodi#gan. “They wanna hit you

wit" a bunch of enhancements, and that shit justesaour time hecka long.”
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“Did you get an enhancement because of your tatsked, thinking that maybe
he had gotten a raw deal because of his tattoashwiere not gang-related.

“Fuck no!” He was indignant with his brow furrod/@s if he was shocked that |
could even think such a thing.

“Oh okay.”

“I'm not a skinhead.”

Though the “Wood” distinguished himself from “skeads” or comrades as
emphatically as | would have denied being in a gangh pronouncements were largely
empty and useless. We were interacting in onbefdéw places in the jail that allowed
for interracial fraternizing, and if an interrac@nflict broke out in our respective
dayrooms, we would be required by the “reps’ tghfion the side of our racialized
group.

The “Blacks” represented an extreme form of raadilon and race-making. The
racial category “Blacks” included Black and AsiamArican inmates. The “Blacks”
were further divided by those who were gang-ati#ithand those who were not. Of those
who were gang affiliated, the two overarching gatigs Crips and the Bloods, were
fractured, and those street alliances and divisidtes transferred directly to Golden
County penal societies. Men, who, in free socebyld be regarded as Asian American,
were classified and assigned to two-man cells Vidtacks.” They were, for all intents
and purposes, “Black,” and | never overheard, foat in, or was told of a conversation
in which an Asian American inmate’s free societyngt identity was given primacy.

They were, in fact, expected to abide by the rtHas governed all the “Blacks.” There
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was no negotiating this mandate. For example, veheew Asian American inmate
passed G’s (a “Black”) cell door on his way to hew cell assignment with Sisqo,
another “Black”, G yelled through the seam of le# door, “You ride wit’ the Blacks?”
The question was more about seeking confirmatian thwas about seeking
information. When the Asian inmate nodded in tfieraative, D-Double, the “Black”
“rep’,” showed him where all the “Black” cells were

During my time in the field, | never saw more tltaree Asian American inmates
in a dayroom at a time, and all of them had a “Blaelly; however, there had been at
least one attempt at assigning an Asian Americaraia to a cell that did not house a
“Black” inmate. Paul Bunyan, a Wood, shared higezlence with me while in a mental-
health holding cell. “I had a Korean celly for feeen months,” he began. “He slept
most of the time, but we got along okay.”

“We’'ve got three Asians in my dayroom,” | repliedDidn’t know you could
have an Asian celly.”

“Well, | can’t. The rep’ that we had had beforasikinda relaxed. You know?
He was cool about this shit [the “politics”]. Thea was rolled odf. The new rep’ is
way stricter. He rolled my celly out. | never haaly problems with him. He slept all the
time. | don’'t know. Maybe he was hard-timing But yeah the rep’ said that it wasn’t
right [for me to have a Korean celly], so he conmed to the deps’ [deputies] and they

rolled him out [transferred him to a different hmgsunit].”

% Transferred him to another housing unit.
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Several key points can be derived from the aboteraction. Whatever the
anomalous chain of events that led to a Korean Aaeinmate being housed with a
Wood, the arrangement was deemed inappropriaterbgte leadership, and that
decision was supported by deputies and the jaili@dtration. In effect, a micro-level
control agent (the rep’) policed the racial orderd his decision was sanctioned at the
organizational level by the very agents (deputrebjail administrators) who established
the racial order in the first place. In this wihye organizational and micro-level projects
informed and supported one another in the racrah&ion process.

A flat hierarchy. The three racialized inmate groups were organizedlat
hierarchy, which | conceptualize as multidimensional ordgraystems between and
within groups. In this case, the “Blacks,” the “@¢és,” and the “Southsiders” were intra-
hierarchical but not inter-hierarchical. Each grénad a similar organizational structure,
but the number of defined roles varied accordintpéosize of the group. The general

hierarchy of leadership is graphically represemteigure 1.
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FIGURE 1: GOLDEN COUNTY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
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The “rep” (short for “representative” or “race megentative”) were determinu
by the rules of each group. They were not appdibtethe jail administration. The
tended to be wellersed in jail vernacular, the “politics,” and fhien jail sign
language” They needed to have a willingness and ability reise violent forc:
tempered by a personality that allowed for theahpdtic management of men who

not always respond Weo authority. “Reps’™ tended to have money beit “books,”

% Jailhouse sign language was an adulterated veo$istandard American sign language in which ¢
letter of each word needed to be spelled out usiegin adapted version of the sign language alp!
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meaning they had money in their personal accoutft which to purchase stationery
supplies, hygiene and food products from the ahmissary. As the position required
stability, usually “reps” were facing serious cgas—murder or attempted murder—
which would likely keep them in jail for monthsnbt years through the conclusion of
their trial. Inmates became the “rep” in a vayief ways. The “Southsiders” appointed
their “reps™ in a formal manner. A meeting wadled, discussions were held, and a
formal announcement was made to their members®igmetimes, an inmate was the last
of his race in a particular dayroom, in which cdsepecame the “rep’ by default. The
“Wood” “rep”” was always the most respected comradthe dayroom. When there
were no comrades, the “Wood” rep was determinearinélly. The “Blacks” generally
determined who would be the “rep™ through inforncahversations.

When there was talk of D-Double, the “Black” “refeéaving, | had a
conversation with Toll, the “Black” lieutenant, aliavho would replace D-Double. He
suggested that he would likely have to replace hich made sense because Toll had
been there for three years, and he was well resgpedtfollowed up that conversation
with Toll with one with D-Double. When | asked himho would replace him, he
shrugged his shoulders and said, “I don’t knowm8lody smart,” and he pointed at me.
| said that | did not know enough about jail cuttuand | asked about Toll. He nodded
and said, “But he probably don’t want it.” | Ié&féfore D-Double, but the general
consensus was that Toll was to be the “rep’ if DubDle left before him, and this was

determined through a series of casual conversations
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“Reps’” played an important role in Golden Cousbgial structure. They
functioned as mid-level service managers—go-betwéanthe inmates and jalil
administration. In effect, they were an added dafecontrol and buffering that kept
deputies and administrators free from the hasdldsemverage inmate’s concerns. For
instance, if an inmate wanted to make a personalest, he needed to do so formally
with what deputies and inmates knew as a “kite.kit& was a written message or
request. It could be formal or informal, dependipgn the addressee. In general
population, which was the realm of the “rep’s,” iat@s were prohibited from submitting
a kite without allowing their “rep™ to see it fits The “rep™ would then take the kite to
the other two “reps’” to demonstrate that the kites not a threat to security from the
point of view of the inmates, and only then coulda submitted to the deputies. If an
inmate were to be caught submitting a kite diretdlg deputy without going through the
proper channels, he put himself at risk for a ImgatiThus, the development of the
racialized group led to the development of racalizocial controls.

In closed dayrooms, the “reps’™ were typicallyoalied to roam free of their cells
when the rest of the inmates were locked aways phvilege served an administrative
function. There was only one source of hot waterdch closed dayroom, and it was
centrally located outside of the cells. The pegg of roaming the dayroom freely came
with the responsibility to tending to the needsnohates. Without the “rep’,” inmates
would be pressing their buttons in their cells guene they needed something, and a
deputy would have to deal with being inundated withate requests. “Reps’™ reduced

the general population’s reliance upon the poder&hvere times when the “reps™
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simply sat in the dayroom and watched TV whileitiraates were locked away, but very
often the “reps™ spent their time running fromIdel cell, delivering hot water through
the seam between the cell door using an openetbpdigp bag as a funnel. Sometimes
the “rep’” would change the channel per the reqoébkis membership group. Books
and games that the jails provided were also céyicadated in the dayroom, so “reps’™
often placed books and their group’s checkerbandfront of the cell doors per inmate
requests. They passed kites, placed bartered itefrent of the cell doors of the parties
involved, they ensured that every member in thespective group received a tray during
“feed” times, and generally saw to the needs af tnembership. Thus, the bulk of their
time was consumed with servicing their membership.

Aside from addressing the more mundane needsofrttembership, “reps™
were instrumental in maintaining the social ordeonce half jokingly asked D-Double
what we would do without him, and responded, “Pyagét into a riot.” Deputies often
sought the support of the “reps’” to deal with ibetdinate inmates. When word reached
the administration of possible interracial violermcavhen there an issue that threatened
the social order of the jail developed, the “reps&re typically called to the sally port in
a meeting with deputies to quell the conflict odiscuss what should happen to maintain

order. Sometimes, deputies referred inmates io‘tlep™” when an inmate wanted to

% In Sunland, each group had its own set of checkers
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make a request. For instance, when Sisgo, a “Biaokate, tried to whisper a request to
the runnef’ the deputy loudly responded, “Who is your ‘rep”?”

At times, order was maintained through intragreigbence. When an inmate’s
behavior threatened to disrupt peaceful interastlmetween the racialized groups, it was
the job of the “rep™ to correct (sometimes diplamally and sometimes violently) the
disruptive behavior. Most inmates policed themsglvecause the threat of violence was
enough; however, when the mere threat was not énadlg “rep’™ was expected to step
in. A warning would be given, and if that did rmaoirrect the mistakes, the “rep™
disciplined the inmate. For example, when Herrg,“WWood” “rep’™” lost his patience
for explaining the “Wood” rules regarding how tahbge during dayroom, he disciplined
an inmate:

Tonight, just as dayroom ended...as | headed uptdps by Henry's cell,
his celly was standing right outside the celifgahe pod, and | heard the
sounds of fists on flesh...[As] | passed the dedhw shadows moving in
the cell, and | realized that Henry was DPingyfpbally disciplining]
someone...his celly was looking out for the deutié\ few more steps
and | looked back in time to see one of the newmayds, Staplehead, get
shoved out of the cell holding his hands up coaering manner...The
rule for the “Woods” is that they must come aittheir cell’s] for
dayroom. This is so they’ll have numbers in@eraot. Apparently,
Staplehead and his celly didn’t want to comefoutiayroom...and a
lesson needed to be taught.

Under the “reps’ were what | cdleutenants They were responsible for

enforcing the rules and policies when the “rep”svgavay at court or when the

representative wanted to sleep. Sometimes, budlnatys lieutenants were the “reps’”

37 The “runner” was the name given to the deputy whobket was to periodically leave the pod, enter th
dayrooms, and count the inmates in their cellse fiimner also delivered mail and periodically wdlkiee
dayroom as a show of presence.
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celly. In effect, the lieutenant was second in oeand. Théhelperand the lieutenant
were sometimes interchangeable. When they cotestigeparate roles, the helper served
as a support function for the “rep™ and his graupmbership. Generally, the helper was
the “reps’” celly, and he performed tasks like ctgp food trays for his membership,
acting as “rep’” when the lieutenant and “rep’” wegone, and cleaning the dayroom

with the “rep’.”

The “Southsiders” had ghonemonitorwho had the unenviable task of ensuring
that inmates used only a specified amount of timéhe phones. For the “Woods” and
the “Blacks” the “rep™ or the lieutenant monitoretione time, but there were so many
“Southsiders” in the larger dayrooms, that a sdpgrasition was created for this task.
Fights over phone time were more common among t&uders” than the other two
groups. To spread the responsibility around, B@uthsiders” rotated who would be the
phone monitor.

Despite the intra-hierarchical systems that gosetihe racialized groups,
intergroup relations were organized like a strasg@ocratic republic, wherein the
“reps” were the senate. The numerical advanthgethe “Southsiders” had over the
“Woods” and the “Blacks” did not afford them greaéeithority or power. Despite the
scarcity of resources, the groups were organizedfiat hierarchy. For instance, there
was usually just one television set per housing; amid if it worked, inmates created a
calendar that was visibly displayed under the iglen. Each day of the calendar had
either a “B,” a “W,” or an “S” marked on it, symbzoihg which group was to have

control over the television for that day. Simijarthere was only one set of nail and hair
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clippers, and they were made available in an egalit manner. Whereas whiteness is
given primacy over other racial identities in feaiety, the racial order in the Golden
County detention centers was flat.

Despite the rather egalitarian division of resesr¢heir numerical superiority
meant that each “Southsider” was afforded sigmifiljaless access to showers, phones,
nail clippers, hair clippers, food extras, and so ®n the other hand, the “Woods” had
fewer members among to divide resources. Interggtiin some dayrooms, the
“Woods” and the “Southsiders” sometimes sharedwess. For instance, in Sunland,
the “Wood” “rep’” gave some “Southsiders” permissioy to use the “Wood” phone. In
fact, the race-based tension that generally cheniaet interactions between “Blacks”
and other groups was noticeably absent in manlyeoflealings between “Woods” and
“Southsiders.” This was not the case in all dagmepbut it was common enough to be
noticeable. Nevertheless, in the event of intéatamnflict, each racialized group was
mandated to protect its own, first.

The “Politics”: The Micro-Interactional Racial Progct

Deputies and inmates referred to the system @dlraed rules that governed
inmate behavior and organized the allocation arge®f facility resources as the
“politics.” The “politics” imposed the mania of axing racial contamination that
characterized the attitudes of most White Americuring Jim Crow. However, the
racial hierarchy of the Jim Crow era had beendtat out in Golden County so that no

one group was singled out as the contagion. Tdudsn Crow mania pervaded Golden
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County detention centers but was tempered by aatephut-equal philosophy that was
truer in practice than was ever realized in frezety.

When an inmate entered a housing unit, he wagelragoout the “politics” of that
dayroom. He was told where “his” group’s toiletlasink were. He was told which days
his group had control of the television and whitlope was his—if there was more than
one. If there was only one, he was given the rdessing it—time allowed per call,
whom to ask when he wanted to use it, when he woeildermitted to use it, etcetera.
He was told which shower and table(s) belongedg¢@toup. He was told where he
could walk, with whom he could talk, with whom hautd share, and most importantly,
he was warned about the punishment for violatimgrtites. Beyond the prohibition of
sharing any resource—whether personal or provigetid facility—the “politics”
proscribed fraternization across racialized groupsBlack” and a “Southsider” inmate
might have shared a tiny space in a pre-housingjipkell without incident. They
might even have shared food, but if sent to theesdayroom with “politics,” they
walked by one another without acknowledging eatleptand they certainly did not
share personal items. Facility resources like giewsinks, toilets, and phones were
shared to in such a way that only a particular groauld make use of these resources at
one time so as not to contaminate them throughmagmg. For example, when an
inmate wanted to clip his nails, it was not firetree, first serve. It was first group come,
first group served. Thus, though a “Wood” mighté&een second in line, if he was
behind a paisa, the “Southsiders” who wanted teevpermitted to clip their nails first.

Similarly, haircuts were scheduled according toalaed group. Golden County jails
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did not have barbers, so each racialized groug&jlgihad an inmate who could cut hair
well enough to be the designated barber for hisgrdn Sunland, there was only one
pair of clippers per housing unit with up to fomydooms. Haircuts were scheduled
according to racialized group—not just need.

Though these racialized rules were jarring at,fisth time and conditioning,
notwithstanding some annoyances, the “politicsktaccommon sense nature. In fact, in
some dayrooms, the infrastructure for the “polit®semed to be built into the facility.
For instance, Sunland Detention Cefitéiad several housing units that included three
phones, three showers, and the tables were boltid tground in groups of three. These
sets of three made it easy for inmates to alloegteurces along racial lines. The sets of
threesignaledto inmates that each group was supposed to hagwits Thus, the racial
project that began with classification was furteetrenched at the micro-level.

Nevertheless, men frequently complained under tireiath about the “politics.”
‘Fucking hate this shit man! This politics shitstsipid. Of the three groups,
“Southsiders® appeared to be the most committed to the “politit¥hereas the
“Blacks” and the “Woods” were sometimes known tibidte intergroup interaction, the
“Southsiders” rarely did so. Of the three groups, “Blacks” were, perhaps, the most
lax when it came to the “politics.” It appearediasugh the “Blacks” went along with
the “politics” because the rules existed, but thegmed dispassionate about enforcing

the racialized rules relative the “Woods” and deiyein comparison to the

3 Sunland is one of the newer facilities in Golderugty, having opened in 1993. One wonders whether
resources were built in sets of three with thisalaeed scheme in mind.

39 Evidence from recent interviews with former jaihiates that | have conducted suggest that thenasfgi
the “politics” might be traced to the “Southsidéteir relationship to La Eme (The Mexican Mafia)
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“Southsiders.” That said, men rarely resistedrétogalized rules in highly political
spaces, but in apolitical spaces (pre-housing hgldells and mental-health holding
cells) and spaces that might be in contestatian\(iiting area and the “reé®, men
challenged and even ignored the “politics.” Fatamce, while at rec’, a few of us
played basketball while a few “Southsiders” waitie€elir turn. When our time on the
court expired, T (a “Black”) complained, “Well, I'meady to play another game, but we
can’t play with you,” pointing to two “Southsidera/ho were waiting to play next.

“This shit is stupid,” | grumbled. LK (a “Black’odded.

“Could we pick them up [play a game of basketljalllasked, looking to LK as
if he had the answer.

“They ain’t gonna be able to, nigga, but ask ifiyeant to.”

“Yo,” T blurted to Reaper, the “Southsider” lieant who seemed to be at rec’
just to watch what was going on. “Can we pick thgf?” Reaper shook his head and
walked away. There would be no violating the “pod” during his watch.

In the above exchange, Reaper functioned as aot@ggent for the micro-level
racial project—the “politics.” He effectuated “Sbaider” rules, but he also reinforced
the racial order and ensured that there was nalre@ntamination.

There were times when resistance to the “politingdolitical spaces was

successful. One morning while in the pill callljtt | overheard a “Wood” saying that he

“0The “rec™ is short for “recreation area,” whictawthe outside area that usually contained a bzelket
hoop, a place to play handball, and a place toulleups. Sometimes inmates were given “rec’,” and
sometimes they were sent there at night in the ioafldeir boxers as corporeal punishment.

*! Inmates who received regular medication for amgoa were summoned from the cells twice a day to

receive their medicine.
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had run out of toilet paper despite having putewesal kites. “Wow. That’'s some
bullshit,” I interjected while looking over my shior.

“Yeah man,” he responded in a dejected tone. “threde fuckin’ rules they got
here. This one Mexican said he’d gimme a roll,ibutake it, | could get my ass beat.”

Toilet paper was a particularly valued resouree then often hoarded as long as
they could. 1 told him that | would try to get hiaroll, but that | was not sure whether |
could. | asked D-Double how he felt about me giMine “Wood” a roll of toilet paper,
and he respondeBbamn! A nigga can’t even wipe his ass properlpene. ‘Fucked up.
| don’t care, nigga. Do what'chu feeWith D-Double’s blessing, and after negotiating
with my celly about giving away one of our rollsyaited until the night pill call, and on
my way back to my cell, | dropped a roll of toifeper in front of the Wood'’s cell door.
He nodded and mouthed “thank you” through thewglbdow. We never spoke about it.

Crystallization of the “politics.” The “politics” were most intense within the
interactions of inmates, but the “politics,” asiadized rules, might have been less stable
had the rules not pervaded the everyday businessoéging the inmates. In other
words, it was not just that inmates recreatelitical rules through their interactions that
crystallized the “politics;” it was that deputiedheered to the “politics” as well. Thus, the
“politics” were given a level of authoritative léighacy that they would not otherwise
have had. Racial classification and racializapoocesses extended beyond housing to
include clothing exchanges and food distributi@uring feed? time, a representative

from each of the racialized inmate groups was askegilve counts of their respective

“2 Deputies routinely referred to lunch or breakfastlinner as “feed” time, which added an unnecégsar
demeaning dimension to eating.
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membership, and food trays were supplied accorirtige racial order instead of simply
using the total number of inmates in the dayrodmthis way, inmates relied upon the
leadership within their respective racialized groapd the micro-level project was
sanctioned at the organizational level. In faeputies relied upon inmate leadership to
police their respective group members. When aratemsilently protested directives
from Sunland deputies, | recorded the followingeslation:

...my celly and | were up as usual, and we sawethrale deputies
walking a “Southsider” back in here. Before tltesned him over to the
three females deputies running the pod that nigivas clear that the one
male deputy was frustratingly trying to get anssxfeom the “Southsider”
who had his bedroll with the sheet already @nd his box in his hand.
Eventually the male deputies gave up, and thewaantold (apparently)
to go sit in the dayroom (he was probably toldddoack to his cell). One
of the female deputies, Bear, began to talk éontilan through the
intercom. He wasn’t answering her questiond)eswas called to the sally
port and questioned by Boy (a female deputy)e Basn't getting the
answers she wanted either, and he went baclkeidaiiroom and sat
down. Then Reaper, [the “Southsider” lieutenamngs called out,
guestioned, and sent back to his cell. He walkethe southsider without
acknowledging him at all. Then Beast, [the “Swider” rep’], was called
out, questioned, and sent back to his cell. Ise ddn’t acknowledge the
man—~not that the guy looked up at either ondnefrt. Then the three
female deputies all came to talk to the man afer@ng that if he didn’t go
to his cell (#94 with Bubble), they would put himthere. Shockingly, he
just turned his back to them...I don’t know whagBesaid to the man,
but he clearly didn’t feel safe. The man wasrasponsive and openly
defiant in front of everyone. Boy demanded, ‘feno’s your rep’?!
Who do | have to talk to?” The man said nothemg he refused to move.
They dared not put their hands on him, and | tibink they wanted to
call a male deputy. Eventually, Boy concludddirgy, “I'm gonna put
you in rec’ [recreation] cuz I'm tired of yourish The southsider did not
respond to any threats.

| later found out that the “Southsider” refuseddturn to his cell because his

celly, Bubble, had been sanctioned to beat hime mhan could not inform the deputies
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of the situation (be a snitch), so he sat sileatlgt refused to obey directives because he
could not be honest about his position. Relevan the deputies relied upon inmate
leadership for information regarding what was haypg with an inmate who simply
refused to do as he was told. The deputies didewit out the inmate’s celly or other
inmates who are in nearby cells. They sought tmsel of the inmate leaders who
headed racialized groups. More importantly, theudies sought to have input from the
“Southsiders” leadership because the man ignoriregiives was a “Southsider.”
Consequently, the racial order was not challengguablematized. It was crystallized,
and made to seem natural.

APOLITICAL SPACES

The intensity of the “politics” was not uniformrass Golden County detention
centers. That is, the degree of racializationecathroughout Golden County. Some
spaces were characterized by strict adherence tipttitics” while other spaces had no
“politics” at all. Still others were somewheretire middle. In effect, the intensity of the
“politics” could be mapped along a continuum frono “politics” to “strict politics.” |
have described the general character of interaatiancouple of the places that had no

“politics,” but further detail is needed.
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Pre-Housing Holding Cells

Interactions in pre-housing holding cells were tie&dy unfettered insofar as
inmates had not yet been classified. It was appavhich inmates were recidivists and
which were first-timers, but that differentiatiorasrbased upon experience and not class
in the way that | have conceptualized it here. egresenting varying racial and ethnic
groups shared each other’s space without incidenpee-housing holding cells. In fact,
despite being so tightly packed at times that aagighysical contact was nearly
impossible, | never witnessed or heard of a siafjercation while in a pre-housing
holding cell. Men shared stories about how theyost got away from the cops, their
concerns regarding their charges, and even seasoerethvolved themselves in laughs
and storytelling though they knew that the “postithat awaited most of us would likely
disallow casual conversation across racialized ggowMost significantly, men shared
their food items freely without concern for raceetinnicity, which was heresy in almost
all jail spaces. Those who were not accustomettitking skim milk offered it to
whoever was the first to holler, “Shoot ft” Effectively, without a system of
classification (and in small numbers because teenpusing holding cells were full if ten

men were in them), race was not a divisive faatotirfimates.

*3“Shoot it” was a common saying germane to jailliées, meaning to quickly pass something.
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Mental Health Holding Cells

Mental health holding cells were also apoliticahes. Typically, there were no
more than five inmates at a time in these celld,the group was usually racially diverse.
In pre-housing holding cells, inmates had not w#rbexposed to the “politics” or forced
to abide by the racialized rules; however, in memgalth holding cells, inmates usually
came from highly political dayrooms. Many of timenates who visited mental health
nurses went to escape the “politics.” Time intental health holding cells were
blissful relative to the experiences inmates wexd@riy in their respective dayrooms.

The mental health holding cells usually had a wagkphone with which an inmate could
gain a little extra phone time that he would ndtwkile in his housing unit. Most
importantly though, conversations in these cellge®d on how inmates felt about being
incarcerated. Men talked about mistakes they hadiemssues they were having with the
wives, ex-wives, and children. They spoke of cons@bout being left alone for too
long. They complained about the “politics” andide$o just do their time in peace.

Some inmates visited mental health as a sort@dti@ from their dayroom lives,
and this was no secret. While waiting in a mehéalth cell, which in Sunland was
across from an “ad-seg” cell, | overheard deputyvBr responding to an “ad-seg” inmate

regarding a mental health hustle. The inmate wasptaining that he could not sleep
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and that he needed someone to talk to. Deputy Bsmeffed and responded, “You just
want to use the phones. | know that’'s why you cdm&n here. I'm not stupid.” He
might not have been wrong. The mental health sunse personable, and they did a
good enough job at feigning empathy for the inmateasthey were not fooled into
believing that every inmate who visited them was¢hbecause they needed professional
attention.

In discussing when | was supposed to return totahéealth, Nurse Bee added,
“Some people like to come down here because theit'sa nice environment.”

Being that mental health served as a sort of \@talestination for inmates
within Golden County, the character of interactveas quite different from other spaces
in the jails. Paul Bunyan, a large and imposingddd’ used to share his most personal
feelings about life while we sat in a mental hedltiding cell awaiting our turn to speak
to the nurse, doctor, or to be escorted back taespective cells. He said that he could
tell that the psychiatrist was sometimes rushimg dut of the booth—that he was not
always listening, which “sucks when you’re pouryayr heart out.” Mental health
holding cells were extensions of the booths thaiates sat in to discuss their fears and

personal issues with professionals, and inmatesréghthe “politics” in those spaces.
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The Trustee Pod

Beyond the administrative-based benefits that catiebeing housed in a trustee
pod, those dayrooms were free of the “politics.triDg the week that | spent in the
trustee pod in Providence, | was the third mantwaman cell. | am Black American,
one of my cellies was a red-headed White man ieily twenties, and the other was
Latino and in his early twenties. | was assigrethat cell by the administration;
however, when | was transferred to a general poipulaell in Sunland, all of my cellies
were “Blacks” like me. Again, this reflects theganizational level racial project, but
that | could be in a cell with one of each of theet racialized groups represented
without any issues begs the questihy have segregate inmates in the first place?

The trustee pod had no racialized grotfiend hence, no racialized group
leadership structures. The tables in the dayroeme Wwolted to the ground at equal
distances, and they only sat four, which made gimgnthem according to a racialized
scheme difficult. Men showered in whichever showas available. Men used
whichever phone was free. Men who would not bengézd to hold a conversation with
one another in other dayrooms were sharing foadadt, | partook in what was known

as a “spread” with White, Black, and Latino inmatés“spread” was a potluck of sorts

4| am referring to the racialization process in @l County, and | am not suggesting that men in the
trustee pod had not undergone some form of raaiadiz while in free society.
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in which inmates contributed food items (typicalipups” were the base food) to make a
large meal, and all those who contributed (and siomes a few who did not) sat and ate
the food together. In political dayrooms (mostrdayns), a “spreads” were open to
inmates of the same racialized group only. | whg taken aback when | was invited to
what would otherwise be an intergroup “spread.’thie trustee pod, the “spread” was for
inmates—no class or race differentiation.

Race relations in the trustee pod challenged nagrgtanding of how inmates
interacted with one another, and so for clarifmafil struck up a conversation with a
Black American inmate who was playing cards witWhite American inmate. “So, |
can use whichever phone | want,” | asked a bitadalously.

“Yeah,” he responded while shrugging his shouldé¥ou could use the one up
there or the one back there or whatever,” pointingarious phones around the housing
unit.

“Cool.”

“Yeah. We don’'t have that shit in other pods—ttaaie shit. Mufuckas in here
can do what they want. Just don’t be disrespedtfutlit's not about race. | mean,

Mexicans kick it wit’ each other, but they don’tMeato. | play cards with whoever.”
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It is worth noting here that during my time in fireld, | never witnessed an
interracial disagreement, argument, or fight. Tisisot to say that there were no issues.
Certain inmates did not like other inmates, andeveere class divisions between the
“greens” and the “oranges” that bred resentmeritrdmze was not a factor in the trustee
pod.

“Church”

Periodically but irregularfl?, one or two volunteers visited Sunland and held
“church” services in the multipurpose ro8hadjoining the command pod. The pod
would announce that church was available and asdetinterested to line up at the sally
port. Only the first ten to fifteen inmates todiop were permitted to attend church in the
approximately 20’ x 20’ multipurpose room. Chmstivolunteers who freely shared their
personal battles with the criminal justice systdnmugs, and other of life’s difficulties
conducted the “service.” Generally, the volunteeesl a scripture or two and started
talking about their lives until something sparkecbaversation among the inmates.

The multipurpose room had a huge window througltiwtthe goings on in the
room could be viewed clearly from the dayroom thaas in at Sunland. Nevertheless,

while at church, inmates interacted as if they wera safety zone—invisible to others.

*> Sometimes it would be weekly. Sometimes no sesvigere held for weeks at a time.
“® The multipurpose room was also frequently calleatram” or the “program room” because so many
programs were conducted in that room.
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When the call came for those interested in churghates formed lines at the sally ports
in deeply racialized spaces; however, once thegredtchurch, those same men held
hands, prayed together, spoke of their hopes amcecos for their families, shared their
triumphs and their nightmares. One inmate shdrathe had a recurring nightmare that
he was being attacked by snakes. Two other innmatgded and said that they had had
similar nightmares. More than anything else, chygave inmates space and time to
recapture a bit of the humanity that had beenmtddrom them and that they
suppressed. Men cried. They were emotional ahtevable in ways that would not
have been permitted in their dayrooms. In facdtwshof emotion could have been
dangerous outside of church and mental healtholder “Black” inmate from a different
dayroom once told me that a younger “Black” inntze been threatened because he
was “crying like a baby...nobody wants to see th&turch allowed men to be
human—for a little while.

Upon the conclusion of church, men filed back itteir dayrooms, and those
same men who had literally shared their dreamsagidmares, walked by one without
acknowledging the experience that they had togdtbeause of the “politics.” The
“politics” meant that inmates returned to busin@ssisual, and whatever benefits inmates

gained from church, they kept those benefits pusioeeh within themselves.
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EXPLAINING VARIATION IN THE RIGIDITY OF RACIALIZATI ON

The intensity of the racialization was not unifoagross jail space, so what

explains this variation? Why were some spacesChow-like while others were

relatively free of such racial mania? To answeséhquestions | created two simple

matrices based upon what was occurring in eachlrpmject. Beginning with the

organizational level, | reasoned that whether amaite was permitted to have visiting

hours, time at recreation, whether he could visitemtal health nurse, be classified as a

trustee, or participate in church, were managemecisions that could be understood in

terms the end the goal—treatment or rehabilitati@nalyzing the use of space in terms

of the administrative goals allowed for the crematid two simplified categories:

punishmentaindtreatmentrehabilitation | then cross-referenced the management goals

with the rigidity of racialization. For the sakésimplification, | chose the extremes—

either “strict racialization” or “very low racial&ion.” None of the services provided by

Golden County rose to the level of a sustainedreféovard rehabilitating inmates, and

Golden County certainly did not have the resouoress mandate to provide treatment

services that would get inmates well; however,abevementioned services, programs,

and activities could be viewed as efforts towaeditment and rehabilitation. Jails are

typically thought of us as relatively temporarytistias in the criminal justice system, so

108



they tend to have far fewer resources for rehaliiih and treatment than prisons
(Goldfarb 1976; Pogrebin 1982; Klofas 1984; Jackk@@l; Collins et al. 2013). Thus,
the efforts that Golden County offered were commeate with what is likely to be
found in most jail systems.

Table 1 represents my analysis of the relationsbtpreen the rigidity of
racialization and Golden County jail managementgodreatment/rehabilitation-
oriented spaces were characterized by very loveliaation?” Racialization processes
would disrupt rehabilitation/treatment servicefgrams, and activities like visiting
mental health, working as a trustee, or particigain church services; therefore, to
reduce the effects of racialization, inmates wesgt kn low numbers where interaction
could be better managed, and the administratiazetbmtergroup interaction by
integrating these activities whereas other sendikeausing the nail clippers and getting
a haircut were racialized. Thus, primacy was gitetteatment/rehabilitation instead of
management, which often meant punishment and doriso, in these spaces, inmates
were provided a sense of dignity. Trustees weo&keapto as if they were humans,

inmates visiting mental health professionals wer@earaged to think about themselves

*" Though some spaces clearly had no “politics” atafre I'm referring to the degree of racializatiand
my use of “very low racialization” is in acknowlegigent that like gender, racial systems (and hence
racialization) are typically at play in one wayasother.
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outside of their current conditions, and men atrchuwvere permitted to experience a
wider range of emotions—beyond disgust and ankrst importantly though, because
inmates were not separated according to the ragial, interactions in
treatment/rehabilitation spaces were charactetyecery low intensities of racialization.

Conversely, when punishment was the goal, inmaége subjected tstrict
politics, and time in a highly racialized environment wagexienced as an added
measure of punishment, as the “politics” superinepas layer of control upon a society
of men who had already been divested of their veed

TABLE 1: ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL

Management Goals Racial Project
Very Low Racialization Strict Racialization
Treatment/Rehabilitation X
Punishment X

At the micro-level, the intensity of racializati@ras a function of the presence of
a control agent, whether the inmate had a releatse dnd the amount of time that the
inmate had been in the jail. The relationship leefmvthese factors is represented in
Table 2. Repeatedly, when a control agent in ohe fof a deputy who favored or who

enforced the “politics” or a lieutenant or “rep&gpecially an out-group “rep’”) was
present, the “politics” were strictly enforced. afhis, inmates were on their best
behavior, following all of the Jim Crow-like ruleghenever they knew they were being

watched by a “rep’,” a lieutenant, or someone wlas wympathetic to “politics.” On the
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other hand, when control agents were absent, irmwatee much more lax about the
“politics.”

Having a release date was critical. Inmates witalease date tended to cheat the
“politics” in some small way or another. Sometinasstheir release date approached,
they withdrew from participating in day-to-day agies with other inmates, a finding
that lends support to Wheeler (1961) who made dasimbservation with prison inmates
who were preparing for reentry to free society.e Télease date provided a sense of
certainty and the ontological security that théheeworld was not never-ending. One
would eventually be permitted to go home, and khatvledge was invaluable, as most
of the general population had no idea when theyldvba leaving Golden County. With
a release date, inmates had something to hoparfdriooking toward their free society
lives, they sought only to do their time in jail—rio become fixtures within the
normative structures of the jail. They hoped torbjail but notof jail, and so the
“politics” were resisted—strictly prohibited in theustee pod.

Finally, the longer an inmate was in jail, theagez the likelihood that he would
be officially classified as either a “Black,” a “Wd,” or a “Southsider,” and the greater
the likelihood that he would be conditioned to d@l adhere to the “politics.” In other
words, similar to Clemmer’s (1940) “prisonizaticarid Irwin’s (1985) adoption into the
“rabble” class, with time, socialization pressudesve inmates to adhere to the
“politics.” Men who made bail while in pre-housihglding cells were removed from
jail before they had a chance to be racializede®fmen were processed through

classification, given a housing assignment, anelisdd a day or two later. Most of the
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time, those men never had to settle in and aceemlization in Golden County penal

societies as their new environment. They simplyewst around long enough for the

racialization process to become a common sensefaghaving and thinking. On the
other hand, the longer an inmate was there, the wmmnditioned he became to the

“politics.”

TABLE 2: MICRO-LEVEL

Inmate Factors Racial Project
Very Low Racialization Strict Racialization
Control Agents Present X
Certainty of Release X
Time X
SUMMARY

In Golden County, an inmate’s experience variezetdaipon whether he was
classified and housed with the trustees, in germaiilation, or in a housing unit
reserved for the stigmatized class. Mirroring eys of hierarchy and control in free
society, Golden County inmates were subjectedytertaof class- and race-based
controls, and several conclusions can be derivad the analysis of Golden County
social structure.

I have conceptualized the Golden County penaks$peis a race-making system
wherein racial formation processes at the orgaioizat and micro-level were mutually
constitutive and expressive of a naturalized ramidér that was based upon

institutionalized myths related to race and risknagement. These myths (Meyer and
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Rowan 1977) are found within free society stereesypnisconceptions about U.S. race
relations, fear, and misnomers like “race riot,"iethas Spiegel (2007) so cogently
argued, are often not conflicts stemming from taigins. Instead, they are conflict on
which a racial order is overlaid, and despite angpidence that suggested that racial
classification and segregation was not only unrssrgs but it could be dangerous,
administrators, deputies, and inmates alike acdapehegemony of these myths. This
was no small issue.

Strict adherence to the racial-risk myths meaat theanings attached to free
society racial and ethnic categories and groupg wemronstituted according the to goal
of reducing risk. Thus, the racial categories ®&la “Wood,” and “Southsider” were
created, and however foreign or extreme this psosesemed, we must remember that
“race” is a highly contextualized concept, and wittabits a given racial category
depends upon the constellation of political, so@all economic contexts (Omi and
Winant 1994). On this point, Aimaguer (1994) pdmd an exemplary historical analysis
of the meaning of Whiteness in California, whichluded a brief discussion of how
Mexicans, some Chinese, and Asian Indians weréngldiffering socio-political
moments, deemed White, demonstrating that ractadizé not tied to biology or
phenotype. It is a socio-political procéssselytied phenotype, which itself is socially
constructed.

The construction of racial categories in respdosan institutional myth about
race relations demonstrates how dynamic and comptaal formation processes can be.

One might say that the myth of risk managementaid@ County jails and the resultant
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organizational projects were embedded within adapgoject concerning race relations
that articulates the attitude and belief that lagiaups are better off segregated. Recent
scholarship has shown that the U.S. is becomingasingly racially segregated (Massey
2007; Sharkey 2013). Future studies of raciatifitration might benefit from looking at
institutional myths about race and race relationsrder to examine racial segregation
and “white flight” in particular.

The myth of risk management for racial segregatvas remarkably durable in
the face of evidence that plainly demonstratedreal classification was, at worst,
problematic, and at best, in effectual. Perhapsihbst glaring issue with racial
classification and segregation practices as mesgoreisk management was that men
were only segregated in two-man cells. Exceptifoes of security alert, which always
meant that inmates were put on 23.5 hour lockdoman in closed dayrooms were
usually given time out of their cells two or thitgmes a day (notwithstanding the normal
food schedule). Thus, if interracial conflict wg@ing to occur, inmates always had
plenty of opportunities to fight. In open dayrogmeen roamed freely at all times of the
day and night. Again, if a man sought interract@iflict, he certainly had plenty of
opportunity for it. In effect, racial segregatimas largely ineffectual as a risk
management practice.

To this end, the analysis presented here invit®lpgists to consider how
institutional myths about race permeate organinatibehavior and lead to policies and
practices about race relations that are neitheceg¥e nor efficient. Penal managers can

have a significant effect on the intensity of réization based upon their goals—whether
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they be to punish, to treat, or to rehabilitateerylittle research has been conducted in
which penologists consider how management goagsitffie lives of inmateshile
including the voices of the inmates (Collins et24113).

Finally, the Golden County racial order problernasi the way we think of U.S.
racial structures. Generally in free society, aalgsis of “race,” “race relations,” or
“racial segregation” would be incomplete withoutiacussion of the asymmetrical power
relations between racial groups; however, in atfiatarchy, groups may be hierarchical
in one way and not in another. Future researclnimeroncile contemporary U.S. race
relations, which can be traced to white supremaabeéfs (Mills 1997), with the
relationship between flat hierarchies and racialigs in other penal societies or in free

society.
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CHAPTER 4: “JAILING”
Today, as usual, Scott and | divided up the tdsiteaning our cell. He
cleaned the toilet and the sink. | got underaieks and cleaned the
floor. I'm always amazed at how the floor feafter it's been cleaned—
kinda soft and cushiony. The doors popped op#mowt warning for
dayroom, and Toll appeared in our doorway as wiked in silent
concert. | guess we must have looked like bitdg ants getting a job
done because he said, “Oh, so y'all just jaiinh?” Scott responded that
we were just about done, and | just laughedjtlaituck me that Toll,
who'’s been here for so long, noticed that we stehave the hang of
things. | kinda feel like he’s anointed us imsoway.

The above excerpt is from my fieldnotes while im&nd, and it captures the
coining of the key concept discussed here: “jailindailing is a processual concept that
refers to the learning and development of copirgiegies for penal living. Jailing
helped inmates to manage the stressors that thigyfalzed. Here | focus on those
strategies that, through repetitive use and peedeelpfulness, rose to the level of
prescription and became a part of the culturaldaage of Golden County penal society.
Inmates learned these strategies through obsenyatidhey were explicitly taught them
becausdhey were durable. In short, they worked, anthey comprised the heart of the
jailing process.

Jailing is about survival. The implementing afanstellation of coping tools that
reduced stress and thereby alleviated the paimsmfsonment was an ongoing process
in which an inmate was playing catch-up. His reses were always reactionary, for,
over time, coping tools diminished in their capatd reduce stress. Thus, the inmate
was constantly shuffling tools and strategies.sWws necessary, in part, because

punishment was multidimensional, and the varioelsl$§ of punishment waxed and

waned in their intensity and significance. Fotamee, there were times when the loss of
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autonomy was a greater issue than the loss of moer@mother social and familial
relationships; there were times when the lossbefrty was a more significant issue than
the loss of heterosexual relationships and issomesetning personal security; and there
were times when an inmate was primarily concernigd tive loss of property over any
otherpain associated with imprisonment. It was this shiftof the emphasis in stressors
that necessitated vigilance and a well-stockedgbetl of coping strategies, less an
inmate succumb to the stress of the penal envirahme

Below [ further subdivide environmental and prevédrms of punishment in
terms of how inmates experienced and responddtese tpunishments. My discussion is
organized according to the coping strategies tiraates employed in response to three
broad dimensions of punishment: sensory deprivatontamination, and emotional
constriction. | then provide an analysis of theaal significance of time as it pertains to
jailing.
Sensory Deprivation

Penal living starves the mind of input. The féieit are purposefully drab. The
scenery is unchanging. The routinization of lifeeg structure to everyday living, but it
also strips life of meaning. The conversationsiydes, thoughts, and emotions of each
day become so predictable that it is hardly wogtitg them, for as the passing of one
schedule blends into the passing of the next, weégms identical to the schedule
appearing on the horizon, inmates struggle to finr@@dning in living and in time itself.

As Scotty once said, “It’'s just the same games—stme crimes.”
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“You can just swap most niggas in for other niggasl ain’t shit changed,” LK
added. “I'm glad | haven’t gotten tired of you gas yet because | would do something
to change this scenery.”

For Scotty and LK, as was true for many others gfent month after month in
jail, the extremes of deprivation and routinizatreduced penal living to an endless
procession of empty moments and interactions wittrchangeable inmates.

To break the monotony of daily jail living anddaswer the ever-present
guestion, “Now what,” men engaged in a varietyahsties that | place under the
umbrella of projectsProjectsare tasks that inmates give themselves to dog guttply,
in order to have something to do. That definii®nather plain, but that is precisely the
function of projects—to give a man something to &wojects are actually quite
common. In free society, for example, wherevempbeare made to wait, persons can be
seen on a smartphone or a tablet playing a puanteeg The game is a type of project
that keeps the mind busy until it is time for oadandle one’s personal business.
Similarly, but perhaps more idiosyncratically, Meaa few friends who do not drink
coffee or tea but who have the habit of arrangimgeteners by brand so that they are
more accessible and aesthetically pleasing to tiwbeedo drink coffee or tea. More
importantly, arranging the sweetener packets gmgériends something to do while we
wait for our food to arrive. In penal societiemjpcts perform more important functions.
They reduce the strain that accompanies punishieinterrupting the monotony of

what Goffman (1961) referred to as routinized “bdteing.”
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Projects. In open dayrooms, inmates cleaned the dayroonintmusly, and a
more thorough clean was regularly scheduled betweady cleans. Past staph infection
outbreaks led inmates to place a high value omttesss. However, because the space
was shared and because cleaning the dayroom wagsaéngroup effort, the project did
not have the therapeutic value that it had in dat@®yrooms. This is not to say that
cleaning the dayroom did not give men somethingtobut in open dayrooms, it was
experienced as a chore instead of a project agd thefined it here.

In closed dayrooms, inmates spent the majoritheif time locked in the cells.
There were days when their housing unit was onkogvn” status, meaning inmates
were locked in their cells for twenty-three andflmalurs a day until that status was lifted.
Sometimes word traveled through the JNN that & faigldl broken out in another
dayroom; however, most times, we had no idea whyvere being put on lockdown or
why “lockdown status” ended. There were days wiherpod primary, the deputy
running the pod, preferred not to deal with thelaigce that came with giving inmates
time to roam the dayroom, and so no dayroom timegixen. There were, of course,
rare times when inmates were given an extra amufuitne to interact in the dayrooffy,
but on the balance, inmates spent a great deghefih their cells. Once the cell door
closed, inmates were immediately confronted withirtbhonditions and time. Cleaning
the cell gave them a project.

Often the decision to clean the cell began witla ohthe cellies having nothing

else to do. But once the decision was made, agftmt was not going to be acceptable.

“8 Dayroom time was typically given twice a day fepeoximately forty-five minutes to an hour.
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For first-time inmates housed with returning innsatdeaning the cell could be a
dangerous project. Inmates took the project sslyouPoor effort and poor execution
could lead to violent disciplinary action, and intesdid not have the right to refuse to
clean a cell. Cells were not just cleaned; thesevaetailed. The floors were swept and
mopped. The walls were wiped down. Nooks andreesmwere cleaned. The metal bed
frames were wiped down. The toilet and sink wéeareed, and the mark of a good
cleaning meant no streaks or soap scum left beHngst bunnies were cleaned from air
vents. The cell door window was cleaned, and gleoof men could go the extra mile
and clean their cell door if they so chose. Thoggmt was therapeutic. Cell cleaning was
often done in near silence—especially when tworegteleaners were doing the work.
Their minds became so focused on the project gt little needed to be said.

Cell cleaning was often a multilevel project imtlt sparked other projects.
Inmates were not given cleaning supplies, broonggsnor any such tools to clean their
cells. Thus, men spent hours producing these itéfhge cleaning solution was typically
a mixture of water, bacterial soap, and shampod;iwiere purchased from the jail's
commissary using an inmate’s personal money. deroio sweep the cell floor, men
used the cardboard backs of paper pads becauBlattbdge could be dragged across the
floor to gather dust. A dustpan was created byimgethe edge of a sheet of paper so
that it would stick to the ground and sweepingdhieupon the paper. Men ripped, cut,
and tore their jail-issued towels in such a way thay had a hand towel with which to
wash their bodies, a rag with which to clean tHe aad a towel that allowed them to dry

themselves off after a shower. The developmettiede tools represented projects.
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Sometimes men were explicitly taught how to maleséhtools. Sometimes, men saw
that a neighbor had created a tool that worked saritiey recreated what they saw, and
other times inmates tried their hand at innovatibor example, Flip once spent an entire
day fashioning an actual “broom” from toothpastd aewspaper. His broom had a
handle and newspaper bristles, but it was completaless as a method for cleaning the
cell, so after spending a day on designing (headlgtmade drawings of designs) and
bringing a design to fruition, he simply threw bi®om away. The value was not in the
broom. The value was in the project itself. Fon,lthe project filled the day, consumed
his mind, his hands, and produced a material gogained in the project vicariously by
offering constant criticism, which gave me somegtim do.

A clean cell was a source of pride, and once dares typically made use of
dayroom or chow time to make it known that they just cleaned their cell. With
prideful hearts they recounted how they dustedceahed and wiped and scrubbed with
toothbrushes. Typically, such boasting led tossussion about who had the best
cleaning skills, followed by a brief showing of tbell when the cell doors popped open
again, further debate about who corddlly clean a cell, and at least one or two pairs of
men cleaning their cells in competitive respon&ecordingly, the respondents benefited
from cell cleaning, for they then had a highly pased project.

There was a wide range of projects that specifitalped men to cope with
sensory deprivation. In fact, the array of praggantlicates the difficulties inmates had
with penal living. Some inmates chose to sleef,thnse who utilized this method

seemed to be able to sleep for ten and twelve $toetiches. Those who could not sleep
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but wanted to lay on their metal bunk and pad stginto space or on one side staring at
a wall for hours on end. Nearly every inmate adatn individual workout plan that he
followed with varying degrees of fervor. Men reagerything made available to them.
Some men sang loudly just to break the deafenlege. Others rapped. Writing and
drawing (if one had the skills) were also commoonjguts. Some inmates held regular
conversations with themselves while in their cadl if replaying old movies or television
programs. During dayroom time, they interactedqutly normally with others, but at
night when the hours in the cell were longest, tlegd on unconventional coping
methods. In each case, men were searching for twagape with the punishments they
were receiving as inmates, and it bears acknowhegdiiat the effectiveness of any one
project waxed and waned throughout an inmate’secar€onsequently, inmates made
use of more than one.
Contamination

Within his discussion of the myriad ways that iesaare mortified, Goffman
(1961) discussed various forms of contaminationclvhe described as violations of
“territories of the self” (p. 23). His analysisinded examples of types of
contamination, which can be gathered under thegoats of physical, informational, or
interpersonal.Physicalcontaminatiorrefers to the various types of bodily defilement
that confronted inmatesformationalcontaminatiorrefers to the use of knowledge
about an inmate’s personal history to discredit stiginatize him; andhterpersonal
contaminatiorrefers to the condition of being forced to inténath others who one

might find reprehensible or disagreeable in somg wa sum, contamination comprises
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the feeling that one has been polluted in largesmeabecause the partitions that separate
the private from the public have been removed aepated. This intermingling of the
front stage with the back stage (Goffman 1959igxplicit form of punishment
germane to batch living in penal societies thateéases one’s stress level. Below |
discuss these forms of contamination with moreideta

Physical contaminationThere were some very general types of physical
contamination that inmates dealt with as part efghnishment of incarceration. Most of
these types could not be avoided, so coping wimthequired inmates to adjust their
expectations for maintaining distance between tii#ipand private in relation to what
they would face daily. The showers were desigoegdiblic use, and though inmates
had instituted a rule that each man should wiperditne shower after he used it, there
was no skirting the fact that dozens of men weneguthe same showers, which were
rarely if ever cleaned thoroughly. Similarly, ttlethes that inmates were issued were
rarely cleaned well. Often, unknown stains reméioe boxers and T-shirts that had
been freshly “cleaned.” The food trays tendedaweehcrusted food underneath them
where men typically gripped the trays to pick thgm The sponge bedrolls that men
were issued to throw over the metal bunk bed franere rarely—if ever—cleaned.
They stunk of the sweat of previous inmates. Ewbgre one looked, there was a chance
to be physically contaminated by the jail enviromteThe deputies were keenly aware
of this. They never handled inmates or enteredatsgs without wearing gloves, which
reminded inmates that they were considered undlgags in an unclean environment.

Men negotiated these environmental contaminantaitfir a change in perspective.
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Certainly, efforts were made to keep themselvestlagid personal areas clean, but
mostly, the attitude that men adopted was that Wexe in jail, and with that came
exposure to a certain amount of pollutants. Ieess, inmates changed their
expectations about what was an acceptable deggeysical contamination to survive
jail. This is not the same as saying that theydwampted the filth that comes with being
jailed, but in order to get through a day, a math teechange his understandings of
comfort and adjust his notions of clean; otherwise day would be filled with anxiety,
as he tried to maintain an unsustainable standard.

Another type of contamination had to do with thenates themselves. Inmates
with poor hygiene were not tolerated, and the patkspread of viruses and bacteria was
handled in a very aggressive manner. An inmate skifgped a shower for more than a
day, one who did not exchange his clothing during of the bi-weekly clothing
exchanges, or whom did not otherwise manage hsopal hygiene properly was given a
warning, and then he was violently disciplined.fdat, there was a palpable energy that
was generated at the prospect of beating a maat thiié inmate had poor hygiene that
put everyone else at risk was justification. Eoéaf by “reps,” lieutenants, and the
inertia of the group, there would be no detractmm such attacks, and the activity (the
discipline session) was therapeutic for those wmea—like smashing an object in anger
to relieve one’s stressro! | swear, I'm gonna pounce on this nigga’ héddee don’t
clean his ass. ‘Shit is ridiculous! You wannasgjek? Exactly. He don’t care, so he
needs to learn to care. He was told. Hell D-Dautald him. With excited detail men

described how they would get their licks in to mimihe inmate who put everyone in
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danger. But it was not just that men felt thaytbeuld catch something from being
forced to interact with someone with substandagidne practices. It was the offense of
being polluted by a public impurity that made menrglignant. At the same time, an
unclean inmate provided an opportunity for stresief; as it was understood that a lack
of cleanliness would lead to a beating. Thereforen kept track of who had not
showered each day and those who had not purchabsasaa “fish kit” from the
commissary. A “fish kit,” as it was colloquiallynkwn by deputies and inmates, was the
basic hygiene tools given to each inmate upon mgter housing unit for the first time.
It included a toothbrush, toothpaste, a razor, saa@ some deodorant. “Fish kits”
usually did not last long, and an inmate who redusereplenish his hygiene tools set
himself as the indirect recipient of a stress ugtig activity. Indigent inmates were
pressured by their group’s membership to get ‘figsi’ from deputies, a task deputies
typically completed at their leisure. Men stretthieeir muscles and pumped themselves
up in preparation for a disciplining session. #saexercise at the expense of another.
Periodically, a toilet would overflow because sometried to flush the wrong
things. Facilities management was characterigfiséw to respond to such matters. In
the mean time, inmates were subjected to the ctntdébacked up sewage pipes. Until
the toilet was fixed, inmates had to either hoklirtlvaste or beg for an escort to the
recreation area where an outside toilet that waemeeaned was made available.
Contaminations of this kind were particularly perab for there was no escape. In
closed dayrooms, a tiny cell quickly filled withetfumes of excrement and urine, which

traveled through the air vents to neighboring ceB8smilarly, in open dayrooms, a

125



dysfunctional toilet negatively affected everyorigecause facility resources like toilets
were divided by race, when a toilet was out, amregroup of inmates suffered.

Here, again, the typical coping strategy was toime one’s self that life in jail is
bad. Inresponse to having the inconvenience anthmination of an overflowed toilet,
men frequently commentedihis is jail, you know? This is what it iMen coped by
adjusting their expectations to what was withinrtephere of control. Those things
beyond their control were regarded as artifacthefail experience that must be
accepted as one did one’s time.

In closed dayrooms, a much more personal formhgs$igal contamination took
place regularly. Inmates circulat&thooth Magazin&mooth Girl Magazineand other
magazines that showed curvy models posed provetgaiiv vibrant color and detail with
enlarged quotes along the pictures from the mddidsg about what kind of men they
liked and their favorite sexual positions. Thesegarines were collectively known as
“jack-off material.” Sometimes a man would receavmagazine from another inmate
and find that wetness of some kind had dried andkid some of the page®amn!

You can always tell which page they stopped onlh&laBut now | don’t even wanna
touch this shit. ‘Fuckin’ nastyDespite the possibility of touching another married
semen, rarely did an inmate turn down the oppatguniuse a magazine for a night or
two. As Toll once explained, “My nigga, it's ndd@ut the bitches. | just need a way to
fuckin’ relax and shit. A nigga can’t be in heréghwthese niggas 24/7 and not go crazy.

It is what it is. My celly know. He just gottaalewith that shit. | do.” Thus, men
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masturbated as a way of coping with the omniprestess that accompanied
incarceration; however, pleasuring one’s self waswithout its downsides.

Masturbation presented serious challenges in jaik closed dayroom, a man
had to wait until his celly went to sleep and hopeaot wake him, all the while
maintaining his fantasy enough to achieve a mighem. This was no easy task. Many
inmates rarely slept. The lights in the cells weeger shut off, and a deputy periodically
walked through the dayroom for population countd &nensure that no rules were being
broken. The cells were typically cold, and knowthgt one’s celly was lying above or
below one—possibly about to wake up—made mastunbatidifficult task. There was a
sense that one’s fantasies and most intimate m@mee contaminated by the public.
That contamination was mutual, as no man wantéxe o the cell while his celly
masturbated. As a case in point, Flip, who waselly for about a month while at
Sunland, once entered the cell after lunch exdtrhuse he had bartered for two
magazines that he could use for a few days. Hedbyshowed me the magazines, and |
knew that he would be using them at some pointerLthat night | was awakened by the
sound of Flip masturbating on the bunk above miay bn my bunk for a couple of
minutes—sick to my stomach and empathetic at theegane. | tried to force myself
back to sleep, but | could not sleep through thendaf a man above me vigorously
trying to pleasure himself. Though | knew whawees doing, | shouted, “What are you
doing?” He immediately stopped masturbating, us&id nothing. It was a watershed

moment for both us. | never again caught him nrhating, and he stopped talking
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about how excited he was to masturbate to thengistim the magazines. We needed that
space.

Informational contaminationinmates were subjected to informational
contaminations as a routine part of the constitutiba public identity. The regular
rituals and degradation ceremonies required mémin& of themselves in terms of being
a “criminal.” Their records or charges were usgdiast them to establish that they were,
in fact, “criminals” who were in the right plac&imilarly, inmates were often
encouraged to confess their crimes while at “chuacidl “mental health” as a process of
healing and therapy. Inmates were told to faceoupeir criminal histories, meaning
they should allocute their poor behaviors in anmofpeum. Whatever therapeutic use
such rituals and degradation ceremonies had, tlweyfrad inmates more than anything
else.

| experienced this many times in my interactionhweputies. Typically, | tried
to engage deputies in mild conversation (ad-harwews) while walking to and from
mental health or any other time when there weremare than four inmates within
earshot. While being escorted to the dentistdldaonversation with an older Black
American deputy who had a very calm presence. Mytwith deputies was to code
switch so that | was using language commensuratessimeone with a college
education. Doing so always set me apart from atimeates (at first), and this time was
no different. After talking about why he chosdta deputy, he summed his thoughts of
me by saying, “You're obviously a smart guy—notlikvery other knucklehead in here.

Why are you here?”
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“I'm for the same reason that any so called siparson would be here: | made
poor decisions.”

“Yeah, but you're guilty,” he asked in a suggestmanner. “Your charges—did
you do it?”

| was taken aback by the question because | thidbhghhe and | had established
a rapport on a human level, but when he asked ne¢hehl was guilty, | was
immediately reminded that | had not cut my haitronmed my beard or mustache in
over two months (fearing that | would be physicalintaminated by using community
clippers), that | was dressed like an inmate, degiuties were taught not to trust inmates,
and that my answer was meaningless. | could hadetisat | was completely innocent,
but one’s presence in jail was typically used adence of guilt. | could have said that |
was guilty, and the conversation might have juskeeithere. “I'm certainly guilty of
poor decision-making, but the charges don't refteetcircumstances,” | offered rather
nervously.

“Hmm,” he responded while looking forward and abime.

| had several such interactions with deputiese ditder of interaction was always
the same. | was an inmate asking a deputy absurtier viewpoints on something. |
code switched to earn the deputy’s trust and keegdnversation going longer than
normal. The deputy was surprised that | was diffefrom the other “knuckleheads.”
The deputy then reminded me that | was an inmatescaabout what brought me to jail,
asked how many times | had been arrested, or talkedt how | was different but still an

inmate. In each instance, information about mgnoral history was used to discredit

129



me. Though | tried to preemptively cope with thedrmational contamination through
the presentation of a free self, my managemernestyavas typically abortive.
Conversations with deputies often left me dissatishnd feeling that | should not waste
my time trying to live above my circumstances.

This type of informational contamination was ro¢ tnost severe. The most
serious violations of the self were experiencedméue inmate suffered two types of
contamination. An exemplary example comes frortogyghat K-OS, a “Black” inmate
shared with me. He suspected that he had condractexually transmitted disease prior
to being incarcerated, and he went for testingevinljail. He said that he was taken in a
small, relatively public area where a nurse apdreddim with a long Q-Tip. “When |
saw that, | was like ‘*hold on. Hold on.” | wasking terrified, and a punk ass dep’ was
there watching the whole time. | got my dick ang this lady is coming at me with this
long ass Q-Tip, and a fucking dep’ was in the rdom ‘Guess he had to be there to
watch and shit. | kept saying, ‘hold on’ becauses$ nervous, and he kept saying, ‘Just
do it" ‘Man. Shit was crazy.”

Here K-OS’ sexual history was on display. No aeeded to directly address
how he might have contracted a sexually transmdtséase, but instead of his medical
history being privately shared between he and acakprofessional, a deputy was there
contaminating the process and the use of K-OS‘gmasnformation. | directly asked
K-OS how he handled the situation, he said, “Ftickvia know? Fuck it. I'm just glad
that | didn’t have shit.” The “fuck it” attitudeas an expression of an adjustment in

expectations and acknowledgment that the situateswell beyond his sphere of
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control. Had he ruminated over the violation, hghtinot have been able to do his time.
Adopting a “fuck it” attitude allowed for him to me on to the next day’s challenges.

Interpersonal contaminationAny given dayroom was comprised of a cast of
characters—some of whom were offensive or otheraisputting. Some men had
awkward rituals in which they spoke to themselesnmed to themselves, or otherwise
soothed themselves in order to deal with the siiést of jail living. Some men sang or
rapped loudly to break the silence. Such annoyan@le jail life more difficult, but
unlike hygiene, | never witnessed or heard of anmate being beaten up because of one
of these mild annoyances. Instead, as much apesssble, inmates ignored or avoided
interactions with offensive inmates. For exampl& had the habit of holding mini
conversations with himself at night in order td &dleep. At first, | tried to explain how
much | hated listening to him hold a conversatioth\wimself so that he could sleep.
When he showed no signs of being willing (or peghalple) to stop, | simply stopped
communicating with him altogether, and that gaveanmeeasure of peace that | had not
been able to achieve when | was trying to convhngeto be quiet. The longer | ignored
him, the easier it became, and the less | heard him

Avoidance was the typical coping strategy for ulvemed interpersonal
interactions. For example, Henry, the “Wood” repSunland, had several tattoos
depicting white supremacist images. | have a Phicsk flag tattooed on one of my
arms. The philosophies that drove Henry and ktoogr respective tattoos are at odds.
Therefore, he and | never had any direct meaningtataction. Even when we were in

each other’s presence, neither of us acknowledgedther. We were forced to be in the
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same dayroom together, but our interactions engeet Similarly, even though they
shared a dayroom (and sometimes a cell), there seane “Southsiders” who never
interacted with paisas, and there were “Blacks” \ahoided and ignored others. “I don’t
fuck wit’ him like that,” as LK once described hidationship to Dago, another “Black.”
Batch living forces others in one’s space, androftese “others” are unwanted and
offensive. In Golden County, avoidance was thg efiflective method for coping with
offensive inmates.
Emotional Constriction

There is a tendency to view what men do as a pedionce of masculinity in
male-dominated spaces. This is particularly tru@en’s emotional responses to life in
penal societies. A number of scholars have exadfrtime significance of masculinity in
prisons and suggest that it frequently entailsxaygerated performance of masculinity
often referred to as “hegemonic masculinity” or gleymasculinity” (Courtenay 2000;
Bandyopadhyay 2006; De Viggiani 2006; Wallace 2@B&en, Emslie, O’Neil, Hunt
&Walker 2010). Research of this kind often poitats&in extreme form of stoicism and
emotional management that allows for aggressioroéimet negative feelingsthat might
lead to violence. Such performances are conceptabhs gendered performances used
to construct or affect a type of masculinity. Mgw is that extremes in behavior are best
understood as reactions to the extremes of pamad)li They are natecessarily
masculine responses in the sense that one thinkewfdoing masculinity in order to

bolster their sense of manhood. Instead, whainsesimes characterized as “hyper,”

9| am using “feelings” and “emotions” interchanglyab

132



“uber,” or “hegemonic” masculine performances cduddbetter understood as men'’s
responses to extreme stimuliailing as | describe it here, was certainly shaped by
gender, but it was not a self-conscious attempbtestruct a particular type of gendered
performance. Jailing was about coping, first ancharily.

A certain amount of stoicism is par for the counstlh men. In fact, masculinity
can be so be controlling that men are often unvglbrunableto show pain or a full
range of emotion to the extent that their adherém@masculine ideal becomes
unhealthy (Courtenay 2000; O’'Brien, Hunt, and F2&®5). Anecdotally, whenever |
have visited a specialist or an emergency, a femaige invariably has instructed me,
Now if it hurts, don’t try to be tough. Just tele, so | can helpThat | have heard a
variation of that instruction so frequently poitdsthe typical performance that men
affect in those situations so as not to appeamtessculine. Prescriptions for masculine
behavior, then, often function as control mechasism

However, men’s emotional coping strategies in @onlG@ounty dayrooms were
constrained by “framing rules” and “feeling rulggfochschild 1979). These rules refer
to ideological beliefs about which feelings areegtable given a particular situation
(Turner 2010). Jail living is hard; the environrhenSpartan, and men’s responses to the
environment were commensurate with their experiendéeir living conditions
delineated a set of acceptable feelings and enalljoresponses. This does not mean
that men did not experience a wide variety of eonstj but inmates worked (Hochschild

1979) to bring their feelings in line with the rslthat defined the situation. Not every
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attempt was successful, but the ability to managesoemotions was an effective coping
tool.

There were general prescriptions for emotionat@ain Much of this can be
understood as an expression of Majors and Bills(d®93) concept of “cool pose,”
which they defined as a “ritualized form of masuitli that entails behaviors, scripts,
physical posturing, impression management, andubrerafted performances that
deliver a single, critical message: pride, strenpgttd control” (p. 4). Majors and Billson
conceived of “cool pose” as masculine performaheg¢ Black American men adopted as
a survival tactic in anomic communities and as § ofehiding during what seemed for
many Black American men to be a constant frontestagsence; however, their
development of the “cool pose” is useful here foderstanding how inmates in general
coped with jail. In an environment in which ones liieeen stripped of agency, a show of
control (any form of control) is empowering. WhMgajors and Billson described the
“cool pose” as a mask, | am using it to refer ® ‘theep acting” (Hochschild 1979) that
men did in the management of their feelings. Eamatily, “cool” behavior refers to a
general aloofness, the ability to remain calm mftce of threats, and feeling that one is
in control of one’s self. Breakdowns in “cool” lmhor were generally taboo and outside
of the ideological belief system that delineategdrapriate emotionally responses.

Nevertheless, there were spaces that were “zqieathschild 1979) for
particular types of emotion. For example, “chutechental health holding cells, and
visiting rooms were sometimes sites where men wermiitted to be emotionally present

and to explore their feelings. In dayrooms, depandpon the news that pushed an

134



inmate one way or another, men sometimes dealtpuittonged bouts of despair,
sadness, or exuberance—none of which were sandtigmer normal circumstances.
These opportunities for extended emotional conterdved stress even as they violated
the “cool pose,” which was itself a coping stratégymanaging stress.

“Cool” behavior worked as a coping tool becausénnoate wanted to be
inundated with the universe of feelings that awhtian outside of the “cool pose.”
Seeing family member cry during visiting hours,isgean inmate (having a celly) cry
around you, and watching a man walk with his headrdand face long with despair just
made one aware of one’s own condition. The “cadlg) put space between an inmate’s
ecological condition and himself. He could contt@t space and live there, but when he
was encouraged to share his emotions or when hewvesunded by sorrowful
individuals, that space shrunk, and he was facéu the rawness of his feelings about
where he was, how he got there, what was happeaingn and his family while he was
there, and how long it could be before he wasrset fThose are painful realities to face.
To cope, men became aloof—emotionally distant—abiet from themselves and their
condition.

TIME

Time is so critical to the organization of penatisties that an analysis of penal
living would be incomplete without a discussiortloé importance of time. This is
particularly so if one hopes to have a thorougheustanding of the adjustments that
inmates make in coping with the strictures of pdif@al My analysis of time begins with

a brief discussion of the significance of time indern free society, which | contrast with
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time in penal societies. | then extend that ihtt@ntrast into a larger discussion of the
meaning of time for inmates.
FREE TIME

Time is a central forcin modern societies (penal and free). Socialiies are
classified and arranged according to time. Atrtiwest basic level, we organize activities
according to the rising and setting of the sunr ifstance, bacon, eggs, grits, and
pancakes are served during the morning becausssmeeiate these foods with breakfast.
Nightclubs tend to be closed during daylight hoarg], in fact, there is a host of
activities associated with the “night life” thatamot considered appropriate for daylight
hours. Not only does time organize activity, l#lso signals when an individual should
make the cognitive switch from one identity to dmest For example, as the end of the
workday approaches, the time signals to the emplaydegin making the cognitive
switch from worker to father—to concern himselfimihe activities of fatherhood,
picking up his children from daycare, feeding thetegtera® Thus, time helps to shape
cognitive and behavioral aspects of social intévact

Beyond the function of organizing activity, timashother important properties. It
is a quantifiable resource that often serves abaisés for exchange. It is common to
hear a person speak of how much timéasand how he does not wams time wasted
becauséistime is precious. He owns that time. He tratiésricash in the labor

market. He trades it for love in his relationshifes when relationships fail, a common

Y This concept refers to an organizational attrilfta given social structure.

*1| am not assuming that the “switch” is an automalean break. It is made in steps, and theiiketyla
period during which an individual is cognitivelatrsitioning between identities as he transitiortareen
roles; however, | am saying that time signals witéntransition should begin.
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issue is how little time was spent together. Timealued to the extent that the phrase
time is moneyardly earns a second thought, and talk of how is1fspent” or how
individuals may be “spending” their time hardly gsvus pause. The point is that time
has a quantitative dimension, and the value ofaioaship or a commodity in a Marxist
manner is determined, in part, by how much labuoetwe put into these objects. But,
time also has a qualitative dimension.

As with any commodity, the quantity of the res@uixtempered by its quality.
Time is no different. The phragene is monewlso exhorts us to work hard while at
work—that a quality product or at least a qualitipe towards production is demanded
during work hours. Similarly, a great deal of tisgent in the presence of one’s
significant other while ignoring that person isdigrquality time in the eyes of most
lovers. It is not just the amount of time spenwvatk, in relationships, in a conversation,
walking a dog, or engaged in any activity, busithe quality of that time that gives the
experience of the activity its polarity. Here fhadarity in the perceived quality of time
(hereafter referred to as “polarity of time”) refeo the subjective experience of an
activity. The polarity of time is either positiee negative, and it is determined in large
part by the meaning that is intrinsic to the atyiand the degree of commitment
individuals have to what they are doing.

We commonly think in terms of the polarity of tim&/hether one is delayed for
four hours on the tarmac, remembering a beautdahtion in St. Lucia, recalling a
childbirth, the passing of a loved one after a lbngt with cancer, or warning a friend

about a movie that was recently released, the thagria often told in terms of how an
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event or activity or relationship was thest worst mostboring, or mostexcitingtime of
our lives After an event, it is common to report whethee dlad a good time. What is
being conveyed here is that time (apart from whaxttev whomever consumed the time)
is an important aspect of social interaction.

In summary, time organizes social interaction,ibatso has qualitative and
guantitative properties. It can serve as the asiexchange, and it is experienced—
positively or negatively—as a function of the degoé situational efficacy a person has,
the perception of the ratio of progress relativaree, the degree of commitment, and the
intrinsic meaning in the event or activity. Thdagray of time is a subjective concept,
and the aforementioned list is not exhaustivendtely points to some of the more
general factors that determine that polarity.

PENAL TIME

Time systematizes social interaction in penaletges similar to what is found in
free society, but the character of life in a peswdiety adulterates the cognitive
relationship to time. In free society, role penfi@ances and identities are separated by
social worlds so that one’s work time, leisure tiraed family time, for example, are kept
separate (Goffman 1961); however, penal socidiietheir all-encompassifgnature,
do not allow for such separation. Men are strippefdmily time, work time
(meaningful work anyway), and leisure time—in te@se that they have control over

their personal time—immediately upon entering agbsnciety. They are assigned the

2 Here | am acknowledging that Goffman (1961) coveeiof jails, prisons, military academies, and
mental health institutions, etcetera as “totalifasons” though | have conceived of the formepagal
societies.
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all-encompassing status of timnate which dramatically dampens any cognitive
switches toward other roles or identities withie jail system. Whether the inmate is
preparing for work as a trustee, lining up for sitivith a mental health nurse, or talking
on the phone with his wife and children, his worlaisd hence, his roles and identities are
unified in a highly stigmatized status—timenate. Moreover, even in the dayrooms with
working clocks, inmates had no control over whemew activity began, and the
capricious manner in which certain activities (“otty” dayroom time, and recreation)
were permitted rendered time nearly obsolete agjnitive signal.

Also, time’s quantitative and qualitative propestare significantly modified in
jail. Whereas the hallmark of a free society &s dlbility to do what one wants to do with
one’s time, the hallmark of a penal society is dweasarial relationship between time
and inmates. In free society, time is owned, ergbd, spent, and wasted partly as one
sees fit, although there are certainly variougtutsbnal constraints on this, such as work
and school schedules, &fcPenal inmates, like subjects within other type&aial
institutions” are greatly denied personal freedarardheir use of time as they are
required to follow rigid schedules authorized bstitutional officials. By definition, an
inmatehasno time with which to negotiate in the sense thate society individual has.

In fact, inmates are told what to do with “theithe>* There is, however, “chow” or

> There is likely a correlation between the amownitsme an individual commands and the amount of
wealth one possesses.

** James Spradley (1970) produced a very useful targrof the definition of time in a penal societyly
analysis mirrors much of what he found.
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“feed time,” “lights out” time, “phone time,” “dapom time,® a time for taking pills,
visitation time, a time for going to court, time fasiting with mental health nurses and
doctors, “fed time® “state time,” “jail time,” “good time,” and timserved. While these
timessystematize social interaction, the inmates dacootrol them. Jail administrators
delineate inmate routines, and the beginning adthgrof thesg¢imesare outside of the
control of inmates.
Time as Punishment

The quantitative and qualitative properties ofgtiare transmuted by the goal of
punishment in penal societies. Dealing first it commodification of time, an explicit
aspect of punishment that inmates experience thronggrceration is the expropriation
of personal time, and the public is outraged wh@®iceives that too little time has been
required of someone found guilty of a crime. Foneékica’s jail inmates, the
expropriation of their time is particularly punisigi—the majority of whom, are stripped
of their time prior to being sentenced and founiltgof a crime®’ If courts determine
that they are innocent, their time served cannatpaid. Indeed, no attempts are made
in that regard. In effect, the criminal justicestgm quantifies and commodifies crimes in
terms of time as the medium of exchange, whicksiiés to inmates as punishment—thus
the common defense of beleaguered former inmhbtied,my time! | paid my debt to

society! Payment is made in terms of time, and punishnseransidered separately from

%5 In closed dayrooms, this time meant that inmatesevireed from their cells to roam about the common
area, use the phone(s), and take a shower. Indmpegooms, this generally meant that the TV wasadr

on and that inmates could use the phone(s).

*“Fed time” and “state time” refer to the time inmsudid in federal and state penal facilities retipely.

" In 2012, 60% of America’s jail inmates were unsesed—a statistic that has been stable since time o
this study (Minton 2013).
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the facility in which the sentence is carried olitis important to bear in mind, however,
that the state commodifies and expropriates timgagment for crimes against itself, and
at the moment that a person is captured and inedeck that person can longer lay claim
to owning time in the manner that free society pessdo. The stripping of one’s time is,
itself, punishment.

Few mechanisms of punishment mortified inmatesffestively as the
divestment of the freedom to determine when andhdov long to carry out such basic
human activities as eating when one wanted anahicigane’s body regularly and for as
long as one saw fit. Whereas a man might find waydeal with being tolevhatto do,
being toldwhento do it pricked the brain. Often an inmate wowhit in line during the
entire dayroom time to shower or use the phone mnhave dayroom time end before he
could do either. In some open dayrooms, inmatetedéor deputies to announce (or
signal) that the hot water was turned on so they tould shower. In other open
dayrooms, the hot water was locked away in an agjgiroom that was periodically
opened for inmates for a short while. Seeing insbttterly stomping towards their
bunks or cells with towels and toiletries in tovaving not showered or made a phone
call was a regular occurrence. Over time, beitgdjwden to walk, speak, and eat, or
more to the point, being denied the freedom tod¥eaihemotto perform a particular
task, chafed at the psyche to such a degree tisdtdtions became displaced and focused
upon the most trivial of issues. For instancejrdudayroom time, G2 was beating me
for the third consecutive time at chess when tleegmounced, “Alright gentlemen. It's

that time. TV and phones will be off in 30 secaihdBhe deputy repeated the
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announcement, and we stood but kept playing. il moment, we had been playing
chess and sharing laughs. Clearly annoyed, G#yhalseckmated me, and we headed
towards our respective cells. The abruptnessaif itad frustrated him more than usual,
and G2 was not interested in any of our usual laackforth banter about how | would
beat him the next time.

Instead, as the cell doors popped open for ubijttexly exclaimed, “’Sick of this
shit!”

“Me too, man,” | weakly offered in agreement, knogvthat | had a release date,
and he did not.

“Can’t even play a fuckin’ board game when | wai@2 complained under his
breath while walking into his cell.

There was nothing particularly unique about whayrdom time was concluded
that day. Inmates were typically in the middlesofe activity when that time ended, but
the constant reminder that time was out of themrdseengendered resentment among
inmates. For G2, as was the case for many ottiersssue was not that he could not
play chess or engage in an activity that he waaseghuch as it was that he had been
stripped of the power to decigdhenand for how long he could do what he wanted to do.
Time as a Task

Inmates (by way of their status as inmates) nbt suffer the expropriation of
their time, but they must labor in a netherworldime itself, which emerges as an
objectified task—work to be done. It is here tthegt qualitative properties of time in a

penal society begin to have the greatest impacthB®assignment of time as punishment
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along with the near complete divestment of timpesonal property helps to engender
an adversarial relationship between inmates anel tilfhe questions, “How much time
did you get” and “How much time do you have” arerexmeaningfully translated to

“How much time do you have to do?” For, the tirhattinmates are given confronts
them as a unitary daunting task that mustids@e—enlarged in the consciousness of each
man (Spradley 1970).

The task of time casts a large shadow on the togrand emotional landscapes
of inmates, and how a man responded to time fltietllnroughout his moral career
(Goffman 1961). In other words, an inmate’s sulbyecexperience (polarity) afoing
time oscillated between opposing poles. Whereassdociety persons often describe
time in gradations of “good” and “bad,” inmates kp®f “hard-timing-it” and “easy
time.” Though perhaps intensified by the condisiomwhich inmates find themselves,
the polarity of time in penal societies neverthelelects a positive or negative
relationship between time and one’s experience.

The full range of factors shaping a shift in tleeqeived difficulty of spending
time in Golden County jails was quite wide. Thadtions and goal orientations of penal
societies change the relevant factors for detengithis polarity. Again, this list is not
exhaustive, but some of the most important evestisrohining the perceived quality of
time for an inmate were the presence or absengegi#tive experiences, such as
perceived rejection and abandonment, and posikpereences, such as perceived
attainment of progress, certainty, or experienoedgributing to feelings of self-efficacy.

These are not simple causal mechanisms that bibioigt ahe onset of hard time or easy
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time. The presence of a particular factor can bammngless without the presence of
another factor for a given inmate at a particulaetin his moral career. That is, inmates
doing “hard time” often faced a multiplying effegtth each negative event they
experienced, so that time became nearly unbear&uwatrarily, an inmate doing easy
time might not have half the amenities of an inntidig hard time, yet the inmate doing
easy time may experience a positive event thagng important to him, and for him, that
event makes all the difference. A few exampledsramder.

Hard-timing-it. One’s time was ever present as background nanskit seemed
that every now and then, the noise level rose aigiugh to disrupt a man’s ability to
remain stoic in the face of the time he had beeargto serve. At first glance, the onset
of hard time might appear to take on a patterroascoming after court dates, mail
deliveries, mental health check-ups, and other dppities that inmates had to interact
with free society persons, but upon closer exananathe pattern dissolves into the
noise of background. Very often, the lack of paeree self-efficacy was all that was
needed to bring about hard time.

Events lowering inmates’ perceived self-efficaagged from news that a child
was sick and the subsequent knowledge that a mdd do nothing about it to the daily
reminder that, as a man, he was forced to be@iiet paper from deputies or other
inmates if he needed some. For instance, duriegraek LK received news that one of
his three daughters was sick and that his sisttbkan hospitalized as a result of an
assault. During that week, LK channeled his poggsmess to help his family into anger,

frustration, and sadness. Recognizing his owntMityahe warned, “Niggas betta stay
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the fuck outta my way. 1 just don'’t give a fucloit no one and nothing right now.”
LK’s frustration and anger were coupled with deagress and withdrawal, which he
claimed was for the best. “I'mma just stay in mgKin’ cell cuz if not, yo, Egypt, I'm
just gonna hurt one these niggas, ya know? Igasa lot of hate right now. ‘Don’t want
to be here. Can't do shit...,” he fatalistically teued while walking away.

Another common stimulus for hard time was seethgis released. The event
was bittersweet—but often more bitter than swé&seing someone pack up their
personal items in preparation for freedom remindethtes that release was possible, but
it also reminded men of their individual circumstas, which often precluded any hopes
of a release in the near future. In jail, men kyiceveloped friendships, and despite
promises made and addresses taken, an inmateasealsually marked the severance of
those friendships. Thus, as my release date apipedaand | freely gave away my phone
time, books, items | had accumulated, and as Ihased items for friends so that | would
not be released with money on my books, | notitedl mot every inmate was handling
my release with grace. LK, had become increasiagtymonious before finally
admitting, “I just don’t want'chu to leavd.wanna leave. | should be getting’ out.”
Fearing that he would purposely involve me in affigp the hopes that it would extend
my jail time, and, adhering to warnings that sommaates find it hard to let others get
out, | stayed away from LK during my last week. ridg that week, he was noticeably
withdrawn. He spent a lot of his time on the phand very little interacting with others.
During chow time, he said almost nothing, and ne spoke of my impending release in

his presence.
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A man need not have known an inmate who was helegsed in order to be
affected. For example, from the cell door wind&eptt watched an unknown Wood
walk toward the sally port with his bed roll andkbdShaking his head with a dejected
look about his countenance, he remarked, “Watchung gets get out makes me wanna
just go to sleep—Ilike just lay down and sleepitt my turn.” Seeing others prepare to
be released reminded Scott and LK of the progtesss{ow in their minds) that they
were making toward completing their respective eer@s inmates. This was
particularly the case for LK and inmates like hirhoadid not have a release date because
the expropriation of their time and the task oftinge ahead of them had no definable
conclusion.

The perception that progress was being made tovedadse or matriculation to
prison was crucial. Inmates often looked to cdates at benchmarks for such progress
(Roth 1963). However, for most inmates there wastaf recurrent pre- and post- a
court appearance events that approached predpmdiwer. To the extent that a large
number of inmates had similar experiences, thes&fi events nearly emerged as a
model for the onset of hard time. As a case peelence, Toll, who had been in jail for
over three years when | met him, was excited aboumpending court appearance that
he believed would be the start of his trial ortfet very least) lead to a definite start date
for his trial. He engaged in several conversatiitl other inmates about the merits of

his case and how best to make arguments. He nuagléossgroom himself in preparation.
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He got a haircut, clipped fingernails, and bed-pee! his jail uniform the night before.
On the day of court, he left hopeful that prognessild be made in his case. He was
escorted into the dayroom much later that day,asdisposition was noticeably sunken
and defeated. He slept and slept. For the nextikeys, he was withdrawn and sullen.
Word came from his celly that not only had Tolfgknot begun, “They gave the
prosecutors more time. Don't really know what finek happened.” Hard-timing-it after
a court date was so normal that men meekly gremtedmate returning from court,
searching for clues that they should give the retigrinmate his space. The lack of
perceived progress through the criminal justicéesys—and hence one’s moral career as
an inmate—often engendered and multiplied feelofgmcertainty and inefficacy.

Many inmates—particularly first-time inmates—expace the greatest amount
of uncertainty and inefficacy during intake. Ofteewly inducted inmates struggled to
make sense of the netherworld to which they hageateled, and in order to gain a
mental footing, they sought to know the time arglttmetable for the next events.
However, the privilege of knowing the time and whais to happen in the immediate
future had been stripped of them upon being amledievertheless, men in intake
regularly pestered passing deputies for informadibout their cases and the time, and
they were typically ignored. Over time, an inmatight find himself transformed into
the local gadfly as he became increasingly fraatid desperate to orient himself in the

netherworld.Hey dep’! Hey dep’. Excuse me, sir. Sir? Wimaetis it? Could you tell

%8 This is my term, which | use to describe how inesablded their shirts, tops, and bottoms to their
uniforms and placed them under their bedrolls wihitey slept to press creases in them with theiybod
weight.
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me what time it is? How long will we be here? y@o know how much time I'm facing?
When can | talk to the judge®he more he begged, the more he would be igmdréch

just trying to get the timeEventually, deputies would stop walking by thé deor
altogether. It was then that the feelings of atgdandonment would be most intense, as
inmates were taught (directly or indirectly througftservation) that they could not rely
upon deputies for a sense of secufity.

Easy time While abandonment triggered hard time, suppaatticularly reliable
support) triggered the onset of easy time. Foresommates, support came in the form of
regular or periodic visits from a loved one or ffide‘in the world.” Others found support
through receiving mail on a regular basis. Stiles inmates needed only money on their
books, which provided emotional, psychological, phgsical support in ways that a
letter or visit could not. LK regularly receivedarhand a visit from his wife, which
helped to temper his mood swings and assuageusidtion-based anger that so easily
welled within him. Scott received a letter (andngbdimes two letters) each day from his
girlfriend. His entire day was manageable becafiseose letters. Sometimes he did not
read the letters right away. He let them sit ankhink so that he would have something
to read for later, but with LK and Scott, when thail came late or on the rare occasions
that they did not receive a letter as expectedpémelulum of polarity quickly swung

from easy time to hard time.

%9 Roth (1963) observed a similar phenomenon amdrsiatients who begged physicians for updates
about their health.

% This is not the same as saying that inmates ldaima deputies did not provide any security; altjin
the extent to which an inmate’s physical securityld be guaranteed by deputies was certainly ameiss
Here, however, | am referring to an inmate’s sarigeust.
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For inmates who received support in the form ofquic deposits of money on
their books, that support was typically sufficiemistave off bouts of hard-timing-it. G2
received mail infrequently, and he never had dasgluring the four months that | knew
him. Nevertheless, he remained remarkably indfiem the face of his jail time. He
generally maintained even spirits except for thieses when money in his account was
running low, and he faced having to rely completgdpn the jail for food and
toiletries—an undesirable condition for any inm@tdéind himself.

Among the more significant factors for the ondetasy time was requited love.
It should be noted that the vast majority of meseneed their support from women in
free society—mothers, aunts, cousins, women friginolever, those relationships took
a backseat to the love interests of inmates. Remte ushered the onset of hard time like
unrequited love, but a man who felt confident #hhad a woman who loved and cared
for him—a woman who was waiting for him to returarh the netherworld—that man
could handle nearly any deprivation and degradahoown his way. Beaming with
pride, inmates shared intricate homecoming plaasttiey had for their women with
whomever would listenYo! I'm gonna fuck the dog shit outta dat bitdtis gonna be,
pizza, beer, and pussy for days on end for mehdlaYup! The shit she be sending
me—in dem letters nigga! A nigga cain’t walitach letter and visit that he received,
confirming her love for him and devotion to him ema@red him to rise beyond the cold
air, the lights that never went off, the bad foleid, inability to shower whenever he
chose, the fact that he had not seen the suntinja®r a month, and the poor job his

public defender was doing with his case. Indeesk $ociety women in romantic
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relationships with male inmates control an incregdmount of latent power in terms of
their ability to inspire “hard time” or “easy tinie.

An inmate’s polarity of time had little to do witdministrative or structural
deprivations. Two inmates dealing with the sam@rigations in the same housing unit
will have a different polarity based upon theirqeved efficacy, certainty, progress,
rejection, and abandonment. Inmates doing hared were often withdrawn and
depressed. They found it difficult to sleep orytséept more than they usually did.
Contrarily, inmates doing easy time displayed aegalty jovial disposition. They could
be found singing and laughing and joking. It igportant to bear in mind that inmates
were not locked into perpetual “hard” or “easy” éistates. Throughout their inmate
careers, men experienced many events that detatrtiegoolarity of time, stacked upon
one another, activating and deactivating one andi#teereceptors reacting to stimuli.
The duration of easy time or hard time was idiosgtic. An inmate who, after receiving
news that he was given a sentence of seven yebies, timply shrugged and went about
his daily routine in preparation for prison. Aethther extreme, an inmate received
socks with holes in them during a regular clothéxghange, and he was broken for days.
The point is that each man had his own threshalthi® pains of punishment, and his
interactions with others—both inside and outsidperial walls- and the accumulation of
positive and negative experiences help us to bettderstanding how he perceived his
time spent in jail. As a final point, | make nsasption that a polar shift meant that a

man was immediately flung to the extremities ofdhar easy time. There were
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gradations of hard time and easy time such thapolerity intensified as an inmate
approached the end of either pole. Figure 1 imals illustration of the polarity of time.

FIGURE 2: POLARITY CONTINUUM

Easy Time Hard-Timing-It

TIMETABLES

The significance of sunlight as it relates to dmgtime and organizing social
activities hardly earns our attention in free spgieowever, the absence of the sun as a
signifier presented unique challenges for inmatksse social world revolved in large
part around time. Many Golden County Jail housings did not receive any natural
sunlight, and rec’ [recreation] time was typicaifyered infrequently, sometimes at
night, and not to all inmates. Thus it was pogsibl an inmate to go months without
ever seeing the sun. Without working clocks amdriking and setting of the sun to mark
the passing of a day, how did inmates count tir@@nsidering the significance of time
for inmates, by what methods did men keep tradinué?*

Each man measured his career progression accdadanget of timetables. A
timetableis the structured passage of time through a céRemh 1963), and as discussed
above, the perception that one is making suffigeagress through one’s career was

paramount in determining the perceived qualityimet Thus, inmates broke their time

®1| am greatly indebted to the work of Roth (196@hjch has informed much of my thinking and analysis
on the management of time in this section.
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up into manageable tasks that couldibae Few men could do an indefinite senteffce,
but most any man could manage nearly any deprivéiteon one mail issuance period to
the next. Therefore, timetables served severglgaas. Timetables helped inmates to
avoid hard-timing-it by providing a sense of certgiof the future and the perception of
career progress. They also made the task of tiore manageable and less daunting by
breaking the sentence up into smaller blocks; heheecommon aphorism, “you have to
do your time one day at a time.”

From an administrative viewpoint, the lack of sght was of little consequence
because the routine activities of Golden Countg pere disassociated from the rising
and setting of the sun. This was a netherworldraing to its own rhythm. Lunch was
served between 10 a.m. and 11 a.m. Dinner wasdamnound 4 p.m., and breakfast was
not given until 4 a.m. Orienting one’s self tostschedule represented one of the most
difficult adjustments that inmates managed. Evahtuan inmate’s sleep rhythms were
bent to the will of the institutional schedule, ahd notion of “daytime hours” lost its
meaning. For instance, after having been takenaastody during a late morning, | had
been assigned to a relatively small open dayrooRravidence during daylight hours.
The lights in the dayroom were on and bright, yedrty every inmate was asleep or
laying on his bunk in silence. Other than beingfed in the direction of my bunk, | had
no interaction with anyone. | eventually fell age Hours later, | was awakened to
booming laughs and loud talking. The dayroom Bghliere out, but every inmate was

awake and stirring about in a lively manner. Tame dayroom that had been spiritless

%2 A great majority of inmates were serving indeBréentences.
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during daylight hours seemed to be alive with bedied energy at “lights out.” The
contrast was disorienting.
Reference Groups & Points

Inmates could not rely upon deputies for informatiegarding their individual
cases, so they searched among their peers foer@nek group (Roth 1963)—a subgroup
comprised of inmates that apparently shared siroitaumstances by which an inmate
could measure his progress and estimate the tim@dtg face. Golden County
detention centers housed inmates facing murdegelan the same units as men
incarcerated for traffic violations. Because in@satvere admitted continuously instead
of in cohorts, whom an inmate was processed with ofdittle consequence. Inmates
also held regular roundtable strategizing sessiopse-housing holding cells and in
housing units in which the focus was how to aveitktin a jailOh you ran? Fuck man.
You might be fucked, bro. Eh, just throw yourselthe mercy of the court, bro. Ha, ha,
ha. Yeah, fuck. Eh, just say, you're sorry andyger mom and sister to write letters
and shit. | know a fool who did that shit, anevdgrked for him. He was out like that,.eh
Each strategizing session included an attemptéansther inmafé as a representative
of a reference group by which a man could projéctime, measure his progress, and
reduce the uncertainty of the length of his sergern other words, inmates fashioned
their peers into subgroups according to their cirstances that could be compared and

contrasted as reference groups.

%3 Sometimes this “other” inmate took on a mythidsmcter. One could never be sure whether thestor
of an inmate that someone once knew ever existed.
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Similarly, inmates learned to interpret eventglipes incorrectly) as evidence of
progress towards release or trial. Because a eppdaarance could not reliably be used
as evidence that one was progressing through caeéer as a jail inmate, men
(re)interpreted other benchmarks. For instancenaeent transfers from Sunland to
Providence where court proceedings were held wanttb mean that one’s court case
was progressing; however, inmates were bused tdranmvarious detention centers
within Golden County for myriad reasons, includingeduce overcrowding and to avoid
security risks. Despite this fact, the myth th&taasfer to Providence meant that trial
was about to start prevailed.

Managing Time

During a conversation with Flip, | learned thatréhwas variation in the manner
in which men managed their timetables. The podheutights out in the dayroom, and |
casually sighed, “Another day” to which Flip resged by questioning the value of using
“lights out” as a way of marking the passing ofeiml explained that the pod cut the
lights out nearly every night, so | felt comfortahising “lights out” as way keeping track
of a day, and | knew what day of the week it wasalnse my mother and advisor were
sending me letters. | asked how he kept trackwed,tand offered this brief but
illuminating explanation:

Welp, | go from meal to meal—breakfast, lunchd dmner. Once | have
three meals, | can count that as one day. Austlkeep doing that until |
get outta here. One day at a time—meal by mEhat's a day.

This conversation set me on course to determimediber inmates managed their

sense of time. Once a week | saw Paul Bunyan, adMath a meek disposition to

154



contrast his imposing physical stature, with wholad regular conversation. In
recalling any event, Paul used months as a umitezfsurement. For example, while
talking about a past celly, he commented, “I h&beean celly for fourteen months. He
slept most of the time, but we got along okay.”wewer, when | told him that | thought
his ability to keep track of time using months washarkable, he offered, “I come here
once a week and see Nurse Bee or the Doc, soy gwb | been coming for a long time
too—pretty much since | got here.”

Following a court appearance, | purposefully apph®d Ken to talk with him
about how he managed his time. “You always cono& bahere like it's just whatever
after court,” | opened, trying to bait him. “Othdwmdes come back from court like they're
ready to die.”

“After a while, you stop thinking about it. Yougt go to court and two weeks
later, you go to court again—Ilike that.”

To this, Beast saddled up next Ken and added,{Y&&u go from court date to
court date, and for me that’s every three months.”

“Da fuck,” | asked, shocked. “Three months?”

“Yup,” Beast said with a sly smile. “Three months

Not every inmate managed his time in such largeks. Scotty, who had been
my celly for a couple of months, managed his timéhe issuance of mail. Justasitisin
free society, inmates receive mail every day ex&epiday, and Scotty’s girlfriend wrote
him every day with faith. When he did not receavetter, he would sometimes

announce, “It's Sunday. | ain’t getting’ shit tgda For Scotty, the meaning of the day
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of the week was mapped onto the mail delivery sglegeavhich he used to break the
monotony of time. Similarly, LK received a regulasit from his wife twice a week, and
his activities and time management strategies weeated towards those two visitation
days. Returning from the first visit of the weblk, would pass by my cell with a smile
and say, “That’s one, nigga.” His second visit kearthe passing of another week,
which for LK, made the task of his time more marzie.

Aside from these rather unique timetables, thexeewperhaps, simpler methods
for figuring out the date and sometimes the timedme dayrooms. Some units had
working televisions that were periodically turnedat the whim of the deputies running
the pod. Indeed, in dayrooms without working ckydkmates turned to news channels
when the television was turned on so that theycctadrn what time it was; however,
television time was given too irregularly to be dises an effective time management tool.
Thus, no inmate reported managing his time basdteshowing of a particularly
television program or the turning on of the telens Similarly, dayrooms often
received a local newspaper, but an inmate couldjnatantee himself access to that
paper (even if it was in his dayroom). Consequyemtihewspaper could be used to
determine the date, but it could not be used @béish an effective timetable.

Timetables operate on two levels. At the careeell the structuring of the
passage of time broke the task of time up into meahkle pieces. At the individual
(cognitive-emotional) level, timetables providedemse of movement, which gave
meaning to time. Without the perception that tiwes progressing, a man risked hard-

timing-it, for a common sentiment expressed amo@gdtien County inmates was that
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they felt forgotten—Dby friends, family members, theside world in general, and even
by time itself. Managing timetables was not ondgful; it was paramount for one’s
mental health. This might help to explain the dsity of timetables found among
inmates. At some point, counting meals, clothirgh@anges, commissary delivery days,
and keeping track of visits, “lights out” noticesid mail deliveries became mental games
worthy of playing just to get through one’s time—rgss thatlso provide a sense of
movement through time. This is precisely the essef jailing—the development of
effective coping strategies.
SUMMARY

Surveying the panorama of factors that comprig@ga—rituals, norms, beliefs,
and the social construction of time—the adoptioefééctive time management skills
presents the greatest challenge to the inmateal Bere is objectified and punishing.
Most importantly, though, time holds dominion ov@nates instead of inmates holding
sway over time, and the indefinite nature of innceeer timetables makes time
management a central issue for men hoping to cabethne austerity of penal living.

Jailing means successfully coping with penal lWgjch translates to the
management of two features of time: the polaritydeen “hard time” and “easy time”
and timetables. Managing the “hard/easy time” piyla-to the extent that one could—
was necessary for mental health. The dichotomgsigsed above do not represent the
full range of possibilities, but issues pertaintagperceived rejection, abandonment,
progress, certainty, and efficacy most often cagéfts in the perceived quality of time.

Interestingly, though, the most common dynamics deéermine the polarity of time—
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what others might call the “quality of life"—hadtle to do with administrative factors
like whether a dayroom had air conditioning, viggtihours, books, hot water, etcetera.
Instead, it often depended on inmate’s interactieitis those from the free world,
whether they be judges, romantic partners, or famgmbers and friends. My findings,
suggest that while the presence or absence of @oratnmate violence and misconduct,
amenities like clean cells, a television, and padike food, and programs like “church” do
matter (Dilulio 1987), they may not be the most artpnt factors that contribute to an
inmate’s quality of time. Part of the issue hera basic truth about challenging
environments in inmate society: most individuatglfa way to survive the punishing
conditions.

Penal living is punishing. As | argued in chapteo, penal societies are
fundamentally organized toward punishing its demi?é The punishment is
multidimensional and multilayered. Various fornisensory deprivation,
contamination, and emotional constriction were @resent for inmates. As discussed
in Chapter 3, punishment was multilayered in teofsce, class, and one’s position
within one’s racialized group hierarchy. The netv@|d that is penal living taxed
inmates daily for the crimes that they were chang#ld. Time itself was transmuted into
a type of penance, and though the majority of timeaites had not yet been found guilty
of any sin (crime), their presence in the netheldvaras taken as evidence of their guilt.

Thus, punishment was doled out with good meastesgective of “due process.”

% | have purposely written this as a general stateimeacknowledge that the deputies and likelyjalile
personnel sometimes felt punished while workin@oiden County. A deputy once told me that he felt
“trapped” with all the inmates—that “it sucks [ifminishing]” for deputies too. Though penal soeigtire
organized to punish inmates primarily, punishmemdrmane and to varying degrees, inescapable by
others too.
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Inmates did not “thrive” in Golden County in thense that their coping strategies
never completely removed the force of punishmdmgyg faced. It is more accurate to
describe the coping strategies as attempts tovajail living physically,
psychologically, and emotionally. It was a dailppess—jailing—in which inmates
were constantly responding to the pressures aesgssirs that come with doing time in a
jail. Jailing describes the process of develogind applying coping strategies to better
manage jail living. There was no guarantee thadréicular coping strategy would be
successful, and many times, a strategy that had faeessful in one situation at a given
time, might fail in another situation. Part of tle@ason for this was because the
conditions under which inmates made use of a cogtiegegy were never quite the same.
A man’s ability to deal with the dehumanizing atbegging a deputy for toilet paper at
a given time was situational. That same act, whighsame actors, at a later time could
yield different results because (if for no otheasen) than the inmate was closer to the
end of his moral career. Similarly, assuming time could be held constant as a factor,
life in the free world continued on, and news akauevent in one’s family could affect
how well one coped at any given time. Thus, inmatéen stacked and used different
types of coping strategies in order to survive.

Some of the primary coping skills that men neeedevelop included time
management, a “cool pose,” a useful set of projectd the ability to manage
expectations to an appropriate degree given thertypties for contamination present.
Jailing was not an optional process in the sereteféliling to develop proper coping

skills often resulted in an emotional breakdowssaie sort. There were inmates who
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tried to deal with punishment in different waysor Example, some tried to express their
emotions regularly; however, outward displays afress and despair (common
emotions felt by inmates) were met with hostilitfReps™ eventually had inmates who
“whined” too much transferred to other dayroom#$iefe were some who tried to keep
everything clean or who tried to avoid everythinigyd Both strategies always failed.
Because inmates did not own public resources hksvers, sinks, and toilets, eventually,
the desire to keep them clean was given up. Muop®itantly, though, deputies rarely
gave inmates enough cleaning supplies to keepgat#as clean. Trying to avoid all
unclean things and persons would require one tdree. Eventually, inmates settled on
adjusting their level of expectations. Indeedpman could sleep or stare at nothing day
in and day out either. Projects kept the mind buayally, avoiding time was an
impossible task. No mental tricks allowed menai@ét how much time they had given
to Golden County or how much time they might gfille. Moments were painful, and
breaking time up into timetables helped to mitightelargeness of time in men’s minds.
Accordingly, jailing was not an optional processwas necessary for emotional

survival.
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CHAPTER 5: PUTTING IT ALL TOGETHER

Given the number of people cycling through Amenrigls annually and the fact
that jails provide a qualitatively different inmaggperience than do prisons, the paucity
of research that examines jails is striking. Meexocity jails differ in form and function
from county jails, so jails (in aggregate) represertapped and important research sites
for scholars interested in studying the human deydin general, the intersection of
stratification forces and criminal justice pracicpenology, and the construction of race
and gender.

Juxtaposing the management of inmates with therexpce of inmates reveals an
incongruity between stated penal management gadishe experiences of those at the
sharp end of management practices. | have cehteyeexamination of penal living on
the lives of the inmates in order to develop areeanderstanding of the practical
application of incarceration. An analysis of tkisd also provides an answer to the
guestion, “why should we care about what the insateclients of correctional
institutions think” (Collins et al. 2012). Thatdua question has yet to be fully
developed in penological literature—that it shodduire asking at all—is more telling
than the answer. Collins et al. (2012) suggestatihmate input might be used to
develop better models of possible recidivistsminview, penal systems are
fundamentally constructed, organized, and expee@as apparatuses of punishment. It
is incumbent upon researchers and practitionersvestigate and understand how these
apparatuses are implemented—not merely with rdtescalivism in mind, but to better

understand the human experience.
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| began this dissertation with the retelling ofexperience | had in a Golden
County detention center to highlight the institaatized degradation and dehumanization
of life in jail and also to give a practical accooh someone might contend with those
penalties. With over 700,000 inmates in Americls jat any given time (Minton 2013),
it is likely that what | described is aberrationdlhough often not in the consciousness of
the public, jail inmates comprise communities adple (most of whom have not been
found guilty of a crime) trying to find their walirough experiences like the one | had.
Given that the yearly turnover rate for Americaifsjancludes over 10 million souls
(Minton 2012), researchers should focus more attertn what is going on inside penal
walls.

From the viewpoint of jail inmates, the term “c@metions” has little do with
“correcting” anything, and the reality of this pbia partially why | contend that
correctional facilities are more accurately undeodtas penal societies. The value of this
rearticulation is practical as well as analytic&then we acknowledge that penal
societies like jails are designed to avenge thdigalmoral outrage (Feeley and Simon
1992), a more informed discussion of the effectagsnof “corrections” can take place.
We can begin to examine the construction of criiniblic identities as a path to
satisfying public outrage and to provide opportiesifor political gain (Garland 1990;
Hancock 2004). But this rearticulation also haplioations for how incarcerated
persons are managed. Thinking of jails and pris@nslaces where punishment is meted
out, practitioners must turn their collective fodt@m risk reduction to how much and

what kinds of punishments to inflict, and then thder mechanical connotations
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typically contained within the terms “inmate” ancliént” can be rearticulated with the
understanding that we are, in fact, talking abauhén beings. Additionally, thinking of
jails and prisons as types of penal societies régus that the penalties that inmates
receive and their responses to those penaltiesllanghin the sphere of human life.
They are not “extreme” in the sense that they edasthe fringes of the human
experience (Goffman 1961). The numbers of men, @grand juveniles in penal
societies should disabuse us of the notion that Wiese groups experience is strange
and foreign. Thus, what penal inmates do and @y live should not be fetishized with
talk of “hyper,” “uber,” or “extreme” living. Theeach of penal societies is too far to
ignore the normality of life in these places, arglshould think in these terms.
Whether righteous, studying how we punish penakites tells us something
about value structures in American society. Thebof practices and policies that are
leading us towards an increasingly punitive U.$tuce—a culture that extends beyond
penal societies to the everyday practices of adfostganizations and institutions
(Feeley and Simon 1992; Garland 2001b; Simon 2B@8sell-Brown 2009; Wacquant
2009; Rios 2011; Tonry 2011)—is borne by those Wheirtue of a web of protective
bureaucracies (Patenaude 2004; Waldram 2009) asevulmerable. Thus, while the
“spectacle of the scaffold” (Foucault 1979) hasrbesmoved from the public eye,
punishment nevertheless takes place on centersstaten penal societies. In fact, one
might argue that the invisibility of inmate punisént is more insidious. For, as the
voices of inmates put through “correctional” paame muffled ten thousand leagues

below the surface of free society in a netherwdHedre is a feeling amongst inmates that
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they might scream, but there is no one there to-hhance the common axiom, “Hey.
That'’s jail.”
PUNISHMENT AND COPING

In an effort to connect classifications of punigmnfrom disparate literature
bases that are, nonetheless, talking about the gangg | conceived of punitive
measures in Golden County as either an examplevafommental or private
punishments. My goal was to unify Toch’s (1992pertant psychological studies of
punishment and coping with the prolific work of 8gk(1958). Here again, my efforts
are based upon inmate experiences. While | acladye that analytical gains to be
made from parsing out different types of punishreg@blden County inmates did not
generally experience jail in that way. Punishmemésso intertwined and integrated to
penal living on the whole that we lose somethinthefexperience by over-
compartmentalizing how inmates are punished. Gpresgly, | tried to simplify how we
think of punishment in jail without sacrificing irate’s voices.

There are advantages to thinking in terms of emwvirental and private
punishments. First, reshaping our analyses invthigleads to a study of penal living
that gives primacy thowpenal living is done from the viewpoint of the srawing the
living, as it is difficult to imagine how one mighhderstand how environmental and
private stressors affect inmates if we do not aerssuch stressors in inmates’ terms.
Second, it provides a viable pathway for analyzrsginct sets of punitive measures.
That is, jail environments are punishing in andh&mselves, and the malign neglect that

characterizes so much of the inmate experienceoldgd County facilities should be
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studied outside of the mopeivateforms of punishment. Then, we can build our
understanding of the multiplicative affects of @owimental and private punishments, but
only after we understand the seriousness of thetegaries of punishment in and of
themselves.

Racialization as Punishment

The significance of race and racialization cardlyabe understated. My central
argument is that race in Golden County may be wtded in two ways: (1) as an
organizing force, and (2) as a mechanism for pumgsimmates. The former was
accomplished primarily through a two-step racialjgct—the latter by way of the
“politics.” At heart of both uses of race is a setinstitutional myths” (Meyer and
Rowan 1977) about race relations that ultimatedytteracialization processes at the
organizational and micro-interactional levels.

Briefly, institutional myths are highly rationaéid beliefs about social reality that
are built upon the larger social context in whichirstitution is operating and which
come to dominate the way an organization operatess at the expense of efficiency and
effectiveness (Meyer and Rowan 1977). In this cemyth of risk of management
through racial segregation dominated much of thddaape of inmate interaction. As
evidenced by the racial classification practicethair detention centers, Golden County
jail administrators believed that separating inradityg race was a necessary procedure in
order to reduce race-based violence, racial raotd,other race-based forms of disorder.

The institutional myth of racial risk managemeraaieed hegemonic influence, as many

165



inmates came to believe that there would, indeeanbch more violence if not for the
system of racialized interaction known as the ‘foesi”

The racialization of inmates in Golden County d&im diametric opposition to
notions of colorblindness in a legal or social gen&olden County facilities were highly
racialized environments with housing units run arghnized (at the inmate level),
around a system of Jim Crow like rules for intelmbmteraction. The major difference,
of course, is that Jim Crow rules were specificdi®gigned to subjugate Black
Americans whereas the “politics” were indiscrimmatith the controlling of inmate
bodies. What we learn is that racial democracegyase of a chimera than a reality.

The structure of the Golden County racial ordebpgmatizes the way we think
of U.S. racial structures. Generally in free stygian analysis of “race,” “race relations,”
or “racial segregation” would be incomplete withautliscussion of the asymmetrical
power relations between racial groups; howevea, flat hierarchy, groups may be
hierarchical in one way and not in another. Futeszarch might reconcile
contemporary U.S. race relations and talks of “wase” and colorblindness with the
highly racialized spaces in Golden County and thgaict of flat hierarchies.

Additionally, the that there were spaces withindg@a County facilities in which
the “politics” were muted or absent reflects thenptexity of race relations within a
penal society. More importantly though, race retat in Golden County jails reveals
that beliefs about race permeate institutions agdrozations in different ways with
different intensities. Scholars who build upon effiprts here might look at how race is

experienced within other institutions and organae with an eye for varying intensities
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of racialization. One would expect to find racalion processes operating differently in
different regions of the U.S. For instance, migbitan Americans constitute their own
racialized group in penal societies in which thegstitute greater numbers? How is race
experienced in minimum and medium security penalkes@es? Penal practitioners might
rethink the idea that race equals gang member guablems within the jail. The
evidence presented here that conflating these nrsimbe is not warranted, and it
simplifies complicated processes.

“Jailing”

“Jailing,” as Toll coined it, referred to the pess of developing, acquiring, and
implementing strategies for coping within a tapestrpunishments. Jailing has less to
do with adjusting or adapting to a penal environnieithe way that one might think of
someone reaching a state of equilibrium with aogéifficulties and challenges than it
has to do with reducing stress. In my view, disauga man’'sadaptabilityto penal
living is to think in terms ofit, which implies that some individuals are bettaetezlifor
penal living than they are for free societal lifaailing is not about fit, acceptance of
penological goals, or the development an of adveis&lationship between inmates and
jail managers in the way that Clemmer (1940) thowdHlprisonization” or the way that
Irwin (1985) thought of inmates becoming part af thabble.” Clemmer and Irwin were
describing socialization—a rather passive prodeasdescribes the gradual taking on of
the basic personality traits, values, and normairescriptions of other inmates. Jailing
does not refer to whether or how inmates were Bpedinto inmate culture. It is about

managing one’s responses to constrictions relatednotions felt and expressed, sensory
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deprivation, and contaminations of all kind. Thjadjng signifies the agency of inmates
in their attempts to resist punishment, and it destrates that just as punishment is built
into the structure of jails, inmates, nevertheléss, ways to survive such punishments.
Most inmates do become silently complicit to tteibjugation. They resist, and the
manner in which they do so is important, for copstrgitegies remind us that power
(Foucault 1979) has its limits.

SUMMARY

The evidence presented here suggests that whateweostructural impact
“racialized mass incarceration” (Bobo and Thomp20h0) is having in free society,
“tough on crime” policies certainly have an effeatthe quality of life in penal societies.
Thelock’em up and throw away the kaititude with which Golden County jails were
operated signifies shifts in the thinking aboutigsbment (Feeley and Simon 1999;
Garland 2001b) and the value of human life. Irefiart to remove from the sight of free
society those groups who offend our sensibilities @olate the law, strict punishments
have become commonplace. Does this mean thasjalsld be abolished?

In my view, abolishing the American jail systemrmit the answer. | would
venture to say that the system is broken in theesémat it is indiscriminately punitive in
its application of punishment. In order to mitighis a bit, jails might be reorganized
internally in terms of sentenced and non-sentenuedtes. Those inmates who have
been found guilty of a crime and sentenced tdijaé would experience a particular type
of punishment. The other group, however, wouldjiven the opportunity to take

advantage of better food, increased dayroom time tlae like. Though they would
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remain in jail, a reorganization of resources is thay might provide a measure of
justice for inmates fighting cases from behind lpats.

It is my hope that future researchers take up Wauetjs (2002) charge that more
ethnographic studies be conducted in penal sosielie date, few have taken up the
challenge (including Wacquant). Meanwhile, knowjedf the inmate experience is
built through piecemeal studies of statistics, #reddaily lives of inmates continue to go
unexamined. My efforts in conducting this reseatisbugh unique in circumstance, may
lead other researchers to ask ponder, “We’re lackim millions of people annually. Just
what are they doing once they’re gone from freeetpe?” Perhaps, in seeking the
answer to that question, further empirical stuedslead to the development of practical

policy changes in favor of a more humane incarcaragxperience.
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